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Abstract

Women participate in politics at lower rates than men in many developing countries.
Do constraints on women’s participation lie with women themselves, or with the men
in their households who act as gatekeepers? We conduct a field experiment in La-
hore, Pakistan to test how canvassing aimed at increasing women’s turnout should be
targeted within the household. We randomly assign 2500 households to one of four
conditions: no canvassing visit, a visit targeted at men, a visit targeted at women,
or both. All visits are primarily aimed at increasing women’s turnout. We find large
increases in women’s turnout when the visit targets only men or both men and women.
Targeting women alone is insufficient to improve their turnout. Using a costly behav-
ioral measure of support for women’s role in democracy, we find that treating men
increases their support for women’s role in democracy two months after the election.
Households where both men and women were treated saw greater political discussion
among men and women, and men in these household were more likely to provide women
logistical support to vote. The results suggest that engaging men is necessary to re-
duce gender gaps in political participation in a context where women do not enjoy full
decision-making power over their own participation.
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1 Introduction

Inequalities in political participation between men and women persist in many democ-

racies. Narrowing this gender gap has potential implications for the distribution of

resources and the content of policy. Evidence from the United States shows that the

extension of suffrage to women is followed by shifts in public resource allocation and

policy in line with women’s distinctive preferences (Carruthers and Wanamaker, 2015;

Lott and Kenny, 1999; Miller, 2008). This points to the promise of material improve-

ments in women’s lives as a result of greater gender equality in political participation.

Multiple studies document the existence of systematic gender gaps in preferences over

welfare policy and public goods in sub-Saharan Africa (Gottlieb et al., 2016), India

(Brule and Gaikwad, 2017; Chattopadhyay and Duflo, 2004), Indonesia (Olken, 2010),

and Pakistan (Khan, 2017). Moreover, there is untapped potential for the better rep-

resentation of these preferences: Liaqat (2019a) finds that local politicians in Pakistan

are responsive to new information about women’s preferences, even more so than in-

formation about men’s preferences. However, as long as inequalities in participation

persist, women’s preferences risk going unheard and unrepresented. This is a particu-

larly salient concern in Pakistan, where the gender gap in voter turnout stands at 9.1

percent, with 11 million fewer women than men voting in the 2018 election.

In this paper, we investigate how to increase women’s political participation in a setting

where women may not have full agency over the decision to participate. We build on a

rich experimental literature that demonstrates the efficacy of door-to-door canvassing

for improving voter turnout in elections in the US (Gerber et al., 2008), which has been

recently extended to other contexts (Pons, 2018; Giné and Mansuri, 2018). A strategy

of directly canvassing women voters to improve women’s turnout assumes that the

constraints to women’s political participation lie primarily with women themselves.

However, if men act as ”gatekeepers” of women’s participation, for example by having

the final say in decisions about whether women can participate or by exerting control

over the shared household resources necessary for participation (e.g. transport), it may

be necessary to engage them to effect change.

We conduct a field experiment in partnership with two large civil society organiza-

tions (CSOs) to study how targeting mobilization campaigns to men or women affects

women’s turnout. Our sample consists of 2,500 households randomly assigned to one

of four conditions: no canvassing visit (Control), a canvassing visit by a female mobi-

lizer targeted to women in the household (T1), a canvassing visit by a male mobilizer

targeted to men in the household, or two canvassing visits targeted to women and men

respectively (T3). This random variation allows us to explore whether (i) targeting
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women is sufficient, (ii) targeting men is sufficient, and (iii) targeting men is neces-

sary to increase women’s turnout. We observe turnout by visually verifying indelible

ink marks placed on voters’ thumbs. We also explore effects on an additional set of

attitudinal and self-reported behavioral outcomes through an endline survey. Finally,

we use a costly behavioral measure of men’s support for women’s role in democracy to

test whether the campaign has effects on men beyond the election.

We report four main results in this paper. First, targeting women is not sufficient and

targeting men is necessary to increase women’s turnout. The non-partisan mobilization

campaign increases women’s turnout when it is targeted at men (T2+T3), but not when

it is targeted at women (T1+T3). Women’s turnout increases by 8.0 percentage points

when the campaign is targeted at both men and women within the household (T3). The

campaign does not affect women’s turnout in households where it is targeted only at

women (T1). The effects of T1 and T3 are significantly distinguishable at the 5% level.

The campaign increases women’s turnout by 5.5 percentage points when it is targeted

at men only (T2), an effect that is significant at the 10% level. This constitutes

suggestive evidence that targeting men may be sufficient. We cannot statistically

distinguish between the effects of T2 and T3. The effects are robust to corrections

for attrition.

Second, we find that the positive effect on men’s behavior lasts beyond the election.

Two months after the Election, we offer men in our sample households the option to

post a sticker on the entry-way to their residence. Male respondents are randomized

into receiving a sticker with a pro-democracy slogan, or a sticker with a pro-democracy

slogan along with a slogan endorsing women’s essential role in a strong democracy. Men

in the control group are 5 percentage points less likely to accept a sticker endorsing

women’s political participation compared to a general pro-democracy sticker, but this

differential is more than fully alleviated for men in the households where both men and

women were mobilized prior to the election.

Third, an endline survey administered roughly two months after the General Election

shows no lasting effects of the campaign on women’s political knowledge, interest in

politics or sense of political self-efficacy. The intervention did not affect perceived de-

scriptive norms either. We do, however, find that in households where the mobilization

was targeted at both men and women (T3), men and women were significantly more

likely to report discussing politics with each other. Furthermore, both men and women

in these household reported that men provided logistical support to women on election

day so that they could vote. This suggests that targeting both men and women affects

certain outcomes that require within household interaction i.e. discussion and sharing

of resources. We do not see changes in these outcomes when only women or only men
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are targeted.

One concern with improvements in women’s political participation achieved through

canvassing men may be that such participation is especially unlikely to reflect women’s

distinctive preferences. Our fourth and final result is that mobilizing men to increases

women’s turnout does not reduce women’s autonomy. We measure the degree to which

women’s participation is autonomous in two ways: (i) whether men and women within

the household report voting in different ways, and (ii) whether women in our sample

self-identify with a more autonomous woman in a vignette when given an option of 3

women with varying autonomy. We do not find that women’s autonomy decreases under

any treatment by these measures. This indicates that following the unconventional

route of targeting men with messaging to increase women’s turnout does not decrease

women’s autonomy in political decision making.

This paper speaks to a rich literature on the sources of gender gaps in political participa-

tion. A number of studies point to deficits in political knowledge, interest, motivation,

ambition, time and civic skills on the part of women themselves. Other work points to

the failure of political actors to mobilize women into participation at the same rate as

men. However, there has been considerably less attention to the constraints emanat-

ing from other household members, in particular men. Our study provides suggestive

evidence that constraints on part of men within households may be at least partially

responsible for lower political participation by women. Encouragingly, we also show

that these constraints can be eased within the context of a short canvassing visit to

achieve substantial gains to women’s participation in the short term. Recent studies

have begun to identify the potential for targeting male decision-makers in households

with interventions to achieve improvements in women’s labor market participation in

contexts with strong patriarchal norms (??); we demonstrate that this may also be a

promising strategy for improving women’s political participation.

This paper also contributes to a broader literature within development economics on

decision making within the household. Actions that women may take differ by whether

women have the resources to take the actions and whether the action is visible to others.

Ashraf et al. (2014) show that for a private action (using injectable contraceptives) for

which women can be directly provided the resources, targeting women increases take-

up compared to targeting both women and men. We find that for a public action (going

out to vote) that involves joint decision-making (coordinating for transport, making

childcare arrangements), targeting men increases voting but targeting women does not.

Finally, this paper shows that it is possible to improve women’s participation with-

out changing the structure of political networks, or radically altering the incentives
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and resources of parties to target women at greater rates. This is important because

changing the incentives of political workers to encourage them to canvass women in

this context is hard. Liaqat (2019b) documents the high relative costs that parties face

when engaging with women due to strong norms of gender segregation that difficult

for male canvassers to directly speak with women. When the party randomly monitors

the effort of its workers in an electoral campaign, workers increase their effort on men

but do not increase their effort on women. In a context where parties face high costs

to engage with women directly, engaging with men may be a good first step to improve

outcomes for women.

The rest of this paper proceeds as follows. In Section 2, we provide relevant contextual

details on elections and women’s political participation in Pakistan. In Section 3, we

provides our conceptual framework. In Section 4, we describe our experimental design

and our outcome data. In Section 5, we show our experimental results on turnout and

secondary outcomes including men’s supportive behavior after elections. We conclude

in Section 6.

2 Context

Pakistan is a federal parliamentary democracy, which has witnessed multiple cycles of

authoritarian and democratic rule since independence in 1947. General elections for

the national legislature are held on a first-past-the-post basis for 272 seats. Voting

takes place at polling booths, located within polling stations in constituencies. Polling

booths for men and women are always separate, and there exists a mix of gender

segregated and mixed polling stations.

