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This paper studies how gender representation affects collective decision-making in expert commit-
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digitized data on 3,700 criminal appeals. I find that panels with more female judges are more likely
to reject appeals and less likely to delegate cases. Effects are nonlinear and emerge primarily once
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1 Introduction

Governments around the world are expanding female representation in courts, boardrooms, and

expert committees on the premise that the composition of decision-makers influences decision

outcomes (Escobar-Lemmon, Hoekstra, Kang, and Kittilson, 2021). Yet the causal evidence

underlying this premise remains limited. A central question remains: whether representation

affects collective behavior, and if so, through what mechanisms differences in composition translate

into differences in outcomes. Most existing work focuses on individual decision-making or

examines environments where the institutional structure of collective deliberation is difficult to

observe directly (Anwar, Bayer, and Hjalmarsson, 2012; Knepper, 2018; Dahl, Kostøl, and Mogstad,

2014). This paper addresses this question using newly digitized data on more than 3,700 criminal

appeals in the Greek Supreme Court between 2005 and 2017, where institutional rules generate

quasi-random variation in panel gender composition and five-member professional panels provide

a natural setting to study how expert group composition shapes both decisions and the deliberation

process itself.

This issue is particularly relevant in light of the persistent underrepresentation of women in

senior decision-making roles. Despite substantial progress at entry levels—women now constitute

the majority of law students in many OECD countries—they remain underrepresented at the

highest ranks (Escobar-Lemmon, Hoekstra, Kang, and Kittilson, 2021). Many countries have

responded with explicit appointment targets and diversity mandates (National Women’s Law

Center, 2016; OECD, 2018). Yet identifying the causal effects of representation remains challenging:

in most settings, team composition is endogenous, case selection is strategic, and it is difficult to

separate who is in the room from what each individual would have done in isolation.

The Greek Supreme Court provides an unusually clean environment to study this question.

First, appeals are decided exclusively by panels of professional judges, which eliminates in-

teractions between experts and lay decision-makers (Hoekstra and Street, 2021; Anwar, Bayer,

and Hjalmarsson, 2022). Second, and most importantly for identification, cases are assigned to

panels through the lexicographic ordering of defendant surnames—a rule determined at filing

and unrelated to case characteristics or judicial preferences. This institutional feature generates

quasi-random variation in panel gender composition that is orthogonal to the cases being decided

. Third, panels typically consist of five judges, providing discrete and interpretable variation in

composition and allowing the shape of composition effects—not just their average magnitude—to

be identified. These features allow me to credibly identify the causal effect of group composition

on collective decisions in a high-stakes, real-world setting.
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I find that panels with a higher share of female judges are significantly more likely to reject

appeals—upholding lower court decisions—and less likely to delegate cases. A 10 percentage-

point increase in female representation raises the probability of rejection by approximately 1–1.5

percentage points and reduces delegation by about 0.4–1 percentage points. These effects increase

with the share of female judges and are most pronounced among panels with high levels of female

representation, particularly when women constitute a majority. By contrast, effects at lower levels

of representation are smaller and imprecisely estimated, consistent with theoretical predictions that

behavioral differences emerge only once women cross a threshold share (Kanter, 1977; Dahlerup,

1988; Collins, Manning, and Carp, 2010).

The results point toward mechanisms operating through collective interaction rather than

the simple aggregation of individual preferences. I find no evidence that female judges differ

systematically in their average panel-level outcomes, but instead show that panels with more

female judges deliberate more intensively. A key contribution of the paper is to shed light on

the mechanisms through which representation affects collective outcomes. I exploit variation in

deliberation time—the number of days between the court hearing and the issuance of the final

decision—as a proxy for the intensity of collective deliberation (Epstein, Landes, and Posner,

2013; Dimitrova-Grajzl, Grajzl, Sustersic, and Zajc, 2012). Panels with a higher share of female

judges take systematically longer to decide cases, particularly in more complex appeals. This

effect is amplified in panels with greater prior familiarity among judges, which is difficult to

reconcile with a pure coordination-frictions interpretation. Additional evidence is consistent with

this interpretation. Effects are concentrated in cases involving individual rather than institutional

litigants, and are stronger in panels where women occupy key procedural roles, such as president

or case introducer, which suggests that representation affects how deliberation unfolds within the

panel. They are weaker in areas with higher economic development and stronger indicators of

women’s empowerment, which suggests that local norms shape how representation translates into

behavior (Bursztyn, González, and Yanagizawa-Drott, 2020; Bertrand, Kamenica, and Pan, 2015).

These findings point toward group-mediated mechanisms—which include deliberative intensity,

persuasion, and the structuring of collective discussion—rather than the simple aggregation of

fixed individual preferences.

This distinction matters for policy. If representation affects outcomes solely through the direct

aggregation of individual preferences, effects should scale approximately linearly with the share of

women on the panel. By contrast, if representation operates through group-mediated processes—

such as the depth of review, persuasion dynamics, and collective standards applied—effects may

be nonlinear and depend on whether women attain sufficient presence to shape panel dynamics.
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The evidence above is more consistent with the latter interpretation.

A large literature documents gender differences in preferences and evaluative behavior (Adams

and Funk, 2012; Eckel and Grossman, 2008; Cabral and Dillender, 2024; Bordalo, Coffman, Gen-

naioli, and Shleifer, 2019), and studies across academia, peer review, politics, and judicial decision-

making suggest that evaluator characteristics can affect outcomes, though findings remain context-

dependent and mixed (Bagues, Sylos-Labini, and Zinovyeva, 2017; Abrevaya and Hamermesh,

2012; Gagliarducci and Paserman, 2011; Vega and Firestone, 1995; Swers, 1998; Chattopadhyay

and Duflo, 2004; Rehavi, 2007; Clots-Figueras, 2012; Card, DellaVigna, Funk, and Iriberri, 2020).

Much of this evidence, however, relies on observational variation or settings where assignment is

not clearly exogenous (Boyd, Epstein, and Martin, 2010; Feenan, 2008; Walker and Barrow, 1985;

Songer and Crews-Meyer, 2000), which makes it difficult to separate identity effects from selection.

This paper contributes to two strands of the literature. First, this paper provides causal

evidence on the effect of gender representation in high-stakes expert settings by exploiting quasi-

random variation in panel composition to isolate the effect of representation from selection.

Most existing work relies on observational variation or non-random assignment (Coontz, 2000;

Boyd, 2016; Feenan, 2008; Walker and Barrow, 1985; Moyer, Szmer, Haire, and Christensen, 2021),

while a related literature uses quasi-random assignment to identify causal effects at the level of

individual decision-makers (Hoekstra and Street, 2021; Flanagan, 2018; Ash, 2022; Hanemaaijer,

Ketel, and Marie, 2025; Foresta, 2025; Ash, Chen, and Ornaghi, 2024). Although the latter

provides credible evidence on individual evaluator effects, it typically treats panels as collections

of independent actors and offers limited insight into how group composition shapes collective

outcomes (Steffensmeier and Hebert, 1999; Johnson, 2014; Songer and Crews-Meyer, 2000). By

focusing on panel-level behavior, this paper shifts attention from individual to team-level decision-

making and provides evidence on how the composition of decision-making bodies shapes collective

outcomes through group interaction and deliberative processes.

Second, the paper contributes to the literature on organizations and group decision-making.

Economic models predict that individual characteristics shape group outcomes through differences

in risk preferences, punishment attitudes, and evaluative standards (Bagues, Sylos-Labini, and

Zinovyeva, 2017; Austen-Smith and Feddersen, 2006). The evidence here suggests that this view is

incomplete. The deliberative patterns documented here—where familiar panels with more female

judges deliberate more thoroughly rather than more contentiously—highlights how representation

shapes collective decisions in expert teams beyond the judiciary, including hiring committees,

promotion boards, and policy panels (Bhuller, Dahl, Løken, and Mogstad, 2020; Arnold, Dobbie,

and Hull, 2022; Bourreau-Dubois, Doriat-Duban, Jeandidier, and Ray, 2020).
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The findings have direct implications for the design of diversity reform. Current policy debates

focus almost entirely on increasing the share of women in judiciaries and expert committees—

moving from underrepresentation toward a threshold typically framed as 30 to 40 percent. The

evidence here suggests this framing is misspecified in two ways. First, the relevant margin is not

the share of women in the institution overall but the composition of the decision-making unit

itself—the panel or committee that actually deliberates and decides. Second, incremental increases

in that composition, while valuable on equity grounds, are unlikely to change how groups decide

unless they cross the level at which deliberative dynamics shift. For five-member panels, that level

is a majority. Diversity policies that do not shift the deliberative composition of expert groups are

likely to expand representation without changing collective outcomes.

2 Institutional Setting and Data

2.1 Local Courts

Local courts adjudicate different types of criminal cases and are located across Greece. Figure 1

shows their geographic distribution. In my sample, cases originate from 364 distinct local courts,

which I group into 11 broad categories.1 Table A5 shows the different types of local courts, the

number of courts of each type in the sample, and the number of cases originating from each.

Appeals can be filed within the local court system following a decision. Once no further appeal is

available under the applicable law, the case reaches its final local decision. At that stage, a litigant

(typically the defendant) or the district attorney may seek further review by filing an appeal to the

Supreme Court.2

Appeals to the Supreme Court are typically filed when a litigant disputes the local court’s

decision or considers the penalty excessive. A defendant filing such an appeal must have been

found guilty at the local level. Defendants are often in custody during the period between filing

the appeal and the Supreme Court hearing. Decisions of the Supreme Civil and Criminal Court

are final within the Greek judicial system.3 No juries are involved at this stage; cases are decided

by panels of professional judges.

1Local courts differ by case type and panel composition, which includes magistrate, misdemeanor, appeal, jury,
and juvenile courts (single-, three-, and five-member panels).

2Full name: Civil and Criminal Court of Greece.
3As a member of the Council of Europe, Greece allows cases to be brought before the European Court of Human

Rights after the Supreme Court decision.
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2.2 The Supreme Court

The Supreme Court (Areios Pagos) is the highest court in Greece for civil and criminal matters. It

is responsible for ensuring the uniform interpretation and application of the law across the country

and for overseeing the legal consistency of lower court decisions.4 Unlike many common-law

courts, the Supreme Court of Greece does not follow the principle of precedent and evaluates each

case on its own legal merits. Courts and judges are constitutionally independent of parliament

and the government.

The basis for appeal is typically that legal or procedural errors may have occurred, or that there

are doubts about the consistency with which the law was applied. Grounds for appeal include:

perceived errors in the interpretation or application of law by the lower court; procedural errors

during the trial that may have affected the fairness of the proceedings or the outcome; a decision

that contradicts existing case law or established legal principles; a belief that fundamental rights

or constitutional provisions were violated; or a need to ensure uniformity in the application of the

law. The Supreme Court does not typically re-examine the facts of the case but focuses on legal

and procedural questions to determine whether the lower court’s decision was lawfully reached.

A case reaches the Supreme Court when it has received a final decision at the local level and

no further local appeal is available. When the Supreme Court accepts an appeal—partially or in

full—it sets aside the local court’s decision and may: delegate the case to a different local court

type or to the same local court for a new trial before a different judge; reject only selected parts

of the judgment; or fully accept the appeal and terminate all criminal proceedings against the

defendant, which converts the matter to a civil one. Full acceptance implies the initial conviction

was erroneous or that a different sentence is warranted. When the Supreme Court finds no grounds

to accept the appeal, it rejects it, which renders the local court’s decision final and valid. Decisions

are never issued on the day of the trial; the committee deliberates and issues its ruling in the

period following the hearing.

The judging committee that decides whether to reject or not an appeal case typically consists of

five judges: the head, the introducer, and three additional Supreme Court judges.5 The introducer

is responsible for the preparatory work prior to the trial and presents the case to the full committee

on the trial day. The district attorney of the Supreme Court receives every trial application.

Decisions are reached by majority vote. The head—who may be the President of the Supreme

4The Supreme Court does not directly review the constitutionality of laws; this role is primarily held by other high
courts in Greece.

5While the vast majority of cases (approximately 90 percent) are decided by five-member panels—with the
remaining cases decided by three-member panels—committee size varies in a small number of cases; I control for the
number of judges in all specifications.
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Court, a Deputy President, or a senior committee member—presides over the trial.

2.3 Career Trajectories of Judges

The Greek judiciary operates with a high degree of independence, with judges serving as career

civil servants under constitutional protections that limit political involvement and government

interference. Promotions and disciplinary decisions are handled primarily by judicial councils

composed of senior judges, and publicly available biographical information on judges is limited.

Entry into the judiciary requires passing competitive examinations at the National School of

Judges, followed by training and a probationary period. Judges advance through a hierarchical

system based on seniority and merit, with Supreme Court judges selected from among the most

senior members of the judiciary.6 The Supreme Court consists of roughly 50–60 judges at any

point, who sit in panels—typically of five judges—to decide cases. There are 142 unique judges in

the dataset for the sample period.

2.4 Allocation of Judges to Cases

Cases are assigned to one of three Supreme Court divisions based on the lexicographic order of

the defendant’s surname.7 This ordering is determined prior to the initial filing of the case and

cannot be altered at later stages.8 This implies that assignment to divisions is predetermined and

unrelated to case characteristics at the Supreme Court stage. Judges are split into three groups

based on scheduling preferences, with each group including at least one senior judge. The Court

operates on specific trial days, which generates variation in panel composition across cases.9

Judges are assigned to groups before the realization of incoming cases and have no influence over

case allocation.
6Supreme Court judges are selected from among senior career judges and formally appointed by Presidential

Decree following a Cabinet decision. They serve until mandatory retirement and can be removed only in cases of
serious misconduct or incapacity.

7Presidential decree 35 and N.1756/1988 states strict rules about how committees in the Supreme Court should
be formed. Document Title: “New Code of Courts Organization and Status of Judges” https://www.elsyn.gr/el/

neos_kwdikas.
8If the surname of the first-listed defendant starts with any letter in the Greek alphabet from A to KA, then the

case is assigned to the first division. If it starts from KB to ΠA, the case is assigned to the second division. Remaining
cases are assigned to the third division.

