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Abstract

When do quotas for women’s political representation promote economic gender
equality? Legal reforms are frequently used to broaden economic rights, with mixed
results. I consider quota’s impact on women’s rights in a crucial economic domain:
property. Despite widespread reforms for gender equality, in many countries these
rights are precarious. I use exogenously set electoral quotas—reservations—for women
as heads of local government to identify representation’s impact on enforcement of
gender-equalizing property inheritance reform. I find that political representation in-
creases women’s capacity to demand the state’s help with rights’ enforcement. Reser-
vations enable women to inherit more land, raising the stakes of women’s inheritance.
In reform’s presence, reservations increase conflict with brothers, resulting in backlash
that decreases sisters’ inheritance. When women are able to leverage female repre-
sentatives to trade traditional monetary inheritance (dowry) for property inheritance,
reform’s cost to brothers and resistance declines, facilitating women’s property in-
heritance. These findings confirm political representation’s importance for claiming
economic rights.

Keywords: quotas, woman’s political representation, property rights enforcement, backlash,
political economy of reform, gender equality
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When do quotas for female political representation enable women to realize economic

rights? This question, fundamental to debates about democratic institutions’ ability to

further social and economic equality, remains contested. A broad body of literature contends

that female political representatives alter women’s to voice policy preferences and demand

political rights (Mansbridge, 1999; Burns, Schlozman, and Verba, 2001; Chattopadhyay and

Duflo, 2004; Reingold and Harrell, 2010; Iyer, Mani, Mishra, and Topalova, 2012). Yet, a

competing body of research finds evidence of backlash against female representation which

diminishes women’s political engagement (Clayton, 2015) and increases discrimination and

violence against women (Mayaram, 2002).

I advance this debate by considering the impact of political representation on enforcement

of women’s rights in a crucial economic domain: property. Secure property rights are widely

agreed to be crucial for reducing poverty and promoting growth (North and Thomas, 1973;

Acemoglu, Johnson, and Robinson, 2001; Herring, 1983; De Soto, 2000). However, they are

notoriously difficult to enforce, particularly for socially marginalized groups such as women

(Albertus, 2015; Helmke and Levitsky, 2004). I argue that quotas mandating women’s po-

litical representation can increase enforcement of women’s property rights by changing the

identity of pivotal local political officials: “gatekeepers.” Gatekeepers typically lack incen-

tives to shift property rights from traditional, male holders to females. Female gatekeepers

may facilitate women’s willingness and ability to demand property rights’ enforcement. Yet

quotas can be a double-edged sword. Women’s representation will spark resistance when

quotas occur alongside gender-equalizing reforms that substantially reduce men’s traditional

property rights.

I test this “gatekeeper” theory within one institutional context—rural India—since this

enables an effective causal identification. I exploit exogenously applied electoral quotas,

known as “reservations” for women in local government to examine their impact on land-

mark reforms that grant Hindu women equal rights to inherit ancestral property: amend-

ments of the Hindu Succession Act of 1956. These amendments (hereafter the HSAA or
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“reforms”) equalized roughly four hundred million daughters’ right upon birth to inherit a

share of joint family property (Agarwal, 1994). The HSAA is significant because the ma-

jority of land in rural India remains jointly owned, and because pre-reform, sons were the

only children entitled by birth to inherit independent shares in jointly owned land (Desai,

2010).1 Existing work provides mixed evidence of property rights reforms’ effectiveness in

India: while Deininger, Goyal, and Nagarajan (2013) find supportive evidence, Roy (2015)

shows reforms’ reduction of women’s land inheritance. This suggests reforms’ impact is at

best heterogeneous, with reasons for its variation poorly understood.

For my analysis, I use panel survey data for over 8,500 households collected by the

National Council of Applied Economic Research (NCAER) in the 2006 round of the Rural

Economic and Demographic Survey (REDS). I also compiled what is to my knowledge the

most comprehensive summary of reservations’ timing, selection and rotation mechanisms.

In addition, I also draw on new qualitative evidence to uncover mechanisms through which

gatekeepers influence reform’s impact. Original data include interviews with landholders,

politicians, bureaucrats, lawyers and social activists across eight districts in a pioneer state

of property rights reforms: Andhra Pradesh. Over several years of field research I conducted

focus group discussions in 48 villages (Figure A.1). To explore my argument’s scope, I also

interviewed a number of influential lawyers, bureaucrats and politicians across North India.

I find that quotas for female elected heads of local government improve women’s ability

to demand enforcement of legal inheritance rights. As a result, women are more likely to

inherit land, and those who do inherit larger plots. In addition, women are more likely to

participate politically. Female gatekeepers are also considered more effective than males in

resolving property rights disputes, reinforcing the value of women’s voice. However, once

gender-equal inheritance rights are passed, resistance to reform occurs where quotas make

enforcement credible.