The last general election of 2013 was a landmark in Pakistan’s democratic history

as it represented the first civilian transfer of power from one democratically elected

government to another. It was the most widely contested election in Pakistan’s history

and was deemed by local and international observers to be the freest and fairest in

the country since 1970 (Cookman and Wilder, 2013). However the potential for true

democratic consolidation in Pakistan is undermined by the fact that while universal

franchise, a widely accepted prerequisite for democracy, exists on paper, it is absent

in practice. In some exceptional cases this is a result of explicit informal agreements

between village leaders and political parties . However even in the absence of outright
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bans, women lagged behind men in terms of voter registration1 and turnout2.

Various actors have been involved in the drive to improve women’s electoral participa-

tion in the 2018 elections, and much of these efforts have been focused on closing the

registration gap3. However, sizable gender gaps in participation exist even among reg-

istered voters, indicating that constraints beyond lack of legal identification continue

to limit women’s participation.

We conduct the study in Pakistan’s second largest city: Lahore. A previous study

conducted by Cheema et al. (2017) in Lahore finds significant gender gaps in in self-

reported turnout among registered voters, along with gaps in other forms of inter-

electoral participation such as communicating with party workers and local represen-

tatives. Moreover, they also find that women are about 10% less likely to have been

contacted by a party representative to vote in the last local election, which points to a

wide mobilization gap in this context.

3 Conceptual Framework

3.1 Constraints to Women’s Political Participation

The question of how to close the gender gap in political participation is tied to what

constrains women’s participation in the first place. One set of explanations focuses on

the importance of resources in explaining individuals’ participation (Brady et al., 1995).

The resources that people need to participate in politics may include information, time,

money and skills. Insofar as these resources are unequally distributed across men and

women, they may explain the observed gender gaps in participation. In our context,

resources needed to participate in politics are primarily available to men, and women

must rely on men within their households for access to these resources.

1The gap in voter registration stems from a gap in legal identification – women over the age of 18 are
less likely than men to have a National Identification Card (NIC), which is tied to automatic inclusion on
electoral rolls

2although gender disaggregated turnout data from 2013 is not available, there is a visible gender gap in
turnout in self-reported survey measures, and comparisons of overall turnout at male-only and female-only
polling stations in selected areas

3In 2015, the Free and Fair Elections Network – a coalition of 30 domestic non-governmental organizations
established in 2006 to observe general elections and mobilize voters in Pakistan – declared a “Women Voters
Registration Emergency” calling attention to the issue of millions of women being missing from electoral
rolls. The Election Commission of Pakistan has established a dedicated “Gender Affairs Wing” to increase
and facilitate women’s participation in the electoral process, importantly this includes a “Female Voter
Registration Campaign? started in November 2017 in 79 districts to facilitate women to acquire NICs.
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There is existing evidence on the effectiveness of relieving one particular resource con-

straint i.e. information. Surveys across various contexts find a substantive gender

gap in political knowledge. Giné and Mansuri (2018) find that an informational cam-

paign targeted to women in rural Pakistan in advance of the 2008 elections significantly

increases turnout.

There is less evidence on the extent to which the availability of time and logistical

resources affects participation. Anecdotal accounts reveal that women may have less

time for political participation. Election day is a national holiday in Pakistan, which

implies that men may be freed from their primary work responsibilities, enabling them

to participate. Since women tend to be held responsible for household work, however,

their time commitments remain largely unaltered by a an official holiday. In an ad-

hoc “intervention”, the former election commissioner of India recounts polling officers

speeding up women’s lines after noticing that women were more likely to be deterred

by the long lines at a polling station (Quraishi, 2014).

A second set of explanations points to the limited explanatory power of resource dif-

ferences between men and women. Atkeson and Rapoport (2003) find that within the

US, gender gaps in political attitude expression persist even after accounting for a set

of resources; they point instead to the importance of gendered socialization as an ex-

planation. Socialization into particular gender roles that deem politics as a primarily

male domain may inhibit women’s willingness to both accumulate and use the re-

sources necessary for political participation. Moreover, given similar resources, women

may evaluate their own capacity to participate differently from men: Karpowitz and

Mendelberg (2014) find that even after controlling for civic and social abilities, women

are less likely to believe that they are able to effectively speak up at public meetings

(qtd. in Preece (2016)). This has important implications for the types of interventions

that could boost women’s participation; Preece (2016) suggests that “we must address

the ‘gendered psyche’ that prevents many women from fully participating in civic life.”

This ‘gendered psyche’ is not simply limited to women. Men also internalize social

norms governing what constitutes “appropriate” behavior for women. Such socializa-

tion may constrain women’s participation in politics in explicit ways. Efforts to boost

participation without accounting for these norms may be ineffective, or even backfire.

Gottlieb (2016) documents how a civic education campaign in rural Mali increased

both men and women’s levels of political knowledge but widened the gender gap in

actual political participation – she finds evidence that women compensated for devi-

ating from norms by participating in the civic education program by limiting future

participation, and received overt threats or sanctions from men.
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Finally, the gender gap in participation may also be driven by the gender gap in

mobilization to participate. Fox and Lawless (2010) document substantial differences

across similarly situated men and women in recruitment to run for public office i.e.

women are less likely to be asked to run as candidates. In a survey of adult men and

women in Faisalabad, Pakistan, Khan (2017) finds that women are significantly less

likely to report being personally encouraged to vote by a party worker or candidate

or by a friend/relative. In the case of rural India, Prillaman (2017) suggests that

patterns of mobilization that exclude women may obtain in a system of “family-centered

clientelism” whereby parties target households as units and seek only to mobilize the

(usually male) head of household.

3.2 Theoretical Expectations

Non-partisan organizations routinely mobilize potential voters to encourage them to

vote. In this paper, we test how such campaigns affect political participation by both

women and men. We also test whether these campaigns affect participation by pro-

viding resources (in particular political knowledge), or by changing the allocation of

existing resources within the household. Finally, we test whether any effects persist

beyond election day.

3.2.1 Do non-partisan campaigns affect political participation

The intervention we test provides both information on how to participate and motiva-

tional messages that target the inequitable distribution of resources within the house-

hold. The motivational messages are aimed at increasing women’s turnout, by including

a focus on the “gendered psyche” and restrictive social norms described above. The in-

formational content, however, is aimed at relieving potential informational constraints

on both women and men.

Campaigns targeted only at women would only increase their turnout if the constraint

lies with women themselves. This may be the case if, conditional on being interested in

participating, men would be willing to share household resources with women. How-

ever, women do not often have autonomous decision making power over their decision

to participate in politics. If this is the case, then it may be necessary to canvass men to

relieve the constraint. A campaign targeted at men may convince them that women’s

participation is as important as their own, and they may become willing to help women

vote by sharing logistical resources.
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To identify which one of these two theories hold, we randomly vary whether the non-

partisan mobilization visit is targeted at (i) women only, (ii) men only or (iii) both.

Additionally, given existing findings of within-household mobilization, it is possible

that mobilizing women (men) positively influences the turnout of other men (women)

in the household thus we are also interested in effects on men’s turnout.

3.2.2 How do these campaigns affect political participation?

Beyond the main effects on turnout, we are also interested in testing potential channels

through which the mobilization campaigns influence outcomes. For some of these

channels, a direct intervention with women should be enough to improve outcomes.

These include political knowledge (tested by Giné and Mansuri (2018)), interest in

politics and a sense of political efficacy. It may be possible to affect political knowledge,

interest and self-efficacy in a short intervention.

For others channels, outcomes may be affected differently depending on who is being

targeted. These include household discussions about politics, men’s logistical support

for women’s political participation, and perceived norms of women’s political partic-

ipation. While women can certainly initiate political conversations by themselves, it

may be the case that political conversations are more likely to take place when both

men and women within a household have been mobilized. Similarly, while an interven-

tion with women alone can result in women demanding logistical support from men, it

is unlikely in a setting where women enjoy limited agency. A more likely outcome is

that the allocation of household resources can only be affected if we target those who

control the resources i.e. men.

3.2.3 Do the effects non-partisan campaigns persist?

Election mobilization campaigns are primarily targeted at increasing turnout in a par-

ticular election. Potential voters are flooded with messages from partisan and non-

partisan actors in the days leading up to an election, but such messages drop off after

the election. It is possible that mobilization campaigns do not have long-lasting effects

in general, which may also extend to our gendered mobilization campaigns. While

voting is one primary way in which women can get their voice heard and be repre-

sented in decision making, other types of political participation such as participating

in community meetings, protests, etc. are also important. If men constrain women

from voting, it is even more likely that men may constrain women from participating

in these more costly activities. To test whether the effects of our intervention on men’s
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actions persist beyond the election, we design and implement an original measure of

men’s costly behavior in support of women’s political participation. The implication of

observing positive treatment effects on this measure would be that these mobilization

campaigns can affect not only turnout, but also non-electoral political behavior.