9The Supreme Court usually holds trials only on Tuesdays, Wednesdays, and Friday. In my sample, 36% of cases in
the sample were decided on a Tuesday, 29% on a Wednesday, and 34% on a Friday. No decisions are made between
July 1 and September 15, when the Supreme court is closed. Since 2020, an amendment by the Justice Ministry has
shortened the Supreme Court’s summer recess by four weeks. As a result, the court does not operate from July 16 to
August 31. During this period, regular court sessions are suspended. However, the Supreme Court remains operational
for urgent matters, which ensures that essential judicial functions continue even during the recess. Rejections of
appeals cannot be filed during this period.
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Judges assigned to each division are drawn from these scheduling-based groups. Judges

do not select into cases, and case assignment does not depend on panel composition. These

institutional features imply that the characteristics of the case—which includes the type of crime

and characteristics of the litigants—are plausibly exogenous to the characteristics of the judging

committee and cases are as-good-as randomly assigned to panels. Thus, the gender composition

of the assigned panel is orthogonal to case characteristics, which supports a causal interpretation

of the effect of female representation on judicial outcomes. I provide direct empirical evidence

which support this assumption in Section 5.

3 Data Sources and Digitization

I assembled a large-scale data digitization effort to construct a case-level dataset from the online

archives of the Supreme Court of Greece which covers the period 2005–2017. I hired and supervised

a team of research assistants who manually extracted information from more than 3,700 criminal

cases reviewed by the Supreme Court. Data collection began in 2018 and lasted several years.

Figures A1 and A2 show examples of case records.10 To the best of my knowledge, this is the first

time these data have been systematically compiled and used for research purposes. The source

archive is publicly available and maintained on the Supreme Court’s website.11

The dataset includes detailed case-level information: case characteristics such as the type of

case (e.g., homicide, rape, calumniation, etc.), the date the appeal was filed, and the trial date;

the procedural outcome of each case, including whether the appeal was accepted or rejected

and any monetary compensation awarded (in Euros); and information on case participants,

including the total number of defendants, plaintiffs, and lawyers, along with the names of all

assigned judges, lawyers, the court secretary, and the district attorney. The dataset also indicates

whether the plaintiff is an individual or an institutional entity, such as the government, a bank, or

10A version of this dataset was also more recently used in Foresta, Megalokonomou, and Vlassopoulos (2026), which
investigates whether crisis narratives affect judicial enforcement of tax evasion.

11The website of the Supreme Court of Greece is available at http://areiospagos.gr/en/INDEX.htm. I used the
Greek-language version of the site and extracted all accessible cases listed under “Criminal Cases” that were posted
up to and including 2017. Cases that were still pending or protected due to privacy restrictions were not clickable
and were therefore excluded. The version of the system in place in 2018, when digitization occurred, displayed cases
vertically in chronological order, with the most recent cases appearing at the top and the oldest at the bottom. Each
page listed 50 cases, with multiple pages available. Most cases were clickable and provided access to detailed case
information. I archived the links for all cases included in the dataset to ensure reproducibility. The full sample consists
of 3,753 criminal appeal cases. The baseline sample excludes 754 cases in which the plaintiff is a non-individual
entity such as a bank, the government, or another organization, which yields 2,998 cases used in the multiple-litigant
specifications. The single-litigant sample further restricts to cases with exactly one defendant or one plaintiff, which
yields 2,562 observations. All three samples are used throughout the analysis, with the relevant sample size reported
in each table.
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another organization. Gender is identified based on Greek naming conventions, which provide

unambiguous gender markers. I observe cases that come from 364 different local courts, which

provides broad geographic coverage across Greece.

Because I observe the full names of judges, I construct complete participation histories for each

judge over the sample period. Although litigants’ names are partially anonymized, gender can be

identified based on grammatical markers in Greek. Thus, I am able to distinguish whether the

defendant or plaintiff is of male or female gender without ambiguity. The most common names

appear in word clouds by gender in Figure A3. The total number of cases included in the sample

is 3,753. Table A1 summarizes the institutional setting and key features of the dataset. The annual

distribution of cases filed and decided is reported in Table A2, which shows broad coverage across

the full sample period with no obvious clustering in particular years.

Table 1 reports summary statistics for trials, litigants, committees. On average, panels consist

of five judges, and have on average 2 female judges. Panel B of Table 1 reports the distribution of

cases across 19 categories, with tax evasion, forgery, theft, and homicide among the most common

types.12 Table A3 reports additional summary statistics. Cases are evenly distributed across trial

days and months, and female judges are broadly represented across roles within committees. On

average, 67% of appeals are rejected. Figure 2 shows the distribution of the share of female judges

in Supreme Court panels.13 Table A4 provides detailed definitions of case types and the keywords

used in their classification.

Figure A5 shows the share of female judges by case type. Differences across case types are

relatively small. Figures A6 and A7 show the distribution of plaintiff and defendant gender, as

well as rejection rates, across case types, with limited variation across categories.

4 Estimation Strategy

I exploit the quasi-random assignment of judges to panels to identify the causal effect of female

judge representation on appeal outcomes. The key concern is that the gender composition of the as-

signed committee may be correlated with unobserved case characteristics that independently affect

outcomes. Such confounding may arise for several reasons: Litigants may influence assignment,

judges may self-select into committees, or committees may hear systematically different cases

along unobserved dimensions. The empirical strategy addresses these concerns by comparing

12All cases have a primary case type; 189 also have a secondary case type, which follows the case-type classifications.
13Figure A4 provides additional background on gender representation in legal education in Greece using data

obtained from the Hellenic Ministry of Education. It shows that around 3% of female students and 1% of male
students enter law school in the sample period.
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cases that are similar in observable features—such as the number of defendants, lawyers, and

plaintiffs—and originate from the same type of local court, but differ in the gender composition of

the assigned committee due to plausibly random variation.

I use the following specification to study whether the share of female judges on a randomly

assigned judging committee affects appeal outcomes:

yicgt = α0 + δShareFemaleicgt + LocalCourtTypeFEc + YearFEt + κXi +MonthFEt +DayFEt + ϵicgt

(1)

where yicgt denotes the appeal outcomes for case i, originally decided in local court c, heard by

judging committee g, at time t. The variable ShareFemaleicgt captures the share of female judges

on the assigned panel, measured as a share ranging from 0 to 1. g indexes the judging committee

assigned to case i. Since each case is decided by exactly one committee, g is uniquely defined at

the case level. I consider three outcome variables that are available for each case: a binary indicator

equal to 1 if the appeal request is rejected, a binary indicator equal to 1 if the case is delegated

to another court or judge, and a placebo outcome. The latter is the monetary trial expenses (in

Euros)—an outcome determined solely by the number of courtroom participants rather than by

the judging committee. LocalCourtTypeFEc captures differences in case severity and procedural

complexity associated with the court of origin. By including it, I am able to compare cases that

entered the appeals process from similar institutional settings.14 The vector of case-specific controls

(Xi) includes the number of defendants, judges, and lawyers; binary indicators for whether the

president is female, the district attorney is male, and the introducer is male; indicators for violent

crimes, gender-sensitive cases, and juvenile defendants; the experience of the introducer measured

in number of trials; and missing value indicators for all covariates. YearFEt, MonthFEt and

DayFEt control for time trends in judicial behavior and case filing. δ is the coefficient of interest,

which represents the change in each appeal outcome associated with a one-unit increase in the

share of female judges—that is, moving from an all-male to an all-female judge panel. To interpret

magnitudes in terms of a 10 percentage point increase in female representation, the relevant

quantity is δ × 0.1.15

However, even if δ is statistically different from zero, this does not necessarily indicate that

committees with different gender compositions judge cases systematically differently. Appeal
14The classification of local court types is reported in Table A5.
15A recent study by Sigstad (2026) documents that monotonicity—a key assumption in leniency IV designs—is

violated in up to 50% of non-unanimous panel cases. The design in this paper differs fundamentally from leniency IV
designs: rather than using individual judge leniency as an instrument for a treatment variable, I exploit quasi-random
variation in the share of female judges assigned to a panel as the treatment variable itself. Monotonicity concerns
specific to leniency IV designs therefore do not apply to this setting. The identification here requires only that the
gender composition of judges in assigned panels is orthogonal to unobserved determinants of the trial outcome, which
I validate directly through balancing exercises, placebo tests, and the lead-lag design reported in Sections 5 and 6.
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requests assigned to panels with a higher share of female judges may differ along unobserved

dimensions—for instance, such committees may disproportionately handle cases of lower severity

or complexity. To address this concern, I estimate the following augmented specification:

yicgt = α1 + δ ShareFemaleicgt +CaseTypeFEi + LocalCourtTypeFEc + YearFEt

+MonthFEt +DayFEt + ϵicgt,
(2)

The augmented specification adds fixed effects for both the primary and secondary case types

(CaseTypeFEi), which absorb unobserved heterogeneity in the nature and severity of offenses, with

cases classified into 19 broad categories (e.g., homicide, rape, forgery). These fixed effects ensure

that comparisons are made across cases of the same legal type. Heteroskedasticity-robust standard

errors are used.16 To further validate the identifying assumption, Section 5 also implements a lead-

lag design that augments the baseline specification with the female share of committees judging

on adjacent trial days; if the identifying assumption holds, only the contemporaneous female share

should predict appeal outcomes, while past and future shares should have no predictive power.

5 Validity of The Identification Strategy

Based on the institutional setting described above, the identification strategy assumes that the

assignment of judges to cases is orthogonal to case characteristics. I test this assumption directly by

examining whether the gender composition of the judging committee assigned to a case is related

to case type, number of judges, the gender of the district attorney, the number of defendants,

plaintiffs, and lawyers involved, and the gender of the presiding judge. To do so, I regress the

share of female judges on each case characteristic separately, while I include local court type,

day-of-the-week, month, and year fixed effects, in order to assess whether judge assignment is

conditionally random. The coefficient of interest in these regressions is β. The unit of observation

is the case. The balancing specification is as follows:

PercentageFemaleJudgesicgt = α0 +βCaseCharacteristicsict + LocalCourtTypeFEc + YearFEt+

MonthFEt +DayFEt + ϵicgt

(3)

Estimates are reported in Table 2, which presents the results of 33 separate regressions testing

whether each covariate is associated with the share of female judges on the assigned committee. In

the presence of multiple hypothesis testing, some coefficients are expected to appear statistically

significant by chance alone; under quasi-random assignment, approximately 10% of coefficients

16I later report robustness checks with standard errors clustered at the local court and panel levels.
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should be significant at the 10% level, 5% at the 5% level, and 1% at the 1% level purely due to

random variation. Panel A reports the estimated coefficients β for the case-level characteristics

discussed above: 2 out of 14 coefficients are statistically significant, at the 10% and 1% levels

(female president and non-individual plaintiff). Panel B examines whether the share of female

judges is related to the primary case type; only 2 out of 19 coefficients are statistically significant

(fraudulent checks and forgery). Case type is nevertheless included as a control in all specifications.

Across both panels, the share of statistically significant coefficients is below 14%. This pattern

is broadly consistent with what would be expected under random assignment. Overall, these

balancing tests support the identifying assumption that judge assignment is plausibly exogenous

conditional on the reported fixed effects. Figure 3 presents these results visually. Each dot reports

the OLS coefficient from a separate regression of the share of female judges on the indicated

covariate, with thick and thin bars denoting 90% and 95% confidence intervals, respectively. Across

all three panels, the estimates cluster tightly around zero, with no systematic pattern of significant

deviations, which is consistent with quasi-random assignment of cases to judging committees.

As an additional diagnostic of the identifying assumption, I conduct a randomization check to

assess whether observable case characteristics systematically predict panel gender composition.

I first estimate a specification in which I use as independent variables only observable case

characteristics and while I exclude all judge-related variables. The observable case characteristics

include case type indicators, number of litigants, defendants, and lawyers, case length, indicators

for immigrant involvement, underage individuals, gender-sensitive or violent cases, whether the

district attorney appealed, and missing plaintiff information. I then residualize both the predicted

rejection probability and the share of female judges of the panel with respect to time and court-type

fixed effects and plot the residualized means by quintile of the female share. Figure 4 shows that

the predicted rejection rate is essentially flat across all five quintiles of female representation. Point

estimates cluster tightly around zero with narrow confidence intervals, and no quintile exhibits a

statistically or economically meaningful deviation. The values on the vertical axis are an order

of magnitude smaller than the main effects reported in the baseline results, which indicates that

there is no evidence of systematic sorting of cases to panels by gender composition. These results

support the view that panel composition is plausibly random conditional on the fixed effects used

in the baseline specification, which supports the causal interpretation of the main findings.
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6 Results

6.1 Baseline Results

Table 3 reports baseline estimates of the effect of representation of female judges on appeal

outcomes. Columns (1)–(2) present results for the full sample, while columns (3)–(4) restrict the

sample to cases with a single litigant (either one defendant or one plaintiff). The main outcomes

are whether the appeal is rejected and whether the case is delegated to another court or judge. The

lower panel reports results for the placebo outcome of monetary trial expenses.17 The estimated

coefficients for the rejection outcome are positive and statistically significant across specifications.

A 10 percentage point increase in the share of female judges raises the probability of rejecting

an appeal by approximately 1–1.5 percentage points, depending on the specification.18 These

estimates suggest that committees with a higher share of female judges are more likely to uphold

first-instance rulings, which lead to outcomes that are systematically less favorable to defendants

and more favorable to plaintiffs. Higher rejection rates should not be interpreted as greater

punitiveness per se; rather, they likely reflect stricter enforcement of procedural standards and

lower tolerance for weak appeals.

The second outcome considers whether the Supreme Court committee delegates the case to

another local court or judge. Committees with a higher share of female judges are less likely to

delegate cases. A 10 percentage point increase in the share of female judges reduces the probability

of delegation by approximately 0.5–1.0 percentage points, consistent with female-majority panels

being more likely to reach definitive rulings. The estimates are stable across specifications with and

without additional controls, which indicates that the results are not driven by omitted covariates.

Three placebo exercises support the identification. First, the lower panel of Table 3 shows no

relationship between the share of female judges and monetary trial expenses, a placebo outcome

determined by the number of courtroom participants rather than by the judging committee. All

estimates are small, have inconsistent signs, and are insignificant. Second, the last four columns

of Table 3 replace the actual female share with the mean coefficient obtained from 1,000 random

within-month–year shuffles of the female share. For each shuffle, the female share is randomly

17The baseline sample excludes cases in which the plaintiff is a non-individual entity such as a bank, the government,
or another organization, which reduces the sample to 2,998 cases and 2,562 cases when restricting to single-litigant
cases.