1Roy (2015) calculates 84% of household property to be ancestral using REDS’s 1999

round; Sircar and Pal (2014) estimate 73% of plots households own or access are inherited.
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In order to explore the channels through which backlash operates, I consider whether

reform’s net cost to brothers alters resistance to reform. If women, as sisters, can reduce

the burden of claiming property inheritance rights by renouncing monetary dowry given at

the time of marriage, this may lessen brothers’ backlash. Indeed, I find evidence of reduced

dowry and increased inheritance, suggested lower levels of backlash, for women who enter

marriage markets with gender-equal inheritance rights and access to female representatives

who can facilitate property rights’ enforcement.

This study contributes to resolving the debate over whether and when changing polit-

ical and economic rights are sufficient to alter patterns of exclusion. Optimistic scholars

in political economy and law contend that well-designed legal reform significantly impacts

social, economic, and political incentives for cooperation (Becker, 1981; Posner, 2000). If

they are correct, property rights reforms should uniformly improve beneficiaries’ welfare, for

example as Deininger et al. (2013) find. In contrast, skeptics argue that legal reform alone

is insufficient to change behavior, highlighting the role of political institutions in driving

effective reform (North and Weingast, 1989; Dasgupta, Gawande, and Kapur, 2016). Yet,

widespread evidence of land reforms’ ineffectiveness suggests we require a theory to predict

when political representation can make more inclusive property rights reforms stick (Besley

and Burgess, 2002; Ban and Rao, 2008). Popular intuition holds that enforcement is difficult,

particularly in the face of widespread resistance to redistribution. However, the nature of

this resistance is rarely studied directly. I show that where support from political institu-

tions is present, egalitarian property rights are more likely to be enforced. This expectation

of enforcement mobilizes brothers’ resistance to property rights reform when it is costly to

them.

This analysis is relevant not only within India but also across the over 100 countries im-

plementing quotas for women’s and other marginalized groups’ political representation and

social integration, particularly for those countries where concerns about these groups’ po-

litical and social empowerment persist (Bush, 2011; Fox and Lawless, 2014; Clayton, 2015).
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This research suggests mandating descriptive representation enables enforcement of repre-

sented groups’ economic property rights. Counter-intuitively, where conflicting social norms

exist, representation may also catalyze resistance to complementary forms of economic em-

powerment. Thus, state-led reforms for social equality ignore conflicting social norms at

their own peril (Fouka, 2016; Anderson and Genicot, 2015). However, where changes in eco-

nomic rights are introduced at moments when social norms are being negotiated—such as

around the time of marriage— representation may enable beneficiaries to renegotiate com-

plementary norms—dowry in India—that reduce reform’s cost on non-beneficiaries. In sum,

political representation can be a powerful form of equalizing economic reform’s enforcement

when represented groups have leverage to strike bargains across multiple domains that make

economic equality beneficial for all parties.

Reform and Indian Political Institutions

One line of research finds providing greater descriptive representation for women increases fe-

male citizens’ political engagement.2 In India, a number of studies yield evidence of women’s

greater participation in local politics following village-level adoption of reservations for fe-

male heads of government.3 If so, women’s political representation should enable women to

not only attend but leverage local political institutions to demand rights’ enforcement.

However, a second line of research finds that increasing women’s descriptive political

representation without simultaneous changes in other institutional constraints may at best

create ‘token’ representatives whose behavior is indistinguishable from male representatives,

particularly of the same party (Lawless, 2004; Frederick, 2009) and at worst insert unac-

2Globally:Wolbrecht and Campbell (2007); Norris and Krook (2009); Barnes and Bur-

chard (2013); in America: Atkeson and Carrillo (2007); Burns et al. (2001)

3Chattopadhyay and Duflo (2004); Bhavnani (2009); Beaman, Chattopadhyay, Duflo,

Pande, and Topalova (2009); Beaman, Duflo, Pande, Topalova, et al. (2010).
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countable, ineffective leaders in crucial political institutions (Mansbridge, 1983; Mendelberg,

Karpowitz, and Goedert, 2014). Political reform that ignores economic and social constraints

to women’s effective leadership may also mobilize resistance against the very women reform

aims to empower (Mayaram, 2002). Indeed, growing evidence suggests that backlash may

explicitly be tied to reform’s increase in the visibility of vulnerable groups’ representatives

and their subsequent effectiveness (Clayton, 2015; Fouka, 2016).