4 Experimental Design & Data

We run a field experiment involving a non-partisan election canvassing campaign, ran-

domly varying which gender the campaign targets within the household. We measure

effects on turnout by observing indelible thumb ink impressions, on a range of poten-

tial channels by undertaking an endline survey, and on a costly behavioral measure of

men’s support for women’s political participation beyond the election. We describe the

sample in Section 4.1, the randomization in Section 4.2, the intervention in Section 4.3

and the outcome data in Section 4.4.

4.1 Sample

The sample for this study is comprised of 2500 households across 500 wards, which is

the lowest administrative and political unit. The 500 wards are drawn from 94 Union

Councils (local administrative unit) in the northern part of the city of Lahore. The

union councils are spread across seven national electoral constituencies (NA-124, 125,

126, 127, 128, 129, 130) and each union council is divided into 6 wards. The ward is

our primary unit of randomization. To draw a sample of 500 wards, we include all

6 wards from a random subset of 30 Union Councils, and randomly select 5 out of 6

wards for inclusion in the study from the remaining 64 Union Councils. Figure 1 shows

a map of our sample.

To obtain our sample of 2,500 households, we select 5 households in each of the 500

sample wards. Within each sample household, enumerators survey two individuals

(a randomly selected man and woman) giving us a sample of 5000 individuals in 2500

households. A household is visited by a pair of enumerators (one male and one female),

each of whom conduct the survey with a respondent of the same gender.

To sample households within a ward, we drop a location pin at a random point within

each ward boundary. The pair of enumerators proceeds to the pin location for a ward,

selects the nearest household to the right for the first survey, then selects four other

households in the ward using the right hand rule, selecting the 7th household to the
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right of the last household included in the sample. A household is excluded from

the sample if the dwelling is locked/empty, if all members of the household are not

registered to vote, if all members are registered to vote outside of Lahore, or if there

is not at least 1 adult woman and 1 adult man with a CNIC (Computerized National

Identity Card, which is required to vote) available and consenting to be surveyed.4

In any of these situations, the enumerator skips the dwelling and proceeds to one

immediately to the right of it. Within the household, respondents are selected by listing

all N eligible (over the age of 18 and possessing a CNIC) respondents of a particular

gender in order of age. After the listing is complete, a random number generator

programmed in the survey tablet generates a number n, and the enumerator asks to

speak with the nth listed eligible individual to conduct a baseline survey, conditional

on oral consent.

Figure 1: Sample Union Councils and Wards in Lahore

4We restrict the sample to households with individuals who could plausibly cast a vote (have a CNIC
and are registered in Lahore) because our mobilization intervention is conducted after the preparation of
electoral rolls, which means we cannot expect it to change voter registration status.
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4.2 Random Assignment

We use a two-stage randomization design in which geographical clusters are first as-

signed to a treatment status, and then a subset of households within a cluster are

randomly assigned to receive treatment.

The experimental design is a 2x2 factorial producing 4 possible treatment conditions.

These include (i) mobilizing women only, (ii) mobilizing men only, (iii) mobilizing both

women and men, and (iv) control. We assign each of the 500 clusters (wards) to 1

of these 4 treatment conditions, blocking on Union Council (administrative unit in

which wards are nested). Figure 2 shows the crossed experimental randomizations,

with sample sizes at the ward and household level reported in parentheses.

Within each cluster, we assign 4 out of 5 households to treatment. This makes for a

partial population design in which all treated clusters have the same treatment satu-

ration (0.8); the design allows us to estimate spillover effects on untreated households

within treatment clusters.

 

Full Sample 
(500 Wards)

Control

(125 Wards)

Untreated 

(625 HHs)

T1: Mobilize Women 
(125 Wards)

Untreated 

(125 HHs)

Treated 

(500 HHs)

T2: Mobilze Men

(125 Wards)

Untreated 

(125 HHs)

Treated 

(500 HHs)

T3: Mobilize Women 
and Men (125 Wards)

Untreated 

(125 HHs)

Treated 

(500 HHs)

Figure 2: Randomization Scheme
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Table 1 shows that randomization achieved balance. We report the means and standard

errors for ten important variables (measured at baseline) in the control and 3 main

treatment groups. We also report the p-values from t-tests of difference in means

between the control and each of the three treatment groups, and F-statistics from tests

of joint significance. We observe imbalance at the 10% level on 3 out of 30 tests, which

is what would be expected by chance. The one test on which we observe imbalance at

the 1% level is the mean number of adult men in a household. We account for this in

household level analysis since we use the proportion of adults whose turnout could be

verified as the outcome measure.

4.3 Intervention Design

The intervention is a 20-25 minute door-to-door mobilization visit to a household within

the 4 weeks prior to the Pakistan General Elections held on 25 July 2018. The campaign

was conducted by experienced mobilizers employed by two leading non-partisan civil

society organizations. In T1 and T2, only women and men respectively were mobilized.

In T3, both women and men were mobilized in two separate visits. The content

included general political knowledge, information on how to vote, and motivational

messages primarily aimed at increasing women’s turnout. While the intervention could

increase turnout for both men and women, there was a more explicit focus on targeting

constraints on women’s voting.

4.3.1 Intervention Components

The mobilization visit consisted of the following components:

Introduction: A mobilizer from one of the civil society organizations (Aurat Foundation

or South Asia Partnership) visits a treatment household unannounced and requests

to speak with the individual surveyed at baseline. They give a short introduction

about who they are, explicitly stating that their organization is non-partisan. The

mobilizers also carried letters of approval from the Election Commission of Pakistan,

which they showed to individuals who were initially skeptical of their civil society

organization affiliation to assure them of non-partisanship. If the baseline respondent

was unavailable, the mobilizer inquired when they might be home and if able to secure

a time for later in the same day, they moved on to other households in the same area

and returned to the household later. If they were unable to make contact with the

baseline respondent after 3 attempts, they asked to speak with any adult individuals

of the same gender as the baseline respondent who were living in the household and
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available at the time. Before starting the intervention, the mobilizer asked the baseline

respondent to gather all adult individuals of the same gender who were living in the

household and were available at the time.

Motivational Video: The mobilizer shows a short 5 minute video on a tablet screen.

The video follows the narrative of a young woman, facing issues of poor service delivery

in her neighborhood. who decides to make her voice heard by contacting a political

candidate, and casting her vote in the election. Her brother is shown in an enabling

role: he encourages her to take action and also agrees to help the women in his family

get to the women’s polling station on his motorbike.

Informational Leaflets: The mobilizer provides some procedural information about how

to find out the location of one’s polling booth, the process of voting and associated

rules as well as the role of elected officials at the national and provincial level and the

symbols assigned to various parties, using leaflets with pictorial aids. The household

members are offered copies of the leaflets to keep. The leaflets are reproduced in

Appendix A.

Mock Ballot Exercise: The mobilizer uses mock ballot papers, ballot boxes and a stamp

to show the household members exactly how to mark the ballot, fold the paper and

put it in the ballot box, emphasizing that there are two ballots (a green one for the

National Assembly and a white one for the Provincial Assembly) that will be available

to voters on Election Day.

4.3.2 How Treatment Arms Vary

The treatment arms correspond to who was targeted by the canvassing visit. In T1

(women only), the visit is carried out by a female mobilizer and targeted to the female

baseline survey respondent in a treatment household, and other women present in the

household at the time. In T2 (men only), the visit is carried out by a male mobilizer and

targeted to the male baseline survey respondent in a treatment household, and the other

men present in the household at the time. T3 (women and men) is a combination of T1

and T2: treatment households receive two visits, one by a female mobilizer targeting

the female baseline respondent and women in the household and another by a male

mobilizer targeting the male baseline respondent and other men in the household. The

factorial design enables us to identify the effect of mobilizing women (a comparison

of T1 and T3 to T2 and control); mobilizing men (a comparison of T2 and T3 to T1

and control); mobilizing women alone (T1 to control); mobilizing men alone (T2 to

control); mobilizing men and women together (T3 to control).
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The two visits in T3 are carried out by different mobilizers, and often at separate times

due to the different schedules at which men are available at home. They are often also

carried out in different places because men who are not family members are typically

not invited inside the home. This is especially true in small residences where it is

difficult to maintain gender segregation indoors. Thus male mobilizer visits in T2 and

T3 often take place outside the home.

We use same-gender mobilizers largely due to gendered norms of segregation in a

Pakistani social context. This also closely mirrors the patterns of contact that occurs

between partisan party workers and voters. In our baseline survey, we ask individual

respondents to recall whether their household was visited by a political party worker as

part of a door-to-door mobilization during the last election campaign period. As noted

earlier, women report lower rates of contact than men. However, for the respondents

who do report contact, we also ask whether they were visited by male party workers,

female party workers, or both. 57% of respondents reporting a visit say they were

visited by both male and female party workers, 40% report being visited by only male

workers, and a mere 3% report being visited by exclusively female party workers.