18This finding is consistent with Foresta (2022), who finds that trials presided over by female judges are more likely
to result in guilty verdicts at the first-instance level. While that setting differs from the present one—which examines
appeal panel composition rather than individual trial judges—both findings suggest that greater female representation
is associated with outcomes less favorable to defendants. Table A6 replicates the baseline estimates for cases with a
single defendant or a single plaintiff; results are stable across all specifications.
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reassigned across cases decided in the same month–year, which breaks the link between committee

composition and case outcomes. All placebo coefficients are small, inconsistent in sign, and

statistically indistinguishable from zero, in sharp contrast to the baseline rejection estimates of

0.120 (s.e.=0.050) and 0.145 (s.e.=0.054). Third, Figure 5 plots the full distribution of these shuffle

coefficients separately for each of the outcomes. For the outcomes of rejection and delegation,

the actual estimate lies in the extreme tail of the placebo distribution—which indicates that the

observed effect is unlikely to arise by chance—while the monetary expenses estimate sits near the

center, consistent with a null effect. This provides strong visual confirmation that the baseline

effects reflect genuine differences in judicial behavior rather than spurious time variation or

mechanical scheduling patterns.

I next examine whether the estimated effects differ when the plaintiff is not an individual.

The hypothesis is that judges may respond differently to individual litigants than to institutional

parties, as individual litigants may trigger stronger behavioral responses (Eisenberg and Farber,

1997). Table 4 reports the baseline estimates for the 754 cases in which the plaintiff is a bank,

the government, or another organization. For non-individual plaintiffs, estimated coefficients are

smaller, statistically imprecise, and negative for the rejection outcome. The placebo estimates

remain statistically insignificant. The evidence is consistent with the interpretation that the baseline

effects primarily reflect behavioral responses arising when an individual litigant is involved.

6.2 Heterogeneous Effects

Table 5 examines heterogeneous effects by defendant age.19 Columns 1–2 and 5–6 correspond

to cases with multiple litigants, and columns 3–4 and 7–8 to single-litigant cases. For juvenile

defendants (columns 1–4), committees with a higher share of female judges are significantly less

likely to reject appeal requests, though the estimates are less precise. This is consistent with

a more protective stance toward younger offenders. For adult defendants (columns 5–8), the

pattern reverses: committees with a higher share of female judges are significantly more likely

to reject appeals, consistent with the baseline results. This heterogeneity suggests that judicial

gender composition affects outcomes differently depending on defendant age, with committees

with higher female representation adopting a more protective stance toward juvenile defendants

while applying stricter procedural standards toward adults. The delegation result mirrors the

baseline for adult defendants, while it is attenuated and statistically insignificant for juvenile cases.

19Defendant age status is directly observed in the data and can be verified by the type of local court that initially
decided the case: cases decided by juvenile courts involve juvenile defendants, while cases decided by regular criminal
courts involve adult defendants.
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Table A7 further disaggregates the baseline results by the gender of the individual litigant. The

rejection effect is concentrated in cases with male defendants and male plaintiffs, while estimates

for female defendants are negative and imprecisely estimated, due to the small sample of female

defendants.

Next, I examine heterogeneity in the effect of representation of female judges by the gender of

key judicial roles: the president of the Supreme Court and the introducer judge. I focus on the

president and introducer rather than the head judge because these roles carry distinct institutional

responsibilities that directly shape panel dynamics. The president sets the broader institutional

agenda of the Supreme Court, while the introducer prepares and presents the case to the full

committee. Table 6 reports the results. The baseline rejection effect is concentrated in cases where

the president of the Supreme Court is female: the estimated coefficient is 0.188 (s.e.=0.070) when

the president is female, compared with 0.067 (s.e.=0.093) when the president is male. A similar

pattern holds for the introducer judge, with the point estimates are larger when the introducer is

female (0.132, s.e.=0.097) compared to a male introducer (0.076, s.e.=0.071), though neither estimate

reaches conventional levels of statistical significance. These results indicate that the effect of female

representation interacts with the gender of leadership roles within the panel rather than reflecting

a uniform compositional effect.

Table A8 examines heterogeneity by the experience of the judging committee, the head judge,

and the introducer judge. The rejection effect is essentially zero or negative for below-median

experience committees across all three dimensions, while it is positive and statistically significant

for above-median experience committees, with the contrast being particularly stark for the head

judge. This is consistent with evidence that gender differences in decision-making emerge more

strongly at senior career stages (Adams and Funk, 2012; Eagly and Karau, 2002). The delegation

result remains negative across experience subgroups.

Table A9 examines heterogeneity by characteristics of the originating court.20 The rejection effect

is larger for cases originating from single-judge courts and smaller and less precisely estimated

for multi-judge origin courts. By contrast, the coefficients for first-time and previously appealed

cases are similar in magnitude and significance, which suggests little heterogeneity along the

appeal-history dimension. The delegation effect remains negative across all subsamples, and no

systematic pattern emerges for the placebo outcome.21

20Information on the gender composition of judges in the originating court is not available in the case archives.
21I also examine heterogeneity across broad crime categories, which includes cases grouped into violent (e.g., homi-

cide, injuries, rape), financial (e.g., tax evasion, fraud, forgery), drugs, property (theft), regulatory (e.g., environmental
and immigration offenses), and other categories. As shown in Figure A8, the estimated effects for rejection (panel a)
and delegation (panel b) are relatively imprecise and do not exhibit a systematic pattern across groups. This suggests
the results are not driven by a particular type of cases.
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6.3 Allowing for Non-Linearity in the Female Judges Effect

To explore the potential for non-linear effects of the share of female judges on appeal outcomes, I

computed quintiles of the treatment variable and replaced the continuous treatment variable in

the regression with a set of quintile indicators. Table 7 presents the estimated effects of being in

the second, third, fourth, or fifth quintile of the share of female judges (relative to the first quintile)

on each of the appeal outcomes. The bottom row of the table presents some summary statistics

on the quintiles. The first quintile includes cases with an average share of female judges equal to

0. The second (Q2), third (Q3), fourth (Q4), and fifth (Q5) quintiles are defined for the following

average values, respectively: 0.2, 0.39, 0.6, and 0.86.

I exploit the substantial variation in the share of female judges across cases of the same type,

which originate from similar local court types and are adjudicated on the same weekday at the

Supreme Court. All estimates reported vertically are derived from the same regression, with

outcomes indicated in the column headings. Most estimated effects intensify with higher quintiles

of female representation. Statistically significant effects are concentrated in the fourth and fifth

quintiles, which correspond to committees with, on average, four or five female judges. For

instance, in cases with a share of female judges higher than 60% (fourth quintile) and 67% (fifth

quintile),the judging committee is 10 and 13 percentage points more likely, respectively, to reject

the appeal request, and 6 to 7.5 percentage points less likely to delegate the case to another

court, relative to cases in the first quintile (with no female judges). These patterns imply fewer

reversals of lower-court decisions and are consistent with stricter adherence to procedural and

legal standards. The placebo outcome—monetary trial expenses—is statistically insignificant for

all quintiles and does not follow the pattern identified in other outcomes.

Overall, my findings support the hypothesis that a higher share of female judges in a committee

has a progressively larger impact on appeal outcomes. The effect is mainly evident when the share

of female judges in the committee exceeds 60 percent. In particular, as the share of female judges

increases, panels become more likely to reject appeals, which is consistent with stricter adherence

to procedural and legal standards.

One may hypothesize that male judges change their behavior in the presence of a higher share

of female judges in the judging committee. These findings are consistent with female judges

directly driving the results, rather than male judges changing behavior in response to female

presence. However, the nonlinear analysis alone cannot fully distinguish between these channels.
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6.4 Falsification Exercise

I conduct a falsification exercise to assess whether the baseline estimates capture causal effects

of the judicial gender composition rather than spurious correlations driven by serial correlation,

court-level shocks, or persistent scheduling patterns. To test this, I replace the contemporaneous

share of female judges with the share of female judges assigned on the previous trial day and

on the following trial day. Because these placebo measures are mechanically unrelated to the

composition of the committee deciding the focal case, they should not predict judicial outcomes

if the identifying assumptions hold. Figure A9 shows the distribution of the share of female

judges assigned to the case and the placebo share of females assigned to cases in the previous and

following day.

Table A10 reports the results of the falsification exercise. The outcome variable is whether the

appeal request is rejected in columns (1)–(4), and whether the trial is delegated to another local

court or judge in columns (5)–(8). Across all specifications, the placebo coefficients are small in

magnitude and statistically indistinguishable from zero. For example, the estimated coefficients

on the share of female judges on the previous day range from −0.010 to 0.020, with standard

errors between 0.017 and 0.036, while the corresponding coefficients for the following day range

from −0.035 to −0.013, with standard errors between 0.016 and 0.035. None of these estimates

approaches conventional levels of statistical significance. The results are stable across outcomes

and for both multiple-litigant and single-litigant cases.22

Taken together, the absence of placebo effects provides reassurance that the baseline esti-

mates are not driven by unobserved court-level trends, temporal dependence in scheduling, or

mechanical correlations in judge assignment. Instead, the evidence supports the interpretation

that contemporaneous variation in the gender composition of panels is the relevant source of

identifying variation.

6.5 Lead-Lag Design

As a further test of the identifying assumption that the gender composition of the assigned

committee—rather than unobserved time trends in case characteristics or scheduling patterns—

drives the baseline results, I implement a lead-lag design. Specifically, I augment the baseline

22Figure A9 complements these regressions by plotting the distributions of the actual share of female judges on
the trial day together with the distributions constructed from the share of female judges assigned to the previous
and following trial days. The placebo distributions closely overlap with the support and overall shape of the actual
distribution, which indicates that the placebo measures exhibit comparable variation but lack predictive power for
case outcomes.

16



specification with the average female share of committees judging on the three trial days before

and the three trial days after the focal case, using the following regression:

yit =

3∑
k=−3

βk FemaleSharet+k + κXi + LocalCourtTypeFEc + YearFEt + MonthFEt + DayFEt + εit

(4)

where FemaleSharet+k denotes the average share of female judges assigned to cases decided k

trial days relative to the focal case, with k = 0 corresponding to the contemporaneous committee.

The identifying assumption implies that only β0 should be statistically different from zero, while

the lead and lag coefficients β−3,β−2,β−1,β+1,β+2,β+3 should be indistinguishable from zero.

Intuitively, if the result were driven by court-level time trends, unobserved case-scheduling patterns,

or persistent variation in judicial behavior across days, the female share on adjacent trial days

would also predict outcomes. By contrast, if the effect is genuinely causal and operates only

through the composition of the assigned committee, past and future female shares should have no

predictive power.

Figure 6 plots the estimated coefficients βk for k ∈ {−3,−2,−1, 0,+1,+2,+3} together with

95% confidence intervals, separately for the two main outcomes: the probability that the appeal

request is rejected (Panel A) and the probability that the case is delegated to another court or judge

(Panel B). The results are consistent with the identifying assumption across both outcomes. The

contemporaneous coefficient β0 is positive, economically meaningful, and statistically significant

in Panel A, closely matching the baseline estimate in Table 3, and negative and significant in

Panel B, consistent with the baseline delegation result. All six lead and lag coefficients are small in

magnitude, inconsistent in sign, and statistically indistinguishable from zero across both panels.

The pre-period coefficients β−3, β−2, and β−1 are of particular importance, as they constitute a

falsification test: the female share of committees judging in the days before a case is decided

cannot causally affect that case’s outcome, so any significant pre-trend would indicate the presence

of confounding. The absence of pre-trends in both panels, combined with precisely estimated

contemporaneous effects that closely match the baseline, provides strong visual confirmation that

the results reflect the causal effect of committee gender composition rather than spurious time

variation or mechanical scheduling correlations.
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7 Robustness Checks

In this section, I report a series of robustness checks that support the causal interpretation of the

main findings. Table A12 re-estimates the baseline specifications with standard errors clustered at

the local court level instead of heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors used in the main analysis.

The magnitude and statistical significance of the coefficients in the robustness exercise remain very

similar to the baseline results.

Table A13 re-estimates the baseline specifications for the rejection, delegation, and monetary

expenses (placebo) outcomes with standard errors clustered at the panel level to account for

potential correlation in outcomes across cases decided by the same panel. Among the cases in the

sample, I identify 837 unique panel compositions, with the same combination of judges sitting

together on average 4.5 times over the sample period. The magnitude and statistical significance of

the coefficients remain very similar to the baseline results.

Table A14 augments the baseline specifications with prosecutor fixed effects to absorb unob-

served heterogeneity in prosecutorial behavior (e.g., charging practices). Columns (1) and (3)

reproduce the baseline estimates for the multiple and single litigant samples respectively. Columns

(2) and (4) add prosecutor fixed effects. The sample includes 62 prosecutors. Across all spec-

ifications, the estimated effects remain stable in magnitude and standard errors change little,

which indicates that the main results in Table 3 are not driven by systematic differences across

prosecutors.

Table A15 stacks the data at the judge–case level and includes judge fixed effects to control for

time-invariant unobserved heterogeneity across judges. Each case contributes as many observations

as there are judges assigned to it, so the stacked sample is larger than the case-level sample. Because

individual votes are unavailable, outcomes remain measured at the case level and are repeated

across all judges assigned to the same case. This approach allows judge fixed effects to absorb

permanent differences in behavior across judges while leaving the identifying variation in panel

gender composition intact. This approach increases the sample size and allows me to account for

judge-specific, time-invariant unobserved heterogeneity. Results are reported with robust standard

errors and with clustering at both the local court and judge levels. The significance patterns remain

consistent across specifications for both outcomes. These patterns closely align with the baseline

results, which further supports the robustness of the findings.

As an additional robustness check, I examine whether the baseline results are sensitive to

extreme values of the treatment variable. In Table A16, I trim the distribution of the share of female

judges by removing observations in the bottom 5th percentile and the top 5th percentile (and drop
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cases that had no female or only female judges in their committees). This procedure mitigates

the potential influence of outliers that may have a disproportionate impact on the estimates.

Re-estimating the baseline specifications on the trimmed sample yields coefficients that are very

similar in magnitude and statistical significance to the main results, which indicates that the

findings are not driven by extreme realizations of female representation on judging committees.

I also assess whether the baseline results are driven by a small number of influential judges

whose gender or behavior might systematically affect both committee composition and outcomes.

To do this, I implement a leave-one-judge-out robustness test. For each of the judges in the sample,

I drop all cases in which that judge participated in any role—as head, introducer, or committee

member—and re-estimate the baseline specification from column (2) of Table 3. Figure 7 plots the

resulting leave-one-out coefficients, ranked by magnitude, together with the full sample estimate

and its 95% confidence interval. The estimates are strikingly stable: nearly all leave-one-out

coefficients cluster tightly around the full sample estimate of 0.120, remain positive, and are

statistically significant at conventional levels. The two estimates with wide confidence intervals

at the left of the figure correspond to judges who appeared in very few cases, so that dropping

them substantially reduces the sample size and lowers precision; their point estimates nonetheless

remain positive and close to the baseline. Taken together, these results confirm that the main

finding is not driven by any individual judge and is robust to the exclusion of any single participant

from the sample.