Yet are political institutions required to enforce property reforms for greater gender equal-

ity? Optimists contend that legislation alone alters social norms, making enforcement self-

actuating by re-weighting individuals’ bargaining power (Posner, 2000; Sachs, 2005; Baner-

jee and Duflo, 2011). In this case, women’s political representation should be irrelevant to

women’s ability to secure gender-equal property rights.

Pessimists caution that elites are unlikely to accept new legal regimes that challenge their

traditional control over property unless political institutions apply credible enforcement that

constrains their behavior (North and Weingast, 1989). Acemoglu and Robinson (2008, p.268)

theorize that elites often use political and social power to “partially or even entirely offset”

reform-induced changes in de jure power.4 Helmke and Levitsky (2004) argue that social

norms (informal institutions) provide many of the most important incentives and constraints

shaping political behavior. If so, political institutions that reweight social power may be

significant predictors of reform’s enforcement, and subsequent influence on behavior.

Mabsout and Van Staveren (2010) posit that increasing women’s resources in the face

of gender inegalitarian social institutions causes a “resource paradox,” reducing women’s

bargaining power. As a result, property rights reform that ignores political and social chal-

lenges to enforcement may inspire backlash rather than promoting equality (Scott, 1998). I

hypothesize that resistance will be directly proportional to reform’s expected cost. I study

4I follow Acemoglu and Robinson (2008: 268) in distinguishing rights as de jure when

political institutions determine their allocation, and de facto when equilibrium investments

and organization of different groups outside political institutions determine their allocation.
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the cost and impact of HSAA reforms which expand daughters’ rights to inherit property

from a small fraction of brothers’ shares to full equality for all daughters whose fathers die

after reform.5

In India, much debate has focused on one shift in descriptive representation: quotas that

change the identity of elected local government heads. India’s 73rd and 74th Constitutional

Amendments mandated ‘reservations’ as of April 1993. They require a three-tiered local

governance system of Panchayats (councils) with fiscal decentralization, requiring states to

yield significant power over expenditures to local village councils, regular elections and quotas

for women and members of Scheduled Castes and Tribes. I focus on the most decentralized

tier, the Gram Panchayat, or elected village council. Constitutional amendments mandate

central governments set aside not less than one third of elected positions for Gram Panchayat

heads (pradhans) for women.6 Pradhans convene and preside over the Gram Panchayat,

including at least two annual public meetings (Gram Sabhas), and ensure implementation

of development and social justice projects and public land’s allocation. Pradhans are the

most powerful individuals—the gatekeepers—in local government’s policy design, allocation

of public goods and enforcement of rights, particularly in light of what Chandra (2004) calls

India’s ‘patronage democracy.’

Reservations’ impact remains disputed. One body of research finds reservations fail to

alter leaders’ support for marginalized groups (Bardhan and Mookherjee, 2010; Dunning and

Nilekani, 2013; Jensenius, 2015), instead creating leaders who are “tokens of powerful inter-

ests in the village” (Sharma, 2004; Ban and Rao, 2008, p.502). Indeed, the term ‘Pradhan

pati’ was coined to refer to a husband (pati)’s de facto occupation of his wife’s Pradhan

position. As elected leaders, women confront multiple forms of bias—and resistance—from

male constituents and bureaucrats that may prevent them from effective action (Sharma,

5See Supplementary Appendix A8 for reform’s details.

6Titles vary, including adhyakhsa, sarpanch, or president. Council-based rule is ancient,

but an effective Panchayat system did not exist prior to 1993 (Ghatak and Ghatak, 2002).
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2004; Mayaram, 2002).

In contrast, evidence of reservations’ ability to shift government expenditures and policy

toward women’s preferences, particularly when lower caste women are in power exists (Chat-

topadhyay and Duflo, 2004; Clots-Figueras, 2011). Furthermore, when reservations are in

place, reporting of crimes against women and police response improves (Iyer et al., 2012) and

women are more likely to run in future elections (Bhavnani, 2009). In West Bengal, reserva-

tions diminish men’s perceptions of elected leaders’ ineffectiveness (Beaman et al., 2009) and

increase families’ aspirations for daughters (Beaman, Duflo, Pande, and Topalova, 2012). In

Rajasthan, reservations for Scheduled Castes improve represented groups’ political partic-

ipation, trust in political institutions, self-respect, solidarity and access to legal resources,

lowering discrimination (Chauchard, 2014). Studies of reservations’ impact have yet to test

their ability to enforce gender-equalizing reforms. If Mabsout and Van Staveren (2010)’s the-

ory of “resource paradox” is correct, we should see backlash to reservations’ implementation

that increases as female representatives become relevant as enforcers of gender-equalizing

reform.