Among those who report being visited by exclusively male workers, 76% report that

there was no direct contact with women in the household; this is reversed in the case of

respondents reporting a mixed gender visit, among that group 82% report that there

was direct contact with women.

This leads us to believe that accessing women in households requires same-gender mo-

bilizers. Alternatively however, could women mobilizers have contacted men in T2 and

T3? Given the low rates of reported partisan contact with exclusively women party

workers (only 33 respondents, of which 7 are men report this) we decided that having

women mobilizers contacting men would make for a risky novelty factor. Moreover,

when piloting the intervention, we observed instances of women mobilizers who ap-

proached men being told to go speak to women in the household. If this occurred

systematically, it would have made implementing T2 as an exclusively male-targeted

intervention difficult.

4.4 Outcome Data

We draw on three main sources of data to measure outcomes. First, we measure turnout

using a thumb ink verification exercise. Second, we measure potential channels using

an endline survey. Third, we measure men’s support for women’s role in democracy

using a costly behavioral measure.

15



4.4.1 Individual Level Turnout Using Thumb Impressions

We observe thumb ink impressions to measure turnout because self-reported turnout

is prone to over-reporting. Although there are methods to decrease over-reporting in

a survey context, the intervention itself could affect individuals’ desire to report that

they voted, making such measures especially unreliable. We therefore use the thumb

ink verification as our measure of turnout. Figure 3 shows an example of a voter’s

thumb with an indelible ink impression.

We conducted this exercise in the 2 days following the general elections - July 26 and

27, 2018. Enumerators visited all 2500 study households and visually verified turnout

among household members by looking at the indelible ink marks made on a voter’s

thumb by a polling officer on Election Day. These ink marks begin to fade after 2-3

days which is why the activity was carried out by a large team of 50 enumerators

in the 2 days immediately after the election. In the visit to the household following

the election, enumerators attempt to relocate the baseline respondent (who is also the

individual to whom the intervention is primarily targeted, although we consider the

intervention to be household level) in study households, and thus verify turnout for all

available household members.

We are able to verify female turnout in 86% and male turnout in 88% of our baseline

sample. In some of these cases, the individual baseline respondent was not present at

the time of our visit. At the individual level, we were able to 79% of female baseline

respondents and 49% of male baseline respondents successfully. The rate of relocation

for male baseline respondents is lower due to limited availability of working men in

a tight timeline. Because of the limited time available to complete this activity, we

did not revisit households to locate unavailable respondents. We address the issue of

sample attrition in the following section, and find that it does not affect our main

results.
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Figure 3: Example of Thumb Ink Impression

4.4.2 Data on Potential Channels using Survey

We collect endline data from 97% of our 2500 study households to test effects on poten-

tial channels. We conducted this survey with one random adult man and one random

adult woman in each household. In most cases, these were the same individuals who

were surveyed at baseline, three months prior to the election. We use questions asked

during this endline survey to investigate the channel through which the mobilization

campaigns may have impacted turnout. We thematically group these questions into six

indices containing relevant attitudes or self-reported behavior. These indices are: (i)

political knowledge, (ii) interest in politics, (iii) women’s self-efficacy, (iv) logistical help

from men, (v) whether there was cross-gender political discussion within the household

and (vi) the perception of descriptive norms about women’s political participation.

4.4.3 Costly Behavioral Measure

We designed and implemented a behavioral measure to ascertain whether the mobiliza-

tion campaigns results in an increased likelihood of men championing women’s role in

democracy. At the end of our endline survey, we asked the men in our sample for per-

mission to place a sticker on the entry-way to their residence. We randomized whether

the sticker we offered them was a generic sticker indicating their support for democracy
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or a gendered sticker indicating their support for democracy as well as women’s role in

democracy. If the respondent agreed, the enumerator placed the sticker on the entry-

way to the respondent’s residence. The Urdu text on the generic sticker translates

to “Strong Democracy, Strong Pakistan”, which was displayed twice on the sticker.

The same text was repeated once on the gendered sticker, but its second iteration was

replaced by the text “Democracy is incomplete without the inclusion of women” in

Urdu. The stickers are shown in Figure 4.

Figure 4: Stickers offered to Male Respondents

5 Experimental Results

This section reports our experimental results. Section 5.1 performs experimental

manipulation checks. Section 5.2 shows that (i) mobilizing men increased women’s

turnout, but mobilizing women did not, and (ii) no effects were detected on men’s

turnout. Section 5.3 shows that the likely channel is a more equitable distribution of

logistical resources within the household, achieved after increased political conversa-

tions between men and women in the same household. Section 5.4 shows that effects of
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mobilizing men on men’s supportive behavior persist beyond the election day. Finally,

Section 5.5 shows that the increase in women’s turnout by mobilizing men does not

come at the cost of reducing women’s agency.

5.1 Manipulation Checks

To assess compliance with the treatment, we estimate OLS models to verify whether

individual men and women baseline respondents in the different treatment categories

recalled a visit from a non partisan canvasser. All models include UC (block) fixed

effects and standard errors are clustered at the ward level, which is the level of ran-

domization for T1, T2 and T3. Results are reported in Table 2.

Roughly two months after General Election 2018, respondents in treatment households

were significantly more likely to recall that their household received a canvassing visit

from a non-partisan organization in the days leading up to the election. Men and

women in the T1 and T3 conditions were almost twice as likely to state that their

household received such a visit, benchmarked against a control group mean of 14 and

13 percent for women and men respectively. Importantly, while men in the T2 condition

were 10 percentage points more likely to state their household received such a visit,

women in households that received T2 were no more likely than women in control

households to recall a visit.

This result implies that men are likely to know about female mobilizers visiting women

in the household, women are not likely to find out when a male mobilizer visits men in

the household. This is consistent with field reports according to which male mobilizers

would often speak with available men in the household at or just outside the entry-way

to the household structure and it is plausible that women would not find out about

the structure of the household, while female mobilizers usually conducted the session

inside the home and while they spoke to women privately, men present in the home at

the time would ostensibly be aware of the visit.

Overall, these reported rates of visit are significantly lower than the compliance rates

revealed by random back-checks conducted by surveyors (separate from the mobiliza-

tion team) during the roll-out of the intervention. This discrepancy may be due to a

number of factors, including the possibility that a different household member received

the mobilization visit or that respondents failed to recall the visit two months after it

occurred.

As an additional test, we also ask respondents to recall whether they received canvassing

visits from partisan mobilizers belonging to the main political parties in the area prior
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to the election. There is no evidence of treatment households in either condition

reporting more visits by partisan mobilizers (see Columns (2) - (4) of Table 2).

5.2 Turnout

Does non-partisan mobilization affect turnout? We test this by estimating the following

three equations. The first pools the two treatments (T1 and T3) where women received

a canvassing visit.

Yi = β1WomenMobilizedi + β2Withini + δi + γs (1)

where WomenMobilizedi is an indicator for whether the women in household i received

treatment, Withini is an indicator for whether household i was a control household

within a treatment cluster, δi controls for other cross-randomizations, and γs are Union

Council fixed effects. Yi denotes turnout either at the household level or at the indi-

vidual level, measured by verified thumb ink impressions as described in Section 4.4.

Standard errors are clustered at the ward level, which is the level of randomization.

Second, we estimate the effect of mobilizing men by pooling two treatments (T2 and

T3) where men received a canvassing visit:

Yi = β1MenMobilizedi + β2Withini + δi + γs (2)

where MenMobilizedi is an indicator for whether the men in household i received

treatment. Third, we estimate the effects of all three treatments separately:

Yi = β1T1i+ β2T2i+ β3T3i+ β4Withini + δi + γs (3)

where T1i, T2i and T3i are indicators for whether the women only, the men only or

both in household i received visits respectively. Table 3 shows the results on turnout.

Using specification 1, we find that mobilizing women does not affect the turnout of

either men or women (Columns 1 and 2 of Table 3). Using specification 2, we find

that mobilizing men has a positive effect on women’s turnout at the household level,

increasing the proportion of women turning out by 6.2 percentage points (significant

at the 5% level, as shown in Columns 3 and 4 of Table 3). Mobilizing men does not,

however, affect men’s turnout.

Testing the effects of the three treatment arms separately using specification 3, we find

that mobilizing men alone (T2) and mobilizing both men and women (T3) increases
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women’s turnout. Under T2, the proportion of women turning out increases by 5.5

percentage points (significant at the 10% level). Under T3, the proportion of women

turning out in a household increases by 8 percentage points (significant at the 5%

level). The effects of T2 and T3 are not statistically distinguishable. T1 alone does

not affect women’s turnout, and the effect of T1 is statistically distinguishable from

the effect of T3 at the 5% level.

We do not see any effects on individuals in control households within treatment wards,

suggestive that there are no discernible geographical spillover effects to nearby house-

holds.

Taken together, the results suggest that targeting women with a canvassing campaign is

insufficient to improve women’s turnout in the context of this study. On the other hand,

there is strong evidence that mobilizing men is necessary – and some suggestive evidence

that it is sufficient – to improve the turnout of women living in their households.