A further concern is that the baseline result reflects the aggregation of individual judge strictness

rather than a genuine panel-level effect—that is, panels with a higher share of female judges may

simply tend to include judges who are, on average, individually more likely to reject appeals. To

address this, I construct a leave-one-out measure of judge harshness, defined as the mean rejection

rate of judge j across all cases excluding case i, to avoid a mechanical correlation between the

control and the outcome. I then compute the average of this harshness measure across all judges

on the committee and include it as an additional control in the baseline specification. Table A11

shows that the estimated coefficient on the female share remains positive, statistically significant,

and changes only slightly in magnitude after controlling for average committee harshness. This

confirms that the baseline result is not driven by systematic differences in the individual strictness

of judges assigned to female-majority committees.
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8 Mechanisms Behind Gender Composition Effects

Having established that panels with a higher share of female judges are significantly more likely to

reject appeal requests and less likely to delegate cases, I now turn to mechanisms. The central claim

of this section is that the panel-level effects are more consistent with mechanisms operating through

collective deliberation and group interaction than with the simple aggregation of individually

stricter judges. I develop this argument in three steps. I first show that female and male judges

sit on panels with statistically indistinguishable rejection rates when measured at the judge level,

which is difficult to reconcile with systematic sorting of individually harsher female judges as the

primary driver. I then develop and test the deliberation mechanism directly, which uses variation

in case complexity and panel familiarity to distinguish genuine deliberative thoroughness from

coordination costs. Finally, I discuss the limits of what the administrative data can establish and

situate the findings in the context of complementary evidence from the World Values Survey,

which I treat as explicitly illustrative background rather than a direct mechanism test.

8.1 Evidence Against Simple Aggregation of Individual Preferences

The most natural alternative to a panel-level mechanism is an individual-level one: panels

with more female judges may produce higher rejection rates simply because female judges

are individually stricter, so that adding more of them to a panel mechanically raises the group’s

rejection rate through aggregation. I cannot directly test this claim because individual votes are

unobservable in the administrative data—decisions are recorded at the case level, not the judge

level. What I can test is whether female judges systematically sit on panels that produce different

outcomes, which would be consistent with individual-level differences in voting behavior.

To do this, I construct a judge-level measure of panel outcomes by computing, for each judge,

their mean rejection rate across all cases in which they participated in the sample period. This

measure captures the average case outcomes of the panels a judge sat on, not the judge’s individual

vote. I compute an analogous measure for delegation. This yields a sample of 142 judges—75 male

and 67 female. Figure A10 plots the kernel density of these two judge-level measures separately

for male and female judges. For rejection rates (panel a), the distribution for female judges is more

concentrated, which peaks sharply in the range 0.65—0.75, whereas the male distribution is flatter

and more dispersed. For delegation rates (panel b), both distributions are heavily concentrated

near zero, with male judges displaying a longer right tail.

Despite these distributional differences, two-sample t-tests confirm that neither the difference

in mean rejection rates (0.688 vs 0.712, t=-0.58, p=0.56) nor the difference in mean delegating rates
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(0.067 vs 0.070, t=-0.15, p=0.88) is statistically distinguishable from zero. Female and male judges

therefore sit on panels with similar average outcomes. This evidence is inconsistent with the

specific concern that female judges systematically sort onto panels that are more rejection-prone

for reasons unrelated to gender composition, and is inconsistent with a story in which female

judges are individually so much stricter that their presence mechanically drives up panel rejection

rates through simple aggregation.

These results are difficult to reconcile with an account in which outcomes simply reflect the

additive aggregation of fixed individual preferences. They redirect attention toward a mechanism

that operates at the group level, which I develop in the following section.

8.2 Panel-Level Deliberation: The Affirmative Account

If the effects do not arise solely from the sorting or additive aggregation of individually stricter

judges, what panel-level process produces them? The affirmative claim is that panels with

more female judges engage in more thorough collective deliberation, and that this investment in

deliberation is consistent with stricter enforcement of procedural standards. I build this case in

three stages, each designed to sharpen the interpretation and address the most natural alternative

explanation at each step.

8.3 Deliberation Time and Female Representation

Most of the literature focuses on judicial outcomes such as conviction rates, sentencing, or

case disposition (Hoekstra and Street, 2021; Bindler and Hjalmarsson, 2020; Anwar, Bayer, and

Hjalmarsson, 2019; Collins, Manning, and Carp, 2010). I exploit an underexplored but directly

informative margin: deliberation time, measured as the number of days between the court trial and

the issuance of the final decision. While imperfect, this measure captures variation in the amount

of time panels devote to post-hearing decision-making. A longer time to decision may reflect

greater caution, diligence, or more intensive internal discussion among panel members (Epstein,

Landes, and Posner, 2013; Dimitrova-Grajzl, Grajzl, Sustersic, and Zajc, 2012)—all signatures of

more thorough deliberation rather than individual strictness. If panels with a higher share of

female judges are more deliberative, they should take longer to decide, and the gap should be

larger precisely where deliberation matters most: in complex cases.

Using the newly compiled data from the Greek Supreme Court, I measure deliberation time

as the number of days between the trial and the final decision. I estimate specification 2 using

deliberation time as the outcome. Table 8 reports the results. A 10 percentage point increase in
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female representation raises deliberation time by 6.8–7.8 days across specifications. Stratifying

by case complexity—proxied by case length relative to the sample median of four pages—the

delay is present for both simple and complex cases but is substantially larger for complex ones:

moving from an all-male to an all-female panel raises deliberation time by approximately 81–88

days in complex cases, compared to roughly 60 days in simple cases. Panels with a higher share of

female judges invest greater scrutiny precisely where cases demand it.23 This pattern is consistent

with prior evidence which suggests that women tend to adopt more cautious or deliberative

decision-making styles, particularly in environments characterized by uncertainty and constitutes

the first piece of affirmative evidence for the deliberation account.

An alternative explanation is that the estimated deliberation effects reflect administrative

congestion rather than differences in collective deliberation. To address this concern, I construct

several measures of court workload and congestion, which include the number of cases heard

per day, per day originating from the same local court, and at monthly aggregation levels. Table

A21 shows the results. In Panel A, I find no evidence of a systematic relationship between female

representation and these congestion measures. In Panels B and C, I find that controlling for court

congestion leaves the estimated effects on appeal and delegation outcomes unchanged. These

findings suggest that the results are unlikely to be driven by scheduling patterns or administrative

workload.

8.4 Deliberative Thoroughness or Coordination Costs?

The deliberation time finding admits two interpretations that must be distinguished, because they

carry opposite implications for the welfare interpretation of the main results. Under a deliberative

thoroughness interpretation, panels with a higher share of female judges invest more effort

in reviewing cases and reach better-considered, procedurally stricter decisions—the additional

time is a signal of quality. Under a coordination cost interpretation, panels with a higher share

of female judges simply take longer because they face greater internal disagreement or higher

consensus costs—the additional time is a symptom of friction, not diligence. I use variation in

panel familiarity to test between these accounts.

I define panel familiarity as the number of times the same combination of judges has sat together

prior to the focal case, with a sample median of three prior joint sittings. The coordination cost

23In Table A20 I examine whether the outcomes of rejecting the appeal request and delegating the case to another
court exhibit non-linearities with respect to the share of female judges on the panel. Both outcomes reproduce the
pattern observed in the main specifications, with effects concentrated in panels that belong to the fourth and fifth
quintiles of the female-judge share. This suggests that behavioral differences emerge only once female representation
reaches relatively high levels, albeit imprecisely estimated.
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and deliberative thoroughness interpretations generate opposite predictions about how familiarity

should interact with the deliberation delay. Under coordination costs, the delay should be largest

in less-familiar panels, where judges have had fewer opportunities to develop shared norms

and efficient procedures, and should attenuate as panels accumulate joint experience. Under

deliberative thoroughness, the delay should be larger in more-familiar panels, where established

working relationships allow female judges to more fully express and reinforce deliberative norms—

familiarity amplifies rather than erodes the effect.

Table A18 reports the results. The deliberation delay is approximately twice as large in

above-median familiarity panels—around 104–108 days—compared to below-median familiarity

panels—around 58–59 days—and is statistically significant in both subgroups. This pattern directly

contradicts the coordination cost account. If unfamiliarity were the driver, familiarity should

reduce the gap. Instead, the effect grows with familiarity, consistent with a social dynamics

account in which female judges in established panels are better positioned to shape deliberative

norms. This pattern is more consistent with enhanced deliberative engagement than with a pure

coordination-cost interpretation. The familiarity test provides particularly strong evidence in favor

of the deliberative-engagement interpretation.

8.5 Deliberation and Nonlinear Effects of Panel Composition

An additional test of the deliberation account comes from comparing how deliberation time

and appeal outcomes each respond to changes in panel composition across the full female

representation distribution. If deliberation is the operative channel, the two should diverge in a

specific way: deliberation intensity should increase continuously with female representation, while

appeal outcomes should remain negligible at modest levels of representation and emerge only

once women constitute a majority and can shift the collectively supported outcome. Table A19

examines whether this pattern holds. Unlike the rejection and delegation outcomes—where

statistically significant effects are concentrated in the fourth and fifth quintiles, which corresponds

to a female share above 60 percent—the deliberation delay emerges already at the second quintile

and increases monotonically through the fifth, with statistically significant effects from the second

quintile onward. The delay is substantially larger for complex cases—panels in the highest quintile

take approximately 63 additional days relative to all-male panels, compared to approximately 38

days for simple cases with multiple litigants.

This divergence is itself informative and directly consistent with the deliberation account.

Deliberative thoroughness operates more continuously across the female representation distribution
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— even one or two additional female judges changes how the panel processes cases. But translating

deliberative differences into different verdicts requires overcoming the inertia of collective decision-

making, which requires shifting the majority-supported outcome of the panel. Part of this

nonlinearity is naturally consistent with majority voting rules, under which changes in panel

outcomes require shifts in the effective median voter. However, a pure median-voter interpretation

alone does not explain why deliberation time increases continuously across the full distribution

of female representation, which includes at modest levels where verdict effects remain absent.

The evidence instead suggests that changes in panel composition affect how cases are processed

throughout the distribution, while changes in collective outcomes emerge only once deliberative

differences become sufficiently influential to alter majority decisions. The nonlinear pattern in

the main outcomes therefore appears to reflect both the mechanics of collective voting and the

increasing influence of deliberative dynamics as female representation rises. One interpretation is

that modest increases in female representation affect discussion and review intensity continuously,

but larger representation shares are required before these changes alter majority-supported

outcomes within the panel. This provides a more precise interpretation of the observed nonlinearity

than a generic critical-mass account.

Overall, panels with a higher share of female judges take longer to decide, especially in complex

cases. This delay grows with panel familiarity rather than shrinking, which is inconsistent with

coordination costs and supports deliberative thoroughness as the operative channel. Deliberative

differences emerge at modest levels of female representation but translate into stricter appeal

outcomes only once female judges become the majority. These three pieces of evidence provide a

coherent and internally consistent account of the panel-level mechanism: more thorough delibera-

tion produces stricter enforcement of procedural standards, not greater individual punitiveness

toward defendants.

Supplementary evidence from the World Values Survey shows that among Greek respondents,

women report significantly lower risk tolerance and lower patience than men, while men report

substantially higher negative reciprocity (Table A22). Although these respondents are not judges

and the estimates are not causally identified, the pattern is broadly consistent with the behavioral

dimensions most relevant to deliberative decision-making under uncertainty Epstein et al. (2013);

Eckel and Grossman (2008); Adams and Funk (2012). The deliberation-time evidence in Section 8.2,

together with the familiarity analysis and the nonlinear outcome patterns, remains the primary

empirical foundation for the mechanism interpretation developed in the paper.
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8.6 Local Social and Economic Context

I examine whether the effect of committee gender composition varies with local social and economic

conditions. The motivation draws on a signaling argument: in less egalitarian environments,

female judges may face stronger pressures to demonstrate professional authority and impartiality,

which leads them to adopt stricter decision-making standards as a credibility signal (Eagly and

Karau, 2002). In more empowered contexts, these pressures diminish and behavior converges

toward the baseline. To test this, I interact the share of female judges with measures of women’s

educational attainment, regional economic activity (log GDP), and social norms proxied by civil

marriages. These variables are drawn from the 2001 Population Census and matched to the

municipality of the local court. I focus on the probability that appeal requests are rejected.

Table A17 shows that all interaction terms are negative and statistically significant. The effect

of female judges declines with the prevalence of civil marriages: a one–standard deviation increase

reduces the baseline effect by about 40 percent (0.05 relative to 0.125). The interaction with log

GDP is also negative; a one-unit increase reduces the effect by roughly 10 percent (0.053 relative

to 0.545). Similarly, the interactions with women’s educational attainment—upper secondary,

tertiary, and postgraduate—are negative, which indicates that the marginal effect declines as

education rises. The main effect of female judges remains positive and statistically significant

across specifications.24

These results imply that the effect of female representation is stronger in less developed and less

socially liberal environments, and weaker in more supportive contexts. This suggests that judicial

behavior is shaped not only by who judges are (their gender composition) but also by the social

environment in which they operate. One plausible interpretation is that in less empowered or more

traditional environments, female judges face stronger incentives to signal authority, impartiality, or

professional credibility, which leads to relatively stricter decision-making (Alesina and Giuliano,

2015). This interpretation is consistent with evidence that social context shapes how judicial

identity characteristics translate into decisions Shayo and Zussman (2011). In more empowered

contexts, these pressures diminish and behavior converges toward the baseline (Goldin, 2014;

Bursztyn, González, and Yanagizawa-Drott, 2020). Overall, these findings highlight the importance

of accounting for local norms and socioeconomic conditions when evaluating the behavioral

consequences of gender composition in decision-making committees.

24Figure A11 shows that the effect is strongest in low-education regions, attenuates as women’s educational
attainment rises, and turns negative in the highest-education regions (where approximately 90% of women hold upper
secondary education).