Although we see the strongest positive effects on women’s turnout in the condition

where both men and women are targeted with the mobilization campaign, the results

do not allow us to conclusively say that mobilizing both men and women together

is necessary since we cannot reject the equivalence of T2 (mobilizing men) and T3

(mobilizing both men and women) from our data.

5.2.1 Attrition

We follow Lee (2009) and use trimming bounds to account for non-random missingness

in our outcome data across treatment groups. The key assumption for the use of

trimming bounds are the monotonicity condition, whereby treatment assignment effects

attrition in one direction. In our sample, observed attrition is consistently higher in

the control group than in treatment groups. We report attrition corrected results for

the turnout outcomes for women at the individual and household level (where we see

significant effects in the main specifications) in Table 4

We find that the the lower bound on the effect of T3 on individual women respondents’

turnout and the lower bound of the effect of T2 on the proportion of women turning out

in a household are not significantly different from zero. However, the lower and upper

bounds of the effect of T3 on proportion of women turning out in a household remains

significantly different from zero and the size of the estimated effect is not substantively

reduced.
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5.3 Potential Channels

We use questions asked during an endline survey to investigate the channel through

which the mobilization campaigns may have impacted women’s turnout. We the-

matically group these questions into six indices containing relevant attitudes or self-

reported behavior. These indices are: (i) political knowledge, (ii) interest in politics,

(iii) women’s self-efficacy, (iv) logistical help from men, (v) whether there was cross-

gender political discussion within the household and (vi) the perception of descriptive

norms about women’s political participation. Figure 5 and Table 5 show the results.

We find no evidence that any of the three mobilization campaigns have an effect on

the women’s political knowledge or interest in politics. Similarly, women’s self efficacy

in the political sphere is unaffected by our mobilization campaigns. We also find no

effects on perceptions that women’s political participation has become more common

than before.

The two channels that our mobilization campaign did affect were whether men and

women within a household discussed politics with each other and whether men provided

logistical support to women on the day of the election. Logistical help from men was

0.17-0.19 standard deviations higher in the group of households that received both the

male and female canvassing visits, as shown in Column (5) of Table 5. Women and

men in these households, respectively, were 7.1 and 5.5 percentage points more likely

to discuss politics with a household member of the opposite gender.

Taken together, these results imply that while our the canvassing visits did not increase

women’s knowledge of and interest in politics, nor did they lead to an increased self-

efficacy for women when it comes to political matters, they do result in the removal of

important constraints that are related to men - only when both men and women receive

the canvassing visit. Specifically, in households that received T3, men and women hold

more political conversations with each other within the household, and men are more

likely to have provided logistical support on election day such as arranging transport

and sharing household responsibilities and waiting for women outside female polling

stations.5

5We test whether this result could be spurious due to the multiple comparisons we are running, using
pooled results shown in Table B1. Even using the extreme Bonferroni correction which corrects for multiple
comparisons by simply dividing the target p-value by the number of comparisons being made, the p-value of
the effect on logistical help from men (0.001) is lower than the target p-value suggested by the Bonferroni
correction (0.003). This calculation uses the fact that we are computing 18 different p-values - six each for
the three treatment groups, this dividing the ‘target’ p-value of 0.05 by 18, which equals 0.0028. The p-value
on the effect on political discussion (0.005) is not below the extreme Bonferroni correction, but is below the
target value (0.006) suggested by the less stringent Benjamini-Hochberg correction.
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5.4 Men’s Behavior beyond Election Day

Do the mobilization campaigns have any effect on men’s behavior beyond election

day? We designed and implemented a behavioral measure to ascertain whether the

mobilization campaigns results in an increased likelihood of men championing women’s

role in democracy. At the end of our endline survey, we asked the men in our sample

for permission to place a sticker on the entry-way to their residence. We randomized

whether the sticker we offered them was a generic sticker indicating their support

for democracy or a gendered sticker indicating their support for democracy as well

as women’s role in democracy. If the respondent agreed, the enumerator placed the

sticker on the entry-way to the respondent’s residence. The Urdu text on the generic

sticker translates to “Strong Democracy, Strong Pakistan”, which was displayed twice

on the sticker. The same text was repeated once on the gendered sticker, but its second

iteration was replaced by the text “Democracy is incomplete without the inclusion of

women” in Urdu. The stickers are shown in Figure 4.

We estimate the effect of our treatments on men’s supportive behavior using the fol-

lowing equation:

Yi = β1GSi + β2Treatmenti + β3GS ∗ Treatmenti + δi + γs (4)

where GSi is an indicator for whether the sticker offered to the male respondent in

household i was a ‘gendered sticker’, Treatmenti indicates treatment status, and γs

are Union Council fixed effects. Yi is an indicator for whether the male respondent

accepted our offer to paste the sticker on the entry-way to his residence. Standard

errors are clustered at the ward level, which is the level of randomization. The co-

efficient of interest is the β3, which estimates whether treatment affects men’s relative

propensity to accept the gendered sticker versus the generic sticker. The results are

shown in Figure 6 and Table 6.

We find that the take-up of the gendered sticker is lower in the control group by

almost 5 percentage points, with the p-value on the difference between the take-up of

the generic and gendered sticker being lower than 0.05. This differential in take-up

rates was not significantly reduced for men whose households received the women-only

(T1) campaign or men-only (T2) campaign, but is fully alleviated in the conditions

where men are mobilized (T2 and T3). In households that were visited both male

and female mobilizers (T3), men were 7.6 percentage points more likely to take up the

gendered sticker compared to those in the control group. The p-value on the difference

between the effect of T3 and T2 is 0.102. This constitutes suggestive evidence that T3
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had an additive effect beyond T2 on men’s supportive behavior beyond election day.

5.5 Does mobilizing men reduce women’s agency?

Mobilizing men along with women increased women’s turnout, but does that come at

the cost of reducing women’s autonomy? We test this using two different measures.

First, we use responses to vignettes from our endline survey asking respondents which of

three different characters they identify with in terms of their political decision making.

The least autonomous character is one who votes for whomever her family asks her to

votes for and does not feel that she could act differently even if she wanted to. The

second character is not asked to vote a certain way, but she wants the approval of

her family and neighbors and hence vote for whomever is preferred by her family and

neighbors. The most autonomous character is one who votes for the candidate she

prefers and feels empowered to change her mind if she so desired. We test whether any

of our treatments reduce women’s propensity to identify with the more independent

vignettes.

Second, we use reports from male and female respondents on who they voted for to

construct a measure of ‘independent voting’ within the household. A woman is coded as

being an ‘independent voter’ if she reported a different voting status than the sampled

man in her household. Note that this is a hard test, since the man and the woman

could have arrived at the same voting decision independently. Not voting is a possible

‘voting status’, which biases us towards finding a decrease in independent voting as

more respondents vote under T3. For this reason, we report results both on the full

sample and the sample that reported voting to address this measurement concern in

Table 7.

We find that none of our treatments affect women’s stated autonomy as measured using

the vignette, or women’s propensity to vote independently. As shown in Column (3),

women are marginally less likely to report ‘independent voting’ under T3 in the full

sample. We do not see any effect on the sample of self-reported voters in Column (4),

which indicates that the marginal negative effect on the full sample of voters is driven

by a reduced propensity to report not voting.
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6 Conclusion

In this paper, we examine the effects of a non-partisan mobilization campaign con-

ducted prior to the Pakistan General Elections on the electoral turnout of both women

and men. The campaign has both motivational and informational components, which

seek to redress observed gender gaps in motivation and political information observed

at baseline. We find that the campaign has no effects on women’s turnout when it is

targeted only at women, but strong effects when targeted at both men and women in

households. We interpret this as suggestive evidence that low levels of women’s political

participation in this context are at least in part a result of real or perceived constraints

from men in their households, and that increasing these levels requires engaging those

men. On the other hand, engaging men seems to be necessary but not sufficient: any

observed effects of exclusively targeting men as part of the campaign are far weaker.

It is only when we engage both that we see movement on women’s participation.

Moreover, the mobilization campaigns – regardless of target – do not seem to pro-

duce improvement in standard predictors of political participation among women i.e.

political knowledge, interest, self-efficacy or perceived descriptive norms of women’s

participation more broadly. However, we do observe that when the campaign is tar-

geted at both men and women, treatment households report greater levels of political

discussion between men and women as well as higher levels of support for women’s

participation by men, as measured by survey reports of logistical help provided by men

on election day, and a costly behavioral measure of a public expression of support for

women’s role in democracy two months after the election.