25



9 Conclusion and Discussion

In this paper, I examine how gender representation shapes collective decision-making in expert

committees. Using newly digitized data on more than 3,700 appeals in the Greek Supreme

Court and exploiting quasi-random panel assignment, I show that panels with greater female

representation are more likely to reject appeals and less likely to delegate cases. These effects

are not linear. They arise primarily when female representation exceeds roughly 60 percent,

which indicates that modest changes in composition may not alter outcomes unless they shift the

dynamics of deliberation. The effects are stronger when women hold leadership roles and in cases

involving individual litigants, and are attenuated for juvenile defendants, which suggests that

representation interacts with both institutional structure and case characteristics. These results

suggest that policies aimed at increasing representation may have limited effects unless they reach

levels that meaningfully alter group dynamics. In a five-member panel, this requires appointing at

least three female judges—a substantially higher target than current average representation levels

in the Greek Supreme Court and in many comparable judiciaries.

The evidence points to a mechanism operating at the group level rather than through individual

preferences. Female judges are not individually stricter than their male counterparts, as their

rejection rates are statistically indistinguishable when measured at the judge level. Instead, panels

with more women take longer to reach decisions—especially in complex cases—consistent with

more intensive deliberation at the group level. The higher rejection rates associated with greater

female representation therefore likely reflect stricter enforcement of procedural standards rather

than greater punitiveness toward defendants.

The mechanism I document—how representation shapes deliberation in expert teams—is likely

to extend beyond panels to other collective decision-making bodies, including hiring committees,

promotion boards, and policy panels. In these settings, as in courts, decisions are made collectively

under uncertainty, and group composition can influence both deliberative processes and final

outcomes. The findings are therefore most directly informative for institutions that operate through

formal deliberation and majority rule in high-stakes professional environments. The results suggest

that representation matters not only through who participates in decision-making, but also through

how groups deliberate once representation reaches levels sufficient to reshape internal dynamics.

This highlights the importance of considering both composition and deliberation when evaluating

the consequences of diversity in professional organizations. At the same time, the evidence comes

from appellate decision-making in a specific institutional setting, and caution is warranted in

extrapolating the magnitudes of these effects to other contexts.
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Figure 1: Map of Local Courts

Notes: The map illustrates the locations of local courts in Greece. Some local courts may be situated in
the same building, so the size of each dot indicates the concentration of courts in that area.
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Figure 2: Share of Female Judges in Judging Committees
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Notes: The figure shows the share of female judges in the judging committees in the Supreme
Court. The average share of female judges is 0.28 (SD=0.25). Around 26% of judging committees
have no female judges, and around 3% of judging committees have only female judges. Around
35% of cases have exactly 20% female judges (i.e., one female judge out of five).
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Figure 3: Balancing Tests for Share of Female Judges
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Notes: Each dot represents the OLS coefficient from a separate regression of the share of female judges on the
indicated covariate, conditional on trial month, trial day, case filing year, and court type fixed effects. Robust
standard errors. Thick bars indicate 90% confidence intervals; thin bars indicate 95% confidence intervals. Panel A
includes variables capturing the composition of the panel. Panel B includes case-level characteristics. Panel C
includes indicators for case type. Sample restricted to panels of five or fewer judges.
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Figure 4: Randomization Exercise: Predicted Rejection Rates by Quintile of Female

Panel Share Using Only Case Characteristics

Notes: The figure plots the residualized means of predicted rejection rates across quintiles of the
residualized female share of the panel. Predicted rejection is constructed using only observable case
characteristics—-which include case type indicators, number of litigants, number of defendants, number
of lawyers, case length, whether an immigrant is involved, whether the case involves underage individu-
als, whether the case is gender-sensitive or violent, whether the district attorney appealed, and whether
plaintiff information is missing—while excluding all judge-related variables. Both the predicted rejection
rate and the female share of the panel are residualized on time and court-type fixed effects. Bars denote
95% confidence intervals.
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Figure 5: Permutation Exercise: Placebo Distribution of Female Share Coefficient

(a) Reject Appeal Request

(b) Delegates Trial to Another Court

(c) Monetary Trial Expenses (Placebo Outcome)

Notes: Each panel plots the distribution of placebo coefficients on the female share of the judging
committee obtained from 1,000 random shuffles of the female share across committees within the same
month–year cell. The red vertical line marks the actual estimate from the baseline specification. The
randomization inference p-value reports the share of placebo draws that produce a coefficient at least as
large in absolute value as the actual estimate. If the actual estimate lies in the extreme tail of the placebo
distribution, this provides evidence that the baseline effect reflects genuine variation in committee
gender composition rather than spurious correlation.
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Figure 6: Lead-Lag Design: Effect of Female Share on Appeal Outcomes

(a) Outcome: Reject Appeal Request

(b) Outcome: Delegate Trial to Another Court

Notes: Each panel plots estimated coefficients from equation (4), which augments the baseline specifica-
tion (Table 3, column 2) with the average female share of committees judging on the three trial days
before (t− 1, t− 2, t− 3) and the three trial days after (t+ 1, t+ 2, t+ 3) the focal case. The top panel
reports results for the probability that the appeal request is rejected; the bottom panel reports results for
the probability that the case is delegated to another court or judge. The horizontal axis denotes the trial
day relative to the focal case, with t = 0 corresponding to the contemporaneous committee. Bars denote
95% confidence intervals based on heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors. The dotted horizontal line
marks zero and the dashed vertical line separates the pre-period from the post-period.

37



Figure 7: Leave-One-Judge-Out Robustness Test

Notes: The figure plots coefficient estimates from the baseline specification obtained by dropping all
cases involving one judge at a time. For each of the 142 judges in the sample, all cases in which that
judge participated in any role—as head, introducer, or committee member—are removed and the main
regression is re-estimated on the remaining sample. Each grey dot represents the point estimate on the
share of female judges when the corresponding judge is excluded, with judges ranked on the horizontal
axis by the magnitude of the leave-one-out estimate. Grey bars denote the 95% confidence interval for
each leave-one-out estimate. The red solid line marks the full sample estimate and the red dashed lines
mark its 95% confidence interval. The dotted black line at zero is shown for reference. The stability
of the estimates across all leave-one-out samples indicates that the baseline result is not driven by any
single influential judge.
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics of Main Study Sample

Mean Std.Dev Min Max

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Panel A: Trial, Litigant, and Committee Characteristics

Trial and Committee Characteristics
Prop. of Female Judges in Committee 0.284 0.250 0 1

No. of Judges in the Committee 4.816 0.578 3 5

Male District Attorney (1=yes) 0.908 0.289 0 1

Total Number of Lawyers 0.572 0.570 0 5

Judging Experience of Committee (No. of Trials) 349.543 124.080 5 704.5
Female President of Supreme Court (1=yes) 0.372 0.483 0 1

Total Number of Defendants 1.344 1.436 1 22

Total Number of Plaintiffs 1.263 1.031 1 22

Case Involves Underage Individual (1=yes) 0.084 0.277 0 1

Gender Sensitive Case (1=yes) 0.050 0.217 0 1

Violent Crime (1=yes) 0.101 0.301 0 1

Non-Individual Plaintiff (1=yes) 0.227 0.419 0 1

Length of the Appeal (in pages) 6.424 11.017 2 167

Immigrant Litigant Involved (1=yes) 2.217 14.321 0 100

Appealled by District Attorney (1=yes) 1.176 10.065 0 100

Panel B: Case-Type Characteristics

Homicide 0.051 0.220 0 1

Injuries 0.037 0.190 0 1

Rape 0.012 0.111 0 1

Tax Evasion 0.106 0.308 0 1

Fraudulent Check 0.056 0.230 0 1

Financial Related 0.031 0.173 0 1

Drugs 0.033 0.180 0 1

Misconduct 0.028 0.166 0 1

Fraud 0.035 0.184 0 1

Forgery 0.064 0.245 0 1

Calumniation 0.057 0.232 0 1

Theft 0.055 0.228 0 1

Environmental 0.030 0.171 0 1

Immigration 0.016 0.125 0 1

Relevance 0.029 0.169 0 1

International Transfer 0.021 0.142 0 1

Defendant Did Not Show Up 0.069 0.253 0 1

Miscellaneous 0.119 0.324 0 1

Missing Type 0.149 0.356 0 1

Notes: The table shows summary statistics for trial, litigant, committee, and case-type characteristics. The
sample includes appeal cases that were brought up for re-evaluation to the Supreme Court in Greece in the
period 2005-2017. Committee experience is defined as the average number of cases previously handled by
its judges over the sample period. “Relevance” refers to cases in which the court of first instance lacked
jurisdiction. “Miscellaneous” includes rare or uncategorized offenses, while “Missing” denotes cases without
a reported type.



Table 2: Balancing Tests

Panel A: Case, Litigants, and Committees Characteristics
No. of Judges in the Committee 0.007

(0.007)
Male District Attorney (1=yes) -0.003

(0.012)
Total Number of Lawyers 0.000

(0.005)
Judging Experience of Committee (No. of Trials) -0.000

(0.000)
Female President of Supreme Court (1=yes) -0.042

(0.021)∗∗
Total Number of Defendants -0.002

(0.002)
Total Number of Plaintiffs -0.001

(0.003)
Case Involves Underage Individual (1=yes) 0.005

(0.077)
Gender Sensitive Case (1=yes) -0.007

(0.013)
Violent Crime (1=yes) -0.009

(0.009)
Non-Individual Plaintiff (1=yes) 0.013

(0.007)∗
Length of the Appeal (in pages) -0.000

(0.000)
Appealed by District Attorney (1=yes) -0.000

(0.000)
Immigrant Litigant Involved (1=yes) -0.000

(0.000)

Panel B: Case Type Characteristics
Homicide -0.008

(0.013)
Injuries -0.008

(0.014)
Rape -0.004

(0.028)
Tax Evasion 0.008

(0.010)
Fraudulent Check 0.037

(0.014)∗∗∗
Financial Related 0.011

(0.017)
Drugs 0.021

(0.014)
Misconduct 0.018

(0.019)
Fraud 0.002

(0.015)
Forgery -0.020

(0.010)∗
Calumniation 0.002

(0.014)
Theft -0.009

(0.013)
Environmental 0.008

(0.016)
Immigration -0.016

(0.020)
Relevance -0.023

(0.022)
International Tranfer -0.015

(0.021)
Litigant Did Not Show Up 0.004

(0.008)
Miscellaneous -0.014

(0.009)
Missing Type 0.004

(0.009)

Share Significant at 1 % 0.033

Share Significant at 5 % 0.066

Share Significant at 10 % 0.133

Basic Controls ✓

Notes: The table reports estimated coefficients from separate OLS regressions where the dependent
variable is the share of female judges on the committee. Each variable is entered separately as
the dependent variable of interest in its own regression, alongside a set of basic controls. Basic
Controls include trial-month fixed effects, case-filing-year fixed effects, day-of-week fixed effects,
and court-type fixed effects. Robust standard errors are reported. *, **, and *** denote significance
at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.



Table 3: Baseline Estimates of the Effect of Share of Female Judges on Appeal Outcomes

Baseline Regressions Placebo Regressions

Multiple Litigants One Litigant Multiple Litigants One Litigant

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

Outcomes Decided by Judging Committee

Reject Appeal Request 0.101 0.120 0.139 0.145 0.000 0.011 0.006 0.015

(0.046)∗∗ (0.050)∗∗ (0.056)∗∗ (0.054)∗∗∗ (0.042) (0.040) (0.044) (0.042)
N 2,998 2,998 2,562 2,562 2,998 2,998 2,562 2,562

Delegates Trial to Another Court -0.052 -0.092 -0.084 -0.097 0.008 0.005 0.004 0.000

(0.027)∗∗ (0.029)∗∗∗ (0.032)∗∗∗ (0.031)∗∗∗ (0.024) (0.023) (0.025) (0.025)
N 2,998 2,998 2,562 2,562 2,998 2,998 2,562 2,562

Placebo Outcome Decided by Court
Monetary Trial Expenses -1.730 14.127 20.206 27.436 0.906 8.257 6.463 8.987

(23.238) (23.626) (23.240) (22.556) (23.213) (20.506) (19.694) (18.795)
N 2,998 2,998 2,562 2,562 2,998 2,998 2,562 2,562

Basic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Case Type FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Additional Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Notes: Columns (1)–(4)present estimates for the effects of the share of female judges in a judging committee on appeal outcomes. Columns
(5)–(8) report placebo estimates in which the actual share of female judges is replaced by a simulated measure. This measure corresponds to the
mean coefficient obtained from 1,000 random shuffles of the female share across committees within the same month–year group. The unit of
observation is the case. Basic Controls include trial-month fixed effects, case-filing-year fixed effects, day-of-week fixed effects, and court-type fixed
effects. Additional controls include the number of defendants, the number of judges, and the number of lawyers; binary indicators for whether
the president is female, the district attorney is male, the introducer is male; indicators for violent crimes, gender-sensitive cases, and juvenile
defendants; the average judging experience of the committee (measured in number of trials); experience of the introducer; indicators for missing
values in these covariates; and primary and secondary case-type fixed effects. Robust standard errors are reported. *, **, and *** denote significance
at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.



Table 4: Estimates of the Effect of the Share of Female Judges on Appeal Outcomes for Individual and non-
Individual Litigants

Multiple One

Individual Litigant/s Non-Individual

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Outcomes Decided by Judging Committee

Reject Appeal Request 0.114 0.120 0.155 0.145 -0.144 -0.211

(0.054)∗∗ (0.050)∗∗ (0.059)∗∗∗ (0.054)∗∗∗ (0.121) (0.120)∗

N 2,998 2,998 2,562 2,562 754 754

Delegates Trial to Another Court -0.107 -0.092 -0.103 -0.097 -0.030 -0.032

(0.033)∗∗∗ (0.029)∗∗∗ (0.035)∗∗∗ (0.031)∗∗∗ (0.029) (0.029)

N 2,998 2,998 2,562 2,562 754 754

Outcome Decided by Court

Monetary Trial Expenses -2.396 12.944 12.330 23.869 -23.276 -52.037

(24.353) (23.313) (23.389) (22.251) (59.533) (55.596)

N 2,562 2,562 2,562 2,562 754 754

Basic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Case Type FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Additional Controls ✓ ✓ ✓

Notes: The table reports baseline estimates (columns 1–4) and placebo estimates (columns 5–6) of the effect of the share of female judges on
appeal outcomes. The non-individual plaintiff sample includes 754 cases where the plaintiff is a bank, an organization, or the government.
These cases predominantly involve crime types where institutional entities are the natural plaintiff, such as fraudulent checks, financial fraud,
and tax evasion. Basic Controls include trial-month fixed effects, case-filing-year fixed effects, day-of-week fixed effects, and court-type fixed
effects. The unit of observation is the case. Robust standard errors are reported. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.



Table 5: Heterogeneous Effects: Juvenile vs. Adult Defendants

Juvenile Defendant Adult Defendant

Multiple Single Multiple Single

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

Outcomes Decided by Judging Committee

Reject Appeal Request -0.269 -0.251 -0.313 -0.329 0.172 0.166 0.215 0.188

(0.161)∗ (0.155) (0.179)∗ (0.176)∗ (0.058)∗∗∗ (0.053)∗∗∗ (0.062)∗∗∗ (0.057)∗∗∗

N 510 510 400 400 2,487 2,487 2,161 2,161

Delegates Trial to Another Court -0.076 -0.067 -0.050 -0.039 -0.108 -0.100 -0.104 -0.106

(0.063) (0.053) (0.077) (0.066) (0.036)∗∗∗ (0.032)∗∗∗ (0.038)∗∗∗ (0.034)∗∗∗

N 510 510 400 400 2,487 2,487 2,161 2,161

Outcome Decided by Court

Monetary Trial Expenses -54.882 19.559 -80.234 -27.752 9.931 14.452 29.498 32.138

(75.184) (75.931) (74.522) (80.930) (25.984) (25.316) (24.887) (23.587)

N 510 510 400 400 2,487 2,487 2,161 2,161

Basic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Case Type FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Additional Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Notes: The table presents estimates for the effects of the share of female judges on appeal outcomes for juvenile defendants and adult defendants.
Cases that were initially decided by local juvenile court judges involve juvenile defendants. The unit of observation is the case. Robust standard errors
are reported. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.



Table 6: Heterogeneous Effects by President and Introducer Gender

President Introducer Judge

Male Female Male Female
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Outcomes Decided by Judging Committee

Reject Appeal Request 0.067 0.188 0.076 0.132

(0.093) (0.070)∗∗∗ (0.071) (0.097)

N 955 1,607 1,792 770

Delegates Trial to Another Court -0.090 -0.095 -0.081 -0.075

(0.059) (0.038)∗∗ (0.039)∗∗ (0.060)

N 955 1,607 1,792 770

Outcome Decided by Court

Monetary Trial Expenses -15.801 49.073 4.483 46.178

(40.896) (28.082)∗ (29.559) (42.694)

N 955 1,607 1,792 770

Basic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Case Type FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Additional Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Notes: The table presents estimates for the effects of the share of female judges on appeal outcomes for
different subsamples: male (column 1) and female (column 2) president of the Supreme Court; male
(column 3) and female (column 4) introducer. The unit of observation is the case. Robust standard errors
are reported. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.



Table 7: Non-Linear Effects of the Share of Female Judges on Appeal Outcomes

Outcomes Decided Placebo Outcome
by Judging Committee Decided by Court

Reject Appeal Delegates Trial Monetary
Request to Another Court Trial Expenses

Q2: Mean = 0.20 Range = 0.20–0.20

(1) (2) (3)

Q2 0.042 -0.022 8.664

(0.023)∗ (0.013)∗ (9.786)

Q3: Mean = 0.39 Range = 0.33–0.40

Q3 0.045 -0.017 15.042

(0.030) (0.016) (12.463)

Q4: Mean = 0.60 Range = 0.60–0.60

Q4 0.100 -0.058 -0.395

(0.042)∗∗ (0.024)∗∗ (16.853)

Q5: Mean = 0.86 Range = 0.67–1.00

Q5 0.133 -0.080 27.431

(0.046)∗∗∗ (0.026)∗∗∗ (20.974)

Obs. 2,562 2,562 2,562

Basic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓
Case Type FE ✓ ✓ ✓
Additional Controls ✓ ✓ ✓

Notes: The table reports nonlinear effects of the share of female judges in the Supreme Court committee
on appeal outcomes. Estimates presented in each column are derived from the same regression. Basic
Controls include trial-month fixed effects, case-filing-year fixed effects, day-of-week fixed effects, and
court-type fixed effects. The model replaces the single treatment variable with a set of quintile indicators
for the share of female judges. The omitted category is quintile 1 (Q1). The mean proportion female
judges in quintile 1 is 0. The unit of observation is the case. Robust standard errors are reported. *, **,
and *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.



Table 8: Mechanism: Effect of Female Judge Representation on Decision

Deliberation Time

Multiple Litigants One Litigant

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

Days Between Trial and Final Decision 75.448 78.304 68.035 73.697

(8.681)∗∗∗ (8.181)∗∗∗ (8.959)∗∗∗ (8.564)∗∗∗

N 2,998 2,998 2,562 2,562

Basic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Case Type FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Additional Controls ✓ ✓

Simple Cases Complicated Cases
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Days Between Trial and Final Decision 59.872 58.499 81.937 87.975

(10.807)∗∗∗ (11.527)∗∗∗ (14.570)∗∗∗ (15.301)∗∗∗

N 1,180 1,054 1,204 978

Basic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Case Type FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Additional Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Notes: The table presents estimates for the effects of the share of female judges in a judging
committee on the days between the trial date and the final decision. The unit of observation
is the case. Basic controls include year, day-of-week, and court-type fixed effects. Additional
Controls include number of defendants, number of judges, number of lawyers involved,
a binary indicator for whether the president is female, a binary indicator for whether the
district attorney is male, a binary indicator for whether the introducer is male, the committee
overall experience, whether it is a violent crime, experience of the introducer, whether it is
a gender-sensitive case, whether it is a juvenile defendant, indicators for missing values in
these covariates, and primary and secondary case-type fixed effects. Robust standard errors
are reported. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.



Online Appendix:

Additional Tables and Figures

47



10 Figure Appendices

Figure A1: Examples of Supreme Court Cases

Notes: This figure presents the first rows from four cases judged in the Supreme Court in Greece. I have
highlighted the relevant places where the names of the judges are reported. Judges’ assigned roles are also
reported (e.g., president, deputy president, introducer). The first names of the judges were used to determine their
gender.
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Figure A2:
Example of a Supreme Court Case, Zoomed In

Notes: This figure shows the first rows from one case judged in the Supreme Court in Greece in 2017.
The top box indicates the names of the judges who judged the case. Some key aspects of the case
are highlighted: the gender of the defendant, the gender of the plaintiff, the first-level court name,
imprisonment duration, and case type. The bottom box highlights the court decision by the judges. In
the remaining pages of the case which are not shown here more details about the timeline and the prior
decisions are reported.
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Figure A3: Word Clouds with Judges’ First Names by Gender

(a) Male Judges (b) Female Judges

Notes: The figure displays word clouds of first names for judges appearing in the sample, separately
for male and female judges. The size of each name is proportional to its frequency in the data. Gender
is identified based on Greek naming conventions, which provide unambiguous gender markers. The
figure is intended to illustrate the distribution and commonality of names by gender in the dataset.
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Figure A4: Proportion of Female and Male Students Entering Law Schools per Year

0
1

2
3

4
5

%
 of

 S
tud

en
ts 

En
ter

ing
 La

w 
Sc

ho
ols

2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012
Year

Females Males

Notes: This figure shows the proportion of male and female students entering law schools
every year.
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Figure A5: Share of Female Judges by Case Type
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Notes: The figure shows the share of female judges assigned to judging committees at the Supreme
Court for different types of cases. Case types on the vertical axis are ranked from the lowest to the
highest share of female judges.
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Figure A6: Share of Male Plaintiffs and Defendants by Case Type

(a) Proportion of Male Plaintiffs
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(b) Proportion of Male Defendants
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Notes: The figure shows the share of male plaintiffs (Panel A) and male defendants (Panel B) by case type. Cases in which the
plaintiff is a bank, organization, or government entity are excluded. Case types on the vertical axis are ranked by the share of
male plaintiffs or defendants, from lowest to highest, respectively.
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Figure A7: Rejection Rates of Appeal Requests by Case Type
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Notes: The figure shows the rejection rates for all classified case types in the Supreme Court.
Case types on the vertical axis are ordered from the lowest to the highest rejection rate.
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Figure A8: Heterogeneity by Broad Crime Categories
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(A) Effects on Reject Appeal Request by Broad Crime Categories
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(B) Effects on Delegating Trial by Broad Crime Categories

Notes: Notes: The figure reports marginal effects of the share of female judges across broad crime
categories. Crime types are grouped as follows: violent (homicide, injuries, rape), financial (tax
evasion, fraudulent checks, fraud, forgery, and related offenses), drugs, property (theft), regulatory
(environmental and immigration offenses), and other (including misconduct, calumniation, relevance,
international transfer, non-appearance of the defendant, and miscellaneous cases). The estimates
reported in Panels A and B are obtained from specifications that interact the share of female judges
with crime-type indicators and include the full set of controls and fixed effects used in the main
regressions. Shaded areas denote 95% confidence intervals.
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Figure A9: Distributions of Actual and Placebo Share of Female Judges
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Notes: The figure plots the distribution of the share of female judges assigned to Supreme
Court cases on the trial day (Actual Female Share) and the corresponding placebo distributions
constructed using the share of female judges assigned on the previous (Share Previous Day,
Placebo) and following (Share Following Day, Placebo) trial days. Histograms are shown on the
left axis, while kernel density estimates are shown on the right axis.
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Figure A10: Judge-Level Harshness and Decisiveness by Gender

(a) Judge Harshness (Mean Rejection Rate) (b) Judge Decisiveness (Mean Delegation Rate)

Notes: The figure plots kernel density estimates of judge-level harshness and decisiveness separately for
male and female judges. The left panel (a) shows the distribution of each judge’s mean rejection rate
across all cases in which they participated. The right panel (b) shows the distribution of each judge’s
mean probability of referring a case to another court. Both measures are computed at the judge level,
where each judge contributes one observation corresponding to their average behavior across all cases.
A two-sample t-test of the difference in mean rejection rates between male and female judges yields a
difference of 2.4 percentage points (0.712 vs. 0.688), which is statistically indistinguishable from zero
(t = −0.58, p = 0.56), indicating that male and female judges do not differ meaningfully in individual
harshness. The gray solid line corresponds to male judges and the red dashed line corresponds to female
judges.
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Figure A11: Heterogeneity in the Effect of Female Judges by Women’s Educational

Attainment

Notes: The figure plots predicted appeal rejection probabilities as a function of the share of
female judges on the Supreme Court committee, separately for regions where 10%, 30%, 70%,
and 90% of women hold upper secondary education. These values span the observed range
of women’s upper secondary educational attainment across local court municipalities, drawn
from the 2001 Population Census. Vertical bars denote 95 percent confidence intervals.
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Table A1: The Current Setting

Time Judges Local

Court Types of Cases Coverage per Panel Panels Cases Judges Courts Divisions

Greek Supreme Court Criminal Appeals 2005–2017 Mostly Five 837 3,753 142 364 3

Note: The vast majority of cases (≈90%) are decided by five-member panels; the remainder by three-member panels.

Panels refer to unique panel compositions identified in the dataset. Trial days are Tuesday, Wednesday, and Friday. Data

digitized from the online archives of the Supreme Court of Greece.



Table A2: Number of Cases per Year Filed and Decided in the Sample

Panel A
Year Case Filed 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

Panel B
Decision Year

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

Notes: The table presents the annual distribution of cases in the dataset, categorized by the year of case filing (Panel A) and the year of the final
decision (Panel B).
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Table A3: Additional Descriptive Statistics for the Main Study Sample

Mean Std.Dev Min Max

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Panel A: Trial Month and Day

January 0.136 0.343 0 1

February 0.126 0.332 0 1

March 0.107 0.309 0 1

April 0.101 0.301 0 1

May 0.125 0.331 0 1

June, July, or September 0.080 0.271 0 1

October 0.111 0.314 0 1

November 0.119 0.324 0 1

December 0.096 0.294 0 1

Tuesday 0.371 0.483 0 1

Wednesday 0.285 0.451 0 1

Friday 0.341 0.474 0 1

Panel B: Gender Share for Each Judge

Female Head Judge (1=yes) 0.216 0.411 0 1

Female Introducer Judge (1=yes) 0.301 0.459 0 1

Female Other Judge 1 (1=yes) 0.304 0.460 0 1

Female Other Judge 2 (1=yes) 0.296 0.456 0 1

Female Other Judge 3 (1=yes) 0.291 0.454 0 1

Panel C: Appeal Outcomes

Rejection of Appeal Case 0.670 0.470 0 1

Days Between Trial and Final Trial Outcome 61.742 74.955 0 1132

Delegates to Another Court and Judge 0.090 0.286 0 1

Monetary Trial Expenses (in Euro) 191.671 200.647 0 2750

Notes: The table presents summary statistics on the trial month and day (Panel A), the role composition
of judges in the Supreme Court committee by gender (Panel B) and appeal outcomes (Panel C). The head
judge is the most senior judge in the committee. The introducer is the judge assigned to prepare the case
for trial in the Supreme Court. Judges 1, 2, and 3 serve as committee members without specific additional
responsibilities. In three-member panels (approximately 10% of cases), only one additional committee
member beyond the head and introducer is present. All specifications control for the number of judges
on the panel to account for this variation in committee size. Rejection of Appeal Case is a binary indicator
that takes the value of 1 if the Supreme Court judging committee rejects the appeal request. Delegates
to Another Court and Judge is a binary indicator that takes the value of 1 if the Supreme Court judging
committee delegates the case to another court and judge.
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Table A4: Data Dictionary for Types of Supreme Court Cases

Offense Keywords

Homicide Homicide, murder, manslaughter, attempted homicide,
negligent homicide, fatal assault

Injuries Bodily Harm, Violence, Traffic Offenses, Human Traf-
ficking

Rape Rape, seduction, indecency, sexual abuse
Tax Evasion Tax evasion, delay or non-payment of taxes, employer

contributions, fictitious invoices
Fraudulent Check Dishonoured checks, Bad Checks
Financial Related Smuggling, usury, counterfeiting, financial fraud,

money laundering, misuse of funds, non-payment of
wages

Drugs Drugs, narcotics, illegal substances, drug possession,
possession of narcotics, drug use, drug trafficking,
drug dealing, distribution of drugs, drug production,
cultivation of drugs, import or export of drugs

Misconduct Violation of duty, abuse or misuse of power, bribery
Fraud Fraud, deception, misrepresentation, fraudulent prac-

tices
Forgery Forgery, perjury, false certification, false documents,

document exportation
Calumniation Slander, false accusation, moral harm, distortion of

facts
Theft Theft, robbery, embezzlement
Environmental Pollution, illegal logging, unauthorized construction,

arson, illegal dumping, environmental degradation,
urban planning violations

Immigration Illegal immigration, illegal entry, facilitation of for-
eigner transfer

Relevance Jurisdiction regulation
International Transfer of Defen-
dant

Extradition, extradition of foreigners

Defendant Did Not Show Up Desertion of the appellant
Miscellaneous Cases not fitting into the above categories

Notes: The table describes case types and the corresponding keywords used in the data classification process.
These classifications served as a protocol during data collection. Cases with no reported type are classified as
“Missing Type” and are captured by a separate missing value indicator in all regression specifications.