The findings are consistent with at least two potentially complementary accounts of

men’s role in women’s participation. The first is of men as a binding constraint on

women’s participation who must be convinced to not restrain the women who may

already want to participate from doing so. The second is of men as necessary enablers

who can be harnessed to amplify mobilization messages and motivate women in their

households who may not have previously wanted to participate to do so.
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Figures and Tables

Table 1: Statistical Balance between Treatment and Control Groups

(1) (2) (3) (4) T-test

Control T1 T2 T3 P-value

Variable Mean/SE Mean/SE Mean/SE Mean/SE (1)-(2) (1)-(3) (1)-(4)

Age(Yrs) 40.042

(0.461)

39.577

(0.455)

40.698

(0.423)

39.597

(0.457)

0.158 0.283 0.157

Adult Men 2.626

(0.074)

2.717

(0.152)

2.598

(0.077)

2.925

(0.130)

0.610 0.980 0.005***

Adult Women 2.269

(0.064)

2.296

(0.082)

2.173

(0.063)

2.373

(0.096)

0.770 0.078* 0.214

Married 0.782

(0.013)

0.765

(0.015)

0.766

(0.014)

0.783

(0.014)

0.279 0.337 0.984

Employed 0.366

(0.014)

0.361

(0.015)

0.374

(0.014)

0.365

(0.014)

0.346 0.628 0.852

Has Cellphone 0.800

(0.015)

0.810

(0.014)

0.793

(0.014)

0.810

(0.015)

0.519 0.138 0.601

Has CNIC 0.986

(0.004)

0.987

(0.003)

0.987

(0.003)

0.990

(0.003)

0.833 0.641 0.220

Voted(2013) 0.661

(0.014)

0.662

(0.015)

0.632

(0.014)

0.630

(0.016)

0.984 0.053* 0.154

Likely to Vote 0.826

(0.012)

0.814

(0.011)

0.823

(0.011)

0.832

(0.013)

0.665 0.888 0.628

PML-N Supporter 0.569

(0.016)

0.589

(0.015)

0.557

(0.017)

0.579

(0.016)

0.486 0.413 0.737

N 1250 1250 1250 1250

Clusters 125 125 125 125

F-test of joint significance (F-stat) 0.513 1.483 1.487

F-test, number of observations 2500 2500 2500

Notes : The value displayed for t-tests are p-values. The value displayed for F-tests are the

F-statistics. Standard errors are clustered at variable ward. Fixed effects using variable

uc no are included in all estimation regressions. All missing values in balance variables are

treated as zero.***, **, and * indicate significance at the 1, 5, and 10 percent critical level.

(Appears in Section 4.2)
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Table 2: Results: Manipulation Checks

Panel A: Women’s Responses

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

Non-Partisan
Visit

PML-N
Visit

PTI
Visit

Other Party
Visit

T1 0.098*** 0.028 0.001 -0.005

(0.032) (0.022) (0.018) (0.037)

T2 0.021 0.031 0.009 -0.024

(0.028) (0.022) (0.018) (0.036)

T3 0.112*** 0.010 -0.009 0.029

(0.029) (0.022) (0.018) (0.036)

Within T Control 0.015 0.034 0.009 0.011

(0.026) (0.023) (0.019) (0.034)

UC FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.192 0.135 0.185 0.202

# Observations 2435 2435 2435 2435

Panel B: Men’s Responses

T1 0.113*** 0.011 -0.026 -0.026

(0.029) (0.037) (0.033) (0.031)

T2 0.092*** -0.015 -0.038 -0.047

(0.027) (0.035) (0.032) (0.030)

T3 0.141*** 0.021 -0.006 -0.034

(0.028) (0.035) (0.031) (0.031)

Within T Control 0.053** 0.033 -0.028 -0.024

(0.024) (0.035) (0.031) (0.029)

UC FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.246 0.262 0.234 0.194

# Observations 2434 2434 2434 2434

Notes: All specifications show results using OLS estimation and employ strata

(Union Council) fixed effects. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the

ward level. All four outcomes are binary variables. Column (1) is an indicator

for respondent answered yes to the question: “Did representatives from from Aurat

Foundation, SAP-PK or ECP visit your household in the days leading up to the

election?”. Columns (2)-(4) are indicators for whether the respondent stated that

a PML-N representative, PTI representative or any other party’s representative re-

spectively visited their household in the days leading up to the election. Controls

for the two cross-randomized treatments (privacy and information) are included. *

p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01

(Appears in Section 5.1)
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Table 3: Treatment Effects on Turnout (Verified by Thumb Ink Impressions)

Panel A: Women’s Turnout

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

Individual Household Individual Household Individual Household

T1,T3: Women Mobilized 0.022 0.017

(0.022) (0.020)

T2,T3: Men Mobilized 0.039 0.062**

(0.028) (0.025)

T1:Women Only 0.005 0.011

(0.033) (0.029)

T2:Men Only 0.022 0.055*

(0.036) (0.032)

T3: Women and Men 0.062* 0.080**

(0.037) (0.032)

Within T Control 0.016 0.007 0.018 0.016 0.020 0.021

(0.031) (0.026) (0.031) (0.026) (0.034) (0.028)

Constant 0.656*** 0.577*** 0.654*** 0.568*** 0.652*** 0.564***

(0.016) (0.014) (0.016) (0.014) (0.020) (0.018)

R-Squared 0.114 0.149 0.114 0.151 0.115 0.152

# Observations 1984 2149 1984 2149 1984 2149

P-Value: T2=T3 0.199 0.371

P-Value: T1=T3 0.129 0.029

Panel B: Men’s Turnout

T1,T3: Women Mobilized 0.022 0.023

(0.028) (0.018)

T2,T3: Men Mobilized -0.008 0.012

(0.033) (0.021)

T1:Women Only 0.026 0.016

(0.040) (0.027)

T2:Men Only -0.004 0.006

(0.043) (0.027)

T3: Women and Men 0.014 0.036

(0.045) (0.028)

Within T Control 0.019 0.023 0.007 0.017 0.018 0.024

(0.037) (0.023) (0.036) (0.022) (0.039) (0.025)

Constant 0.735*** 0.342*** 0.746*** 0.347*** 0.736*** 0.341***

(0.020) (0.013) (0.019) (0.013) (0.025) (0.016)

R-Squared 0.158 0.200 0.157 0.200 0.158 0.201

# Observations 1223 2190 1223 2190 1223 2190

P-Value: T2=T3 0.640 0.221

P-Value: T1=T3 0.787 0.488

Notes: All specifications show results using OLS estimation and employ strata (Union Council) fixed effects. Standard errors in

parentheses are clustered at the ward level. All specifications have turnout as the outcome variable, as measured by thumb ink

impressions. Odd numbered columns show turnout at the individual level, where the individual is the baseline survey respondent.

Even numbered columns show turnout at the household level (number of verified votes / number of individuals in household).

Sample sizes are higher at the household level since we were not always able to contact the baseline respondent. We include

controls for cross-randomized ‘privacy’ and ‘common knowledge’ treatments. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01

(Appears in Section 5.2)
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Table 4: Attrition Bounds on Women’s Turnout

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

F(Ind)Upper F(Ind)Lower F(Prop)Upper F(Prop)Lower

T1 0.021 -0.002 0.021 0.005

(0.033) (0.034) (0.029) (0.029)

T2 0.055 0.008 0.058∗ 0.051

(0.035) (0.037) (0.032) (0.031)

T3 0.085∗∗ 0.051 0.084∗∗∗ 0.076∗∗

(0.037) (0.038) (0.032) (0.032)

Within T Cntrl 0.028 0.017 0.024 0.020

(0.033) (0.034) (0.028) (0.028)

Information -0.050∗ -0.041 -0.048∗∗ -0.056∗∗∗

(0.027) (0.027) (0.022) (0.022)

Privacy 0.006 0.024 -0.005 -0.008

(0.031) (0.032) (0.029) (0.028)

Constant 0.887∗∗∗ 0.902∗∗∗ 0.720∗∗∗ 0.732∗∗∗

(0.059) (0.056) (0.093) (0.093)

UC FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 1953 1953 2127 2127

Adjusted R2 0.069 0.070 0.104 0.115

Standard errors in parentheses

∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

(Appears in Section 5.2.1)
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Figure 5: Results on Channels

(Appears in Section 5.3)
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Table 5: Results: Channels

Panel A: Effects on Women’s Responses

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

Political
Knowledge

Interest in
Politics

Women’s Self
Efficacy

Logistic Help
from Men

Political
Discussion

Norm
Perception

T1 -0.039 0.028 -0.020 -0.070 -0.005 -0.078

(0.073) (0.055) (0.078) (0.073) (0.033) (0.064)

T2 -0.078 0.089 -0.002 -0.032 0.035 0.013

(0.082) (0.055) (0.083) (0.079) (0.035) (0.073)

T3 -0.101 0.039 -0.013 0.158** 0.058* -0.054

(0.079) (0.058) (0.078) (0.078) (0.034) (0.071)

Within T Ctrl -0.047 0.008 0.052 0.090 0.029 0.004

(0.070) (0.048) (0.073) (0.065) (0.032) (0.065)

Constant -1.168*** -0.394*** -0.423 0.204 0.618*** -0.183*

(0.256) (0.149) (0.294) (0.176) (0.080) (0.106)

UC FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.184 0.244 0.134 0.236 0.141 0.194