Table A5: Summary Statistics for Local Court Types

Type of Local Court Total Local Courts Total Cases

Magistrates Court 8 11

Single-member Court for Misdemeanors 90 334

Three-member Court for Misdemeanors 61 1327

Single-member Appeal Courts 36 458

Three-member Appeal Courts 47 859

Mixed Jury Appeal Court 18 24

Five-member Appeal Courts 11 299

Single-member Juvenile Court 1 1

Three-member Appeal Juvenile Courts 11 41

Three-member Juvenile Courts 71 358

Mixed Jury Courts of Appeal 6 41

Total 364 3,753

Notes: The table shows the different local court types in which cases are initially decided at the local level
(column 1), the number of total local courts that belong in each local court type (column 2) and the number of
total cases decided by each local court type (column 3).
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Table A6: Baseline Estimates of the Effect of Share of Female Judges on

Appeal Outcomes by Subgroup

One Defendant One Plaintiff
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Outcomes Decided by Judging Committee

Reject Appeal Request 0.129 0.141 0.222 0.167

(0.062)∗∗ (0.058)∗∗ (0.108)∗∗ (0.103)

N 2,330 2,330 742 742

Delegates Trial to Another Court -0.088 -0.098 -0.112 -0.118

(0.033)∗∗∗ (0.033)∗∗∗ (0.064)∗ (0.056)∗∗

N 2,330 2,330 742 742

Placebo Outcome Affected by Court

Monetary Trial Expenses 2.900 17.406 57.841 33.191

(22.240) (21.016) (63.888) (62.184)

N 2,330 2,330 742 742

Basic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Additional Controls ✓ ✓
Notes: The table presents estimates for the effects of the share of female judges in a judging
committee on appeal outcomes for one defendant (columns 1–2) and one plaintiff (columns 3–4).
The unit of observation is the case. Basic controls include year, day-of-week, and court-type
fixed effects. Additional Controls include number of defendants, number of judges, number of
lawyers involved, a binary indicator for whether the president is female, a binary indicator for
whether the district attorney is female, a binary indicator for whether the introducer is female, the
committee overall experience, whether it is a violent crime, experience of the introducer, whether
it is a gender-sensitive case, whether it is a juvenile defendant, indicators for missing values in
these covariates, and primary and secondary case-type fixed effects. Robust standard errors are
reported. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.



Table A7: Estimates of the Effect of the Share of Female Judges on Appeal Outcomes by

Litigant Gender

One Defendant One Plaintiff

All Male Female All Male Female

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Outcomes Decided by Judging Com-
mittee

Reject Appeal Request 0.117 0.139 -0.126 0.211 0.198 0.123

(0.052)∗∗ (0.056)∗∗ (0.148) (0.100)∗∗ (0.119)∗ (0.198)

N 2,959 2,557 401 769 528 241

Delegates Trial to Another Court -0.087 -0.075 -0.123 -0.107 -0.116 -0.098

(0.026)∗∗∗ (0.028)∗∗∗ (0.075) (0.054)∗∗ (0.067)∗ (0.104)

N 2,959 2,557 401 769 528 241

Outcome Affected by Court

Monetary Trial Expenses 19.285 18.030 -8.649 28.206 48.130 -58.161

(20.373) (21.768) (65.217) (62.030) (77.841) (112.934)

N 2,959 2,557 401 769 528 241

Basic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Additional Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Notes: The table presents estimates for the effects of the share of female judges on appeal outcomes by the
gender of the litigant: all cases that have one defendant (column 1), cases with one male defendant (column
2), cases with one female defendant (column 3), all cases with one plaintiff (column 4), cases with one male
plaintiff (column 5), and cases with one female plaintiff (column 6). The unit of observation is the case. Robust
standard errors are reported. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.



Table A8: Heterogeneous Effects By Committee and Judges Experience

By Judging Experience of
Judging Committee Head Judge Introducer Judge

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Below Above Below Above Below Above Below Above

Median Median Median Median Median Median Median Median
Multiple Litigants One Litigant

Outcomes Decided by Judging Committee

Reject Appeal Request 0.036 0.108 0.072 0.135 -0.023 0.190 0.071 0.137

(0.087) (0.071) (0.092) (0.078)∗ (0.085) (0.078)∗∗ (0.073) (0.075)∗

N 2,998 2,998 2,562 2,562 1,276 1,286 1,316 1,246

Delegates Trial to Another Court -0.097 -0.085 -0.093 -0.103 0.016 -0.137 -0.029 -0.123

(0.046)∗∗ (0.045)∗ (0.048)∗ (0.047)∗∗ (0.048) (0.047)∗∗∗ (0.042) (0.046)∗∗∗

N 2,998 2,998 2,562 2,562 1,276 1,286 1,316 1,246

Placebo Outcome Affected by Court

Monetary Trial Expenses -21.800 20.201 1.621 46.768 33.360 10.366 4.110 22.020

(43.547) (30.650) (39.504) (28.121)∗ (47.679) (38.282) (30.607) (39.018)

N 2,998 2,998 2,562 2,562 1,276 1,286 1,316 1,246

Basic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Additional Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Notes: The table presents estimates for the effects of the share of female judges in a judging committee on appeal outcomes. The unit of observation is
the case. Basic controls include year, day-of-week, and court-type fixed effects. Additional Controls include number of defendants, number of judges,
number of lawyers involved, a binary indicator for whether the president is female, a binary indicator for whether the district attorney is male, a binary
indicator for whether the introducer is male, the committee overall experience, whether it is a violent crime, experience of the introducer, whether it is a
gender-sensitive case, whether it is a juvenile defendant, indicators for missing values in these covariates, and primary and secondary case-type fixed
effects. Robust standard errors are reported. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.



Table A9: Heterogeneous Effects by Origin Court Type

Single-Judge Multiple-Judges
First Court First Court Appealed Before First Time Appealed

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

Outcomes Decided by Judging Committee

Reject Appeal Request 0.325 0.086 0.146 0.165

(0.126)∗∗∗ (0.060) (0.072)∗∗ (0.080)∗∗

N 567 1,745 1,152 1,160

Delegates Trial to Another Court -0.155 -0.079 -0.108 -0.075

(0.085)∗ (0.032)∗∗ (0.043)∗∗ (0.044)∗

N 567 1,745 1,152 1,160

Outcome Affected by Court

Monetary Trial Expenses 43.395 12.657 11.961 27.673

(33.227) (27.221) (31.007) (35.704)

N 567 1,745 1,152 1,160

Basic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓
Additional Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Notes: The table presents heterogeneous estimates of the effects of the share of female judges in a judging committee on appeal outcomes
by original local court type. I examine the following subgroups of local courts: single-judge local courts (column 1), multiple-judges local
courts (column 2), appeal first-level courts (column 3) and non-appeal first level courts (column 4). The unit of observation is the case. Robust
standard errors are reported. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.



Table A10: Falsification Test, Share of Female Judges in Previous and Following Day

Reject Appeal Request Delegates Trial to Another Court

Multiple Litigants One Litigant Multiple Litigants One Litigant
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Share Female Judges, Previous Day (Placebo) -0.001 0.001 -0.010 0.002 0.014 0.014 0.020 0.020

(0.034) (0.032) (0.036) (0.035) (0.017) (0.017) (0.019) (0.019)

N 2,976 2,976 2,545 2,545 2,976 2,976 2,545 2,545

Share Female Judges, Following Day (Placebo) -0.024 -0.025 -0.033 -0.035 -0.025 -0.018 -0.021 -0.013

(0.032) (0.031) (0.035) (0.034) (0.017) (0.016) (0.018) (0.018)

N 2,978 2,978 2,543 2,543 2,978 2,978 2,543 2,543

Basic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Case Type FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Additional Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Notes: The table reports estimates for falsification tests using the share of female judges in the previous and following trial day. Columns (1)-(4) show the estimates
when the outcome is the likelihood to reject the appeal request, and columns (5)-(8) show the estimates when the outcome is the probability of delegating the trial
to another local court or judge. The unit of observation is the case. Basic Controls include trial-month fixed effects, case-filing-year fixed effects, day-of-week fixed
effects, and court-type fixed effects. Additional controls include the number of defendants, the number of judges, and the number of lawyers; binary indicators for
whether the president is female, the district attorney is male, the introducer is male; indicators for violent crimes, gender-sensitive cases, and juvenile defendants;
the average judging experience of the committee (measured in number of trials); experience of the introducer; indicators for missing values in these covariates;
and primary and secondary case-type fixed effects. Robust standard errors are reported. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.



Table A11: Robustness Exercise: Baseline Results while Controlling for Judge Harshness

Reject Appeal Request Delegates Trial

Multiple Litigants One Litigant Multiple Litigants One Litigant

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

Proportion of Female Judges 0.120 0.085 0.145 0.111 -0.092 -0.070 -0.097 -0.080

(0.050)∗∗ (0.051)∗ (0.054)∗∗∗ (0.055)∗∗ (0.029)∗∗∗ (0.029)∗∗ (0.031)∗∗∗ (0.031)∗∗

Avg. Committee Harshness 1.006 0.957 -0.636 -0.493

(0.309)∗∗∗ (0.326)∗∗∗ (0.182)∗∗∗ (0.186)∗∗∗

Harshness Control ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Basic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Case Type FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Additional Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

N 2,998 2,998 2,565 2,565 2,998 2,998 2,565 2,565

Notes: The table reports estimates of the effect of the proportion of female judges on appeal outcomes, augmented with a leave-one-out measure of average
committee harshness. For each judge j and case i, judge harshnes is defined as the mean rejection rate of judge j across all cases in which judge j participated
excluding case i, to avoid a mechanical correlation between the control variable and the outcome. The average committee harshness is computed as the mean
of the leave-one-out harshness scores across all five judges assigned to each case. Columns (1), (3), (5), and (7) reproduce the baseline estimates from Table 3

without the harshness control; Columns (2), (4), (6), and (8) add the harshness control. The unit of observation is the case. Basic Controls include trial-month
fixed effects, case-filing-year fixed effects, day-of-week fixed effects, and court-type fixed effects. Additional controls include the number of the number
of defendants and lawyers, the size of the judging committee, indicators for president gender, district attorney gender, introducer gender, violent crime,
gender-sensitive case, and juvenile defendant; experience of the introducer; missing-value indicators; and primary and secondary case-type fixed effects.
Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.
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Table A12: Robustness Estimates with Standard Errors Clustered at the Local

Court Level

Multiple Litigants One Litigant
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Outcomes Decided by Judging Committee

Reject Appeal Request 0.114 0.120 0.155 0.145

(0.055)∗∗ (0.047)∗∗ (0.059)∗∗∗ (0.054)∗∗∗

N 2,998 2,998 2,562 2,562

Delegates Trial to Another Court -0.107 -0.092 -0.103 -0.097

(0.031)∗∗∗ (0.029)∗∗∗ (0.034)∗∗∗ (0.031)∗∗∗

N 2,998 2,998 2,562 2,562

Placebo Outcome Affected by Court

Monetary Trial Expenses 18.158 27.436 18.158 27.436

(23.232) (22.286) (23.232) (22.286)

N 2,998 2,998 2,562 2,562

Basic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Additional Controls ✓ ✓

Notes: The table presents estimates for the effects of the share of female judges in a judging committee
on appeal outcomes. The unit of observation is the case. Basic controls include year, day-of-week,
and court-type fixed effects. Additional Controls include number of defendants, number of judges,
number of lawyers involved, a binary indicator for whether the president is female, a binary indicator
for whether the district attorney is female, binary indicator for whether the introducer is female, the
committee overall experience, whether it is a violent crime, experience of the introducer, whether it is a
gender-sensitive case, whether it is a juvenile defendant, indicators for missing values in these covariates,
and primary and secondary case-type fixed effects. Standard errors are reported in parentheses and are
clustered at the local court level. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.



Table A13: Robustness Estimates with Standard Errors Clustered at the Panel Level

Multiple Litigants One Litigant

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

Outcomes Decided by Judging Committee

Reject Appeal Request 0.101 0.120 0.139 0.145

(0.049)∗∗ (0.052)∗∗ (0.059)∗∗ (0.059)∗∗

N 2,998 2,998 2,562 2,562

Delegates Trial to Another Court -0.052 -0.092 -0.084 -0.097

(0.027)∗ (0.032)∗∗∗ (0.033)∗∗ (0.033)∗∗∗

N 2,998 2,998 2,562 2,562

Placebo Outcome Decided by Court

Monetary Trial Expenses -1.730 14.127 20.206 27.436

(25.386) (26.778) (26.469) (25.958)

N 2,998 2,998 2,562 2,562

Basic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Additional Controls ✓ ✓

Notes: The table presents estimates for the effects of the share of female judges in a
judging committee on appeal outcomes with standard errors clustered at the panel
level to account for potential correlation in outcomes across cases decided by the same
panel. Among the 3,753 cases in the sample, I identify 837 unique panel compositions,
with the same combination of judges sitting together on average 4.5 times over the
sample period. The unit of observation is the case. Basic controls include year, day-of-
week, and court-type fixed effects. Additional Controls include number of defendants,
number of judges, number of lawyers involved, a binary indicator for whether the
president is female, a binary indicator for whether the district attorney is male, a binary
indicator for whether the introducer is male, the committee overall experience, whether
it is a violent crime, experience of the introducer, whether it is a gender-sensitive case,
whether it is a juvenile defendant, indicators for missing values in these covariates,
and primary and secondary case-type fixed effects. *, **, and *** denote significance at
the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.
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Table A14: Robustness Estimates with Prosecutor Fixed Effects

Multiple Litigant One Litigant

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

Outcomes Decided by Judging Committee

Reject Appeal Request 0.120 0.111 0.145 0.138

(0.050)∗∗ (0.053)∗∗ (0.054)∗∗∗ (0.056)∗∗

N 2,998 2,998 2,562 2,562

Delegates Trial to Another Court -0.092 -0.083 -0.097 -0.087

(0.029)∗∗∗ (0.031)∗∗∗ (0.031)∗∗∗ (0.033)∗∗∗

N 2,998 2,998 2,562 2,562

Placebo Outcome Affected by Court

Monetary Trial Expenses 27.436 32.551 27.436 32.551

(22.556) (22.398) (22.556) (22.398)

N 2,998 2,998 2,562 2,562

Basic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Additional Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Prosecutor FE ✓ ✓

Notes: The table presents estimates for the effects of the share of female judges in a judging committee
on appeal outcomes while I include prosecutor fixed effects. The unit of observation is the case. I use
the same Basic Controls and Additional Controls as in the main analysis. Columns (1) and (3) show the
baseline effects for multiple and single litigants. In columns (2) and (4), I add prosecutor fixed effects.
Robust standard errors are reported. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.



Table A15: Stacked Data, Estimates with Judge Fixed Effects

Multiple Litigant One Litigant
(1) (2)

Reject Appeal Request

Robust Standard Errors
0.117 0.132

(0.030)∗∗∗ (0.032)∗∗∗

Cluster at the Local Court Level
(0.051)∗∗ (0.056)∗∗

Cluster at the Judge Level (0.032)∗∗∗ (0.039)∗∗∗

14,282 12,297

(1) (2)

Delegates Trial to Another Court

Robust Standard Errors
-0.092 -0.096

(0.017)∗∗∗ (0.018)∗∗∗

Cluster at the Local Court Level
(0.032)∗∗∗ (0.033)∗∗∗

Cluster at the Judge Level (0.015)∗∗∗ (0.015)∗∗∗

14,282 12,297

Basic Controls ✓ ✓

Additional Controls ✓ ✓

Judge FE ✓ ✓

Notes: The table reports a single point estimate per outcome, followed by three rows
of standard errors in parentheses corresponding to: (i) robust standard errors, (ii)
standard errors clustered at the local court level, and (iii) standard errors clustered at
the judge level, in that order. The table presents estimates for the effects of the share of
female judges in a judging committee on appeal outcomes using a stacked dataset. All
specification include a judge fixed effect. Each observation corresponds to a specific
judge and case combination. I use the same Basic Controls and Additional Controls as
in the main analysis. I present estimates using a) robust standard errors, b) standard
errors clustered at the local court level, and c) standard errors clustered at the judge
level. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.



Table A16: Robustness Exercise: Baseline Estimates when Trimming Treatment Variable by 5% on Each Side

Baseline Regressions Placebo Regressions

Multiple Litigants One Litigant Multiple Litigants One Litigant
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Outcomes Decided by Judging Committee

Reject Appeal Request 0.082 0.103 0.133 0.134 0.017 0.021 0.007 0.010

(0.050)∗ (0.054)∗ (0.064)∗∗ (0.059)∗∗ (0.046) (0.044) (0.049) (0.047)

N 2,927 2,927 2,497 2,497 2,927 2,927 2,497 2,497

Delegates Trial to Another Court -0.041 -0.090 -0.099 -0.090 0.002 0.005 0.003 0.008

(0.028) (0.033)∗∗∗ (0.037)∗∗∗ (0.033)∗∗∗ (0.025) (0.024) (0.025) (0.025)

N 2,998 2,562 2,562 2,562 2,998 2,562 2,998 2,562

Placebo Outcome Decided by Court

Monetary Trial Expenses 6.937 20.059 21.899 28.929 2.151 1.383 26.435 21.414

(25.636) (26.321) (26.807) (25.835) (23.796) (21.391) (22.623) (21.722)

N 2,998 2,562 2,562 2,562 2,998 2,562 2,998 2,562

Basic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Case Type FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Additional Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Notes: The table presents estimates for the effects of the share of female judges in a judging committee on appeal outcomes. The unit of
observation is the case. Basic Controls include trial-month fixed effects, case-filing-year fixed effects, day-of-week fixed effects, and court-type
fixed effects. Additional controls include the number of defendants, the number of judges, and the number of lawyers; binary indicators for
whether the president is female, the district attorney is male, the introducer is male; indicators for violent crimes, gender-sensitive cases,
and juvenile defendants; the average judging experience of the committee (measured in number of trials); experience of the introducer;
indicators for missing values in these covariates; and primary and secondary case-type fixed effects. Robust standard errors are reported. *,
**, and *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.



Table A17: Heterogeneity in the Effect of Female Judges by Local Socioeconomic Context

Outcome: Reject Appeal Request

Proportion of Female Judges 0.125 0.550 0.391 0.298 0.183

(0.050)∗∗ (0.203)∗∗∗ (0.151)∗∗∗ (0.108)∗∗∗ (0.060)∗∗∗

Proportion of Female Judges × Civil Marriages (std.) -0.050

(0.027)∗

Proportion of Female Judges × Log GDP -0.054

(0.025)∗∗

Proportion of Female Judges × Women Upper Secondary -1.253

(0.655)∗

Proportion of Female Judges × Women Tertiary -1.534

(0.819)∗

Proportion of Female Judges × Women Masters or PhD -18.593

(9.618)∗

Civil Marriages (std.) 0.015

(0.011)

Log GDP 0.012

(0.010)

Women Upper Secondary 0.044

(0.263)

Women Tertiary 0.265

(0.327)

Women Masters or PhD 2.911

(3.974)

N 2,997 2,999 2,999 2,999 2,999

Basic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Case Type FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Additional Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Notes: The table reports estimates from specifications in which the share of female judges is interacted with local
socioeconomic characteristics. The interacted variables include a standardized measure of civil marriages, log GDP, the
share of women with upper secondary education, the share of women with tertiary education, and the local employment
rate. These characteristics are obtained from the 2001 Population Census conducted by the National Statistical Authority and
matched to the municipality in which each local court is located. The unit of observation is the case. Basic controls include
year, day-of-week, and court-type fixed effects. Additional controls include the number of defendants and lawyers, the size
of the judging committee, indicators for president gender, district attorney gender, introducer gender, committee experience,
violent crime, gender-sensitive case, and juvenile defendant; experience of the introducer; missing-value indicators; and
primary and secondary case-type fixed effects. Robust standard errors are reported. *, **, and *** denote significance at the
10%, 5%, and 1% levels.



Table A18: Deliberation Time by Panel Familiarity

Multiple Litigants One Litigant

Below Median Above Median Below Median Above Median
Familiarity Familiarity Familiarity Familiarity

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

Outcome: Days Between Trial and Final Decision

Days Between Trial and Final Decision 58.388 107.358 57.135 102.300

(11.300)∗∗∗ (12.119)∗∗∗ (12.120)∗∗∗ (12.462)∗∗∗

N 1522 1476 1296 1266

Basic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Case Type FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Additional Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Notes: The table presents estimates for the effects of the share of female judges in a judging committee on deliberation time (days
between the trial date and the final decision), split by panel familiarity. Panel familiarity is defined as the number of times the exact
same combination of judges has sat together prior to each given case. The median familiarity is 3. Below-median familiarity panels
have sat together fewer times than 3; above-median familiarity panels have sat together more frequently. The unit of observation is
the case. Basic Controls include trial-month fixed effects, case-filing-year fixed effects, day-of-week fixed effects, and court-type fixed
effects. Additional controls include the number of defendants, the number of judges, and the number of lawyers; binary indicators for
whether the president is female, the district attorney is male, the introducer is male; indicators for violent crimes, gender-sensitive
cases, and juvenile defendants; the average judging experience of the committee (measured in number of trials); experience of the
introducer; indicators for missing values in these covariates; and primary and secondary case-type fixed effects. Robust standard errors
are reported. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.



Table A19: Non-Linear Effects of the Proportion of Female Judges on Deliberation

Time

All Cases Simple Cases Complex Cases

Multiple One Multiple One Multiple One
Litigants Litigant Litigants Litigant Litigants Litigant

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Outcome: Days Between Trial and Final Decision

Q2 12.275 11.864 8.846 7.908 15.811 15.196

(3.200)∗∗∗ (3.430)∗∗∗ (4.367)∗∗ (4.427)∗ (4.783)∗∗∗ (5.224)∗∗∗

Q3 30.541 29.878 28.548 30.291 34.668 33.214

(4.878)∗∗∗ (5.174)∗∗∗ (8.877)∗∗∗ (9.617)∗∗∗ (6.256)∗∗∗ (6.270)∗∗∗

Q4 51.228 49.888 41.442 43.284 57.359 54.880

(6.217)∗∗∗ (6.498)∗∗∗ (8.060)∗∗∗ (9.073)∗∗∗ (8.739)∗∗∗ (9.150)∗∗∗

Q5 53.159 49.705 38.282 37.700 62.899 58.846

(6.986)∗∗∗ (7.301)∗∗∗ (7.520)∗∗∗ (8.318)∗∗∗ (10.550)∗∗∗ (11.218)∗∗∗

N 2998 2562 1145 1026 1853 1536

Basic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Case Type FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Additional Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Notes: The table presents nonlinear estimates of the effects of the share of female judges in a judging
committee on deliberation time (days between the trial date and the final decision). Columns (1)–(2) use
the full sample. Columns (3)–(4) restrict to simple cases (opinion length below the median of 4 pages) and
columns (5)–(6) to complex cases (opinion length at or above the median), mirroring the sample split in
Table A18. The model replaces the continuous female share variable with quintile indicators for the share of
female judges. The omitted category is quintile 1 (Q1), which corresponds to panels with no female judges.
The unit of observation is the case. Basic Controls include trial-month fixed effects, case-filing-year fixed
effects, day-of-week fixed effects, and court-type fixed effects. Additional controls include the number of
defendants, the number of judges, and the number of lawyers; binary indicators for whether the president
is female, the district attorney is male, the introducer is male; indicators for violent crimes, gender-sensitive
cases, and juvenile defendants; the average judging experience of the committee (measured in number of
trials); experience of the introducer; indicators for missing values in these covariates; and primary and
secondary case-type fixed effects. Robust standard errors are reported. *, **, and *** denote significance at
the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.



Table A20: Non-Linear Effects for Simple and Complex Cases

Outcome: Reject Appeal Request

Simple Cases Complicated Cases

Multiple Litigants One Litigant

Q2 -0.008 -0.008 -0.035 -0.035

(0.029) (0.029) (0.030) (0.030)

Q3 -0.033 -0.033 -0.043 -0.043

(0.036) (0.036) (0.038) (0.038)

Q4 0.030 0.030 0.008 0.008

(0.047) (0.047) (0.050) (0.050)

Q5 0.049 0.049 0.033 0.033

(0.053) (0.053) (0.054) (0.054)

Basic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Case Type FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Additional Controls ✓ ✓

Outcome: Delegates Trial to Another Court

Simple Cases Complicated Cases

Multiple Litigants One Litigant

Q2 -0.001 -0.001 0.015 0.015

(0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020)

Q3 -0.006 -0.006 0.009 0.009

(0.022) (0.022) (0.023) (0.023)

Q4 -0.010 -0.010 0.001 0.001

(0.036) (0.036) (0.036) (0.036)

Q5 -0.063 -0.063 -0.056 -0.056

(0.039) (0.039) (0.039) (0.039)

Basic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Case Type FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Additional Controls ✓ ✓

Notes: The table presents nonlinear estimates of the effects of the share of female judges
in a judging committee on appeal outcomes for simple and complex cases, separately.
Simple and complex cases are defined based on opinion length, with complex cases having
above-median length (4 pages). The model replaces the single treatment variable with a
set of quintile indicators for the share of female judges. The omitted category is quintile
1 (Q1). The unit of observation is the case. Basic controls include year, day-of-week,
and court-type fixed effects. Additional Controls include number of defendants, number
of judges, number of lawyers involved, a binary indicator for whether the president is
female, a binary indicator for whether the district attorney is male, a binary indicator
for whether the introducer is male, the committee overall experience, whether it is a
violent crime, experience of the introducer, whether it is a gender-sensitive case, whether
it is a juvenile defendant, indicators for missing values in these covariates, and primary
and secondary case-type fixed effects. Robust standard errors are reported. *, **, and ***
denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.



Table A21: Female Representation and Court Congestion

Panel A: Relationship between Share of Female Judges and Court Congestion
Cases per day 0.002

(0.001)
Cases per court-day 0.001

(0.002)
Cases per month-year 0.000

(0.000)
Cases per court-month-year -0.000

(0.001)
N 2,998 2,998 2,998 2,998

Panel B: Main Results on Rejection while Controlling for Court Congestion
Share of Female Judges 0.120 0.121 0.120 0.120

(0.050)∗∗ (0.050)∗∗ (0.050)∗∗ (0.050)∗∗

Cases per day 0.000

(0.003)
Cases per court-day -0.005

(0.005)
Cases per month-year 0.000

(0.001)
Cases per court-month-year -0.001

(0.002)
N 2,998 2,998 2,998 2,998

Panel C: Main Results on Delegation while Controlling for Court Congestion
Share of Female Judges -0.091 -0.092 -0.092 -0.092

(0.029)∗∗∗ (0.029)∗∗∗ (0.029)∗∗∗ (0.029)∗∗∗

Cases per day -0.003

(0.002)∗

Cases per court-day -0.001

(0.002)
Cases per month-year -0.001

(0.000)∗

Cases per court-month-year -0.000

(0.001)
N 2,998 2,998 2,998 2,998

Basic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Additional Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Notes: Panel A reports regressions of the share of female judges on alternative measures of court
congestion, including the number of cases heard per day, per court-day, and at monthly aggregation
levels. Panels B and C report the main specifications for appeal rejection and case delegation,
respectively, controlling for these congestion measures. The unit of observation is the case. All
specifications include court fixed effects, calendar fixed effects (trial month, trial day, and filing year),
and case-type fixed effects. Additional controls include case characteristics, committee composition,
experience measures, and indicators for missing values. Robust standard errors are reported in
parentheses. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels.



Table A22: Gender Differences in Preferences and Attitudes, WVS

Men Women Diff. (F–M) SE p-value N

Willingness to Take Risks 0.016 -0.292 -0.308*** (0.056) 0.000 1000

Patience (Willingness to Wait) -0.276 -0.421 -0.146*** (0.049) 0.003 999

Negative Reciprocity (Revenge/Punish) 0.529 0.282 -0.247*** (0.058) 0.000 998

Positive Reciprocity (Return a Favor) -0.050 -0.090 -0.040 (0.056) 0.470 1000

Altruism (Donation/Good Causes) -0.136 -0.180 -0.044 (0.055) 0.432 1000

Trust (People Have Best Intentions) -0.340 -0.381 -0.041 (0.053) 0.436 996

Notes: The table reports mean outcomes for men and women, the difference (Female–Male), the standard error of the
difference, the p-value, and the number of observations. The difference is obtained from a regression of each variable on a
female indicator; standard errors are reported in parentheses. ∗p < 0.10, ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗∗∗p < 0.01. The measures capture
risk-taking, patience, and reciprocity. The data come from the 7th wave of the World Value Survey and the analysis is
restricted to Greece.
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