# Observations 2433 2435 2431 2381 2499 2435

Panel B: Effects on Men’s Responses

T1 -0.013 0.015 -0.005 0.055 0.032 0.049

(0.038) (0.070) (0.072) (0.071) (0.036) (0.084)

T2 -0.009 -0.010 -0.014 0.002 0.006 -0.021

(0.042) (0.069) (0.075) (0.077) (0.036) (0.092)

T3 -0.052 0.133* 0.074 0.173** 0.065* -0.036

(0.046) (0.074) (0.078) (0.076) (0.038) (0.084)

Within T Ctrl -0.019 0.047 -0.030 0.078 0.022 0.011

(0.040) (0.064) (0.064) (0.069) (0.033) (0.077)

Constant 0.704*** 0.563*** -0.293* 0.725*** 0.261** 0.182

(0.095) (0.124) (0.158) (0.118) (0.108) (0.395)

UC FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.155 0.260 0.137 0.185 0.159 0.250

# Observations 2433 2434 2433 2431 2255 2433

Notes: All specifications show results using OLS estimation and employ strata (Union Council) fixed effects. Standard errors

in parentheses are clustered at the ward level. All outcomes are standardized indices, except for column (5). Column (5) is

an indicator variable for whether men (women) stated they discussed politics with a woman (man) in the household . For the

remaining five columns, definitions of the variables composing the indices and results on each individual component are included

in additional appendix tables.* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01

(Appears in Section 5.3)
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Figure 6: Results: Men’s Costly Supportive Behavior

Notes: This figure shows coefficient plots of the effect of being offered a ‘Gendered Sticker’

on the take-up of stickers, interacted with our three treatment arms. The OLS regressions

employ strata (Union Council) fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the ward level.

The outcome is an indicator for whether the male respondent agreed to post a sticker on the

entry-way to their residence. GS indicates whether the sticker offered to them was a ‘Gendered

Sticker’. See Section 4.4 for more details on measurement and Table 6 for full regression results.

(Appears in Section 5.4)
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Table 6: Results: Men’s Costly Supportive Behavior

Men’s Costly Support for Women’s Role in Democracy

(1) (2) (3)

Gendered Sticker (GS) -0.033** -0.047*** -0.047**

(0.014) (0.014) (0.022)

T2,T3:Women Mobilized 0.004

(0.013)

Women Mobilized * GS 0.019

(0.019)

T1,T3:Men Mobilized -0.004

(0.013)

Men Mobilized * GS 0.053***

(0.020)

T1:Women Only 0.010

(0.020)

T2:Men Only 0.001

(0.020)

T3:Women and Men -0.013

(0.020)

T1*GS -0.012

(0.031)

T2*GS 0.029

(0.031)

T3*GS 0.076***

(0.028)

Constant 0.944*** 0.947*** 0.949***

(0.009) (0.009) (0.014)

# Observations 2434 2434 2434

P-Value: T1=T2 0.198

P-Value: T1=T3 0.002

P-Value: T=T3 0.102

Notes: All specifications show results using OLS estimation and employ strata (Union Council)

fixed effects. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the ward level. The outcome is

an indicator for whether the male respondent agreed to post a sticker on the entry-way to their

residence. GS indicates whether the sticker offered to them was a ‘Gendered Sticker’. See Section

4.4 for more details on measurement. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01

(Appears in Section 5.4)
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Table 7: Results: Does Treatment Limit Women’s Agency?

Women’s Responses

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

Vignette
Full Sample

Independence
Vignette

Voters Only

Independent
Voting

Full Sample

Independent
Voting

Voters Only

T1 -0.042 -0.010 0.010 0.014

(0.026) (0.028) (0.028) (0.029)

T2 -0.036 -0.014 -0.006 0.019

(0.027) (0.029) (0.030) (0.030)

T3 -0.009 0.022 -0.053* -0.015

(0.027) (0.028) (0.030) (0.029)

Within T Control -0.015 0.023 -0.058* -0.012

(0.027) (0.029) (0.031) (0.030)

Constant 0.685*** 0.691*** 0.372*** 0.191***

(0.018) (0.019) (0.020) (0.020)

R-Squared 0.243 0.254 0.098 0.084

# Observations 2298 1713 2499 1877

Notes: All specifications show results using OLS estimation and employ strata (Union Council) fixed

effects. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the ward level. Column (1) is an indicator for

whether the respondent reported voting in the 2018 General Elections. Column (2) takes on 3 values

(0, 0.5 or 1) based on the respondent’s choice of identifying with one of three character vignettes

with varying autonomy in political decision making, ranging from 0 (least independent) to 1 (most

independent). Column (3) is an indicator for whether the respondent stated that they received a gift

from any political party in exchange for voting. Column (4) is an indicator at the household level for

whether the male and female respondents answered differently to the question: “Which party did you

vote for in the 2018 elections?” with options being naming a party or candidate, or declarring that

they did not vote. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01

(Appears in Section 5.5)
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B Additional Tables on Channels

B.1 Pooling male & female respondents

Table B1: Results: Channels

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

Political
Knowledge

Interest in
Politics

Women’s Self
Efficacy

Logistic Help
from Men

Political
Discussion

Norm
Perception

T1 -0.027 0.021 -0.013 -0.009 0.015 -0.015

(0.042) (0.049) (0.057) (0.053) (0.026) (0.060)

T2 -0.044 0.039 -0.009 -0.014 0.021 -0.004

(0.048) (0.048) (0.059) (0.055) (0.025) (0.066)

T3 -0.077 0.086* 0.030 0.165*** 0.064** -0.045

(0.047) (0.050) (0.060) (0.057) (0.026) (0.061)

Within T Control -0.034 0.027 0.011 0.084* 0.024 0.007

(0.042) (0.043) (0.052) (0.050) (0.023) (0.056)

Constant -0.231* 0.084 -0.358*** 0.465*** 0.467*** -0.001

(0.131) (0.130) (0.119) (0.105) (0.047) (0.165)

UC FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.074 0.103 0.079 0.120 0.077 0.143

# Observations 4866 4869 4864 4812 4754 4868

Notes: All specifications show results using OLS estimation and employ strata (Union Council) fixed effects. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered

at the ward level. All outcomes are standardized indices, except for column (5). Column (5) is an indicator variable for whether men (women) stated

they discussed politics with a household member of the opposite gender. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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B.2 With baseline controls

Table B2: Results: Channels with baseline controls

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

Political
Knowledge

Interest in
Politics

Women’s Self
Efficacy

Logistic Help
from Men

Political
Discussion

Norm
Perception

T1 -0.016 0.033 -0.005 -0.006 0.015 -0.005

(0.043) (0.050) (0.056) (0.053) (0.026) (0.058)

T2 -0.054 0.041 -0.002 -0.012 0.027 -0.002

(0.048) (0.048) (0.058) (0.055) (0.025) (0.066)

T3 -0.089* 0.068 0.030 0.162*** 0.063** -0.055

(0.049) (0.049) (0.059) (0.057) (0.026) (0.061)

Within T Control -0.028 0.029 0.018 0.085* 0.025 0.013

(0.043) (0.043) (0.051) (0.050) (0.023) (0.056)

Constant -0.048 0.246** -0.334*** 0.502*** 0.431*** 0.062

(0.105) (0.099) (0.122) (0.100) (0.045) (0.152)

UC FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.172 0.205 0.090 0.124 0.084 0.175

# Observations 4866 4869 4864 4812 4754 4868

Notes: All specifications show results using OLS estimation and employ strata (Union Council) fixed effects. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered

at the ward level. All outcomes are standardized indices, except for column (5). Column (5) is an indicator variable for whether men (women) stated

they discussed politics with a household member of the opposite gender. We include controls for demographic variables and baseline measures of political

knowledge, interest in politics, women’s self-efficacy and political discussions between men and women in the household. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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B.3 On components of political knowledge index

Table B3: Treatment Effects on Political Knowledge

Panel A: Women’s Knowledge

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

ECP
Phone

Election
Days

Voter
Signature

PO
Signature

Party
Slogans

T1 -0.036 -0.038 0.007 -0.072** 0.019

(0.029) (0.030) (0.031) (0.030) (0.070)

T2 -0.041 -0.017 0.020 -0.060* -0.031

(0.027) (0.031) (0.030) (0.032) (0.075)

T3 -0.006 -0.028 0.030 -0.070** -0.072

(0.029) (0.030) (0.030) (0.030) (0.071)

Within T Control -0.042 0.014 0.052* -0.042 -0.059

(0.028) (0.030) (0.031) (0.032) (0.073)

Constant 0.186*** 0.337*** 0.861*** 0.090*** -0.948**

(0.070) (0.130) (0.073) (0.033) (0.375)

UC FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.125 0.248 0.096 0.155 0.230

# Observations 2423 2421 2408 2417 2428

Panel B: Men’s Knowledge

T1 0.071** -0.028* 0.001 -0.085** 0.031

(0.031) (0.014) (0.036) (0.037) (0.031)

T2 0.086*** -0.003 -0.019 -0.045 0.019

(0.031) (0.011) (0.035) (0.037) (0.031)

T3 0.057* 0.004 -0.028 -0.051 -0.018

(0.031) (0.011) (0.036) (0.037) (0.037)

Within T Control 0.027 -0.015 -0.002 -0.055 0.006

(0.032) (0.014) (0.033) (0.035) (0.035)

Constant 0.710*** 1.011*** 0.567*** 0.531*** 0.606***

(0.172) (0.010) (0.170) (0.083) (0.028)

UC FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.203 0.083 0.263 0.219 0.146

# Observations 2427 2433 2413 2431 2433

Notes: All specifications show results using OLS estimation and employ strata (Union Council) fixed

effects. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the ward level. All five outcomes used in this table

are combined in a standardized index to form the outcome variable for Column (1) of Table 5. Outcome

for column (1) is an indicator for whether the respondent correctly repeated the Election Commission of

Pakistan SMS short-code for checking one’s voter registration. Column (2) is an indicator for whether the

respondent correctly stated that elections for provincial and national assemblies take place on the same

day (as opposed to different days). Column (3) is an indicator for whether the respondent correctly stated

that a voter’s signature is not required on the ballot paper. Column (4) is an indicator for whether the

respondent correctly stated that a Presiding Officer’s signature are required on the ballot paper. Column

(5) is a standardized index comprising of four variables, each being an indicator for whether the respondent

correctly linked a popular political slogan with a political party. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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B.4 On components of interest in politics index

Table B4: Treatment Effects on Interest in Politics

Panel A: Women’s Interest

(1) (2) (3)
Interest in

Political TV
Interest in

Political Issues
Interest in

Election 2018

T1 0.038 0.051 -0.039

(0.054) (0.053) (0.067)

T2 0.026 0.118** 0.061

(0.048) (0.050) (0.067)

T3 0.045 0.095* -0.060

(0.051) (0.051) (0.066)

Within T Control 0.012 0.043 -0.029

(0.048) (0.049) (0.065)

Constant -0.117* -0.245*** -0.602**

(0.063) (0.059) (0.296)

UC FEs Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.293 0.260 0.142

# Observations 2435 2435 2384

Panel B: Men’s Interest

T1 -0.025 0.074 -0.034

(0.064) (0.069) (0.068)

T2 -0.080 0.078 -0.021

(0.061) (0.062) (0.070)

T3 0.055 0.187*** 0.084

(0.064) (0.071) (0.069)

Within T Control 0.014 0.069 0.029

(0.061) (0.066) (0.067)

Constant 0.350* 0.836*** 0.215

(0.185) (0.106) (0.173)

UC FEs Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.253 0.194 0.227

# Observations 2434 2434 2413

Notes: All specifications show results using OLS estimation and employ strata (Union Council)

fixed effects. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the ward level. All three outcomes

are standardized. All three outcomes used in this table are combined into a standardized index to

form the outcome variable for Column (2) of Table 5. Column (1) uses responses to the question

“How interested are you in political TV shows?” as outcome. Column (2) uses responses to the

question “How interested are you in political issues / topics or problems? ”. Column (3) uses

responses to the question “How interested would you say you were in the 2018 Election?”. All

three questions are asked on a Likert scale. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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B.5 On components of self-efficacy index

Table B5: Treatment Effects on Self Efficacy

Panel A: Women’s Self-Efficacy

(1) (2) (3)
Qualified

to Participate
Informed

about Voting
Politics

too Complicated

T1 -0.022 -0.045 -0.012

(0.072) (0.075) (0.068)

T2 -0.056 -0.013 -0.020

(0.072) (0.076) (0.066)

T3 -0.038 -0.038 -0.027

(0.065) (0.072) (0.063)

Within T Control 0.041 0.124 -0.076

(0.066) (0.076) (0.067)

Constant -0.789*** -0.310 0.377

(0.271) (0.332) (0.240)

UC FEs Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.227 0.087 0.132

# Observations 2411 2363 2410

Panel B: Men’s View of Women’s Efficacy

T1 -0.046 -0.006 0.007

(0.077) (0.071) (0.067)

T2 -0.078 0.114 -0.122*

(0.076) (0.073) (0.065)

T3 -0.032 0.068 0.034

(0.079) (0.071) (0.070)

Within T Control -0.045 0.011 -0.054

(0.071) (0.072) (0.068)

Constant -0.636** -0.023 0.171

(0.266) (0.336) (0.323)

UC FEs Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.200 0.125 0.113

# Observations 2429 2423 2429

Notes: All specifications show results using OLS estimation and employ strata (Union Council) fixed

effects. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the ward level. All three outcomes are standard-

ized. All three outcomes used in this table are combined into a standardized index to form the outcome

variable for Column (3) of Table 5. For women (Panel A), the questions used as outcomes are agree-

ment on a likert scale with the following statements respectively: (1) I consider myself well-qualified

to participate in politics as a citizen, (2) I think that I am well-informed about the process of how

to cast my vote in the next election and (disagreement with) (3) Sometimes politics and government

seem so complicated that a person like me can’t really understand what’s going on. For men (Panel

B), the questions are the same, except they are asked about the women in their households e.g. “I

consider women in my household to be well-qualified to participate in politics as a citizen”. * p<0.10,

** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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B.6 On components of men’s logistical support index

Table B6: Treatment Effects on Men’s Logistical Support

Panel A: Women’s Responses

(1) (2) (3)
Organizing
Transport

Sharing
HH Chores

Waiting
at PS

T1 -0.101 0.041 -0.114

(0.067) (0.065) (0.074)

T2 -0.049 -0.003 -0.006

(0.064) (0.067) (0.075)

T3 0.106 0.138** 0.131*

(0.066) (0.064) (0.073)

Within T Control 0.057 0.058 0.091

(0.062) (0.063) (0.070)

Constant 0.183 -0.242 0.527***

(0.125) (0.235) (0.117)

UC FEs Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.224 0.240 0.161

# Observations 2374 2377 2372

Panel B: Men’s Responses

T1 0.046 -0.049 0.108

(0.065) (0.069) (0.071)

T2 0.038 -0.144** 0.155**

(0.070) (0.065) (0.070)

T3 0.150** 0.089 0.213***

(0.066) (0.069) (0.070)

Within T Control 0.068 0.006 0.108

(0.068) (0.067) (0.070)

Constant 0.668*** 0.592** 0.491**

(0.137) (0.263) (0.191)

UC FEs Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.168 0.186 0.137

# Observations 2418 2394 2359

Notes: All specifications show results using OLS estimation and employ strata

(Union Council) fixed effects. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the

ward level. All three outcomes used in this table are indicator variables combined

into a standardized index to form the outcome variable for Column (4) of Table

5. For women (Panel A), the questions used as outcomes are responses to the

question “How willing were the men in your household to help with the following

things before the election/on election day?”. For men (Panel B), the questions

used as outcome are yes or no responses to the question “Did you do any of the

following before the election/on election day?”. The relevant actions for each

column respectively are (1) Organizing transport/taking women to the polling

station on election day, (2) Sharing household duties so that women had time to

vote and (3) Waiting for women at the polling station. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, ***

p<0.01.
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B.7 On components of descriptive norms index

Table B7: Treatment Effects on the Perception of Descriptive Norms around Women’s Po-
litical Participation

Panel A: Women’s Responses

(1) (2) (3)

Voting

Corner
Meeting

Participation

Political
Rally

Attendance

T1 -0.057 -0.086 -0.028

(0.066) (0.071) (0.061)

T2 0.035 -0.034 0.075

(0.064) (0.073) (0.068)

T3 0.015 -0.094 0.003

(0.063) (0.073) (0.065)

Within T Control 0.019 -0.024 0.013

(0.067) (0.073) (0.066)

Constant 0.873*** -0.760*** -0.530***

(0.109) (0.136) (0.136)

UC FEs Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.284 0.199 0.184

# Observations 2435 2435 2435

Panel B: Men’s Responses

T1 0.014 0.093 0.019

(0.070) (0.082) (0.075)

T2 0.021 0.015 -0.077

(0.071) (0.083) (0.075)

T3 -0.029 0.026 -0.073

(0.068) (0.078) (0.069)

Within T Control 0.023 0.035 -0.032

(0.067) (0.074) (0.070)

Constant -0.266 0.052 0.627***

(0.484) (0.218) (0.206)

UC FEs Yes Yes Yes

R-Squared 0.256 0.199 0.273

# Observations 2433 2433 2433

Notes: All specifications show results using OLS estimation and employ strata

(Union Council) fixed effects. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the

ward level. All three outcomes used in this table are indicator variables combined

into a standardized index to form the outcome variable for Column (6) of Table

5. The questions ask respondents to think of 5 women in their neighborhood and

answer how many of them (1) Cast their vote in 2018 elections, (2) Participate in a

corner meeting and (3) Go to a political rally. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
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