Theoretical Framework

I advance the debate on political institutions’ relevance for women’s ability to secure fun-

damental property rights. I propose that women’s ability to demand and secure rights

depends upon representation in local political institutions. Local political representatives—

gatekeepers—can pressure bureaucrats to act, here to enforce women’s property rights.

Whether or not women benefit from representation depends upon the expected cost of rights’

enforcement on those required to give up traditional claims. This cost varies depending on

women’s eligibility for gender-equalizing property inheritance reform.

In India, Pradhans (elected heads of local government) play the pivotal role of gate-

keeper. Absent female gatekeepers, local bureaucrats responsible for enforcing property
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rights (village revenue officials, hereafter VROs) almost never recognize women’s rights.7

Indeed, throughout two years of field research mainly with women from landholding families

in rural Andhra Pradesh, I never met a woman who received her property inheritance thanks

to a VRO’s efforts. Instead, VROs typically choose the most efficient and lucrative stance

towards enforcement. Enforcement of women’s rights is limited both in the absence and pres-

ence of gender-equalizing reform mainly because VRO compliance with brothers’ interests

simplifies record-keeping and facilitates tax collection from traditional property owners. As

Sircar and Pal (2014, 18) explain: “These officials [VRO]’s interactions with women, either

in the village or at their offices, are rare... Their interactions are almost entirely with men...”

Women’s limited exposure to VROs reinforces their reluctance to contest social norms

justifying their traditional exclusion from inheritance. Norms disadvantage women in two

ways. First, virilocal marriage norms dictate daughters move out of their natal home into

husbands’ homes, away from their natal village where their family’s ancestral land is generally

located. As one interviewee explains: “Generally women won’t ask for a share of land because

... their residence in another village means that it’s not possible or easy [to cultivate land],

so they ask for money rather than land.”8 Second, dowry—monetary payments to in-laws

at the time of daughters’ marriage—traditionally constitute inheritance in place of property

(Botticini and Siow, 2003). As a mother explains: “We’re spending a huge amount on her

... marriage ...why should we give land? This is not required.”9 Both norms legitimize

sons’ claims to property and exclude daughters, particularly after marriage, when parents

distribute ‘a huge amount’ of scarce resources, often from land revenue or sale, to pay dowry

that ensures daughters’ welfare in marital families. As another mother confirms: “I [will]

give land to [my] two sons only and (pay for) marriage for [my] daughter. I’m not in a

7VROs are responsible for maintain land ownership and cultivation records, and prepare

the list of legal heirs entitled to inherit, which superiors—Tehsildars—implement.

8Author’s interview, FGD 2, Respondent 4, 29 Nov. 2011, Rotarypuram, Anantapur, AP.

9Ibid, Respondent 1.
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position to give land to [my] daughter because I must give (my future) son-in-law dowry.”10

Where Pradhan positions are reserved for women by the time of property rights’ legal, de

jure transfer, I expect Pradhan’s accessibility and responsiveness to female constituents will

increase women’s ability to secure these rights. Gatekeepers can influence property rights

enforcers (VROs) and facilitate women’s claims. Their importance for bureaucrats’ careers—

particularly in the highly politicized land revenue system—ensures VROs’ responsiveness to

their requests for reform’s enforcement (Iyer and Mani 2012). Indeed, as gatekeeper the

Pradhan is unsurprisingly the person most likely to be approached for assistance in villages,

regardless of the service requested (Kruks-Wisner, 2011). Pradhans’ role is particularly

important for enforcing gender-equalizing reform given “women can’t move on their own” to

courts and police stations to demand enforcement.11

Evidence of gatekeepers’ influence in rural India is mixed: concerns about women in

reserved slots as “proxies”(Ban and Rao, 2008; Bush, 2011) co-exist with evidence of rural

women’s greater frequenting of female pradhans (Joseph, 2001). I suggest that the impact

of quotas for women’s representation will vary based on the cost of the rights they seek to

inforce. I expect female gatekeepers to improve women’s realization of property rights where

these property rights are small enough to be symbolic, e.g. prior to gender-equalizing reform.

However, I posit that reservations are a double-edged sword. I predict backlash when

women’s political representation is increased alongside expansion of their property inheri-

tance rights. In these cases, women’s property rights represent a significant threat to men’s

traditional entitlements. In line with Acemoglu and Johnson (2008), I expect traditional

property inheritors (brothers) will mobilize de facto political and social power to block or

subvert property rights reforms’ enforcement with force proportional to two factors: first,

sisters’ expected ability to demand property inheritance. Thus, brothers should use increas-

10Author’s interview, FGD 3, Respondent 3, 29 Nov. 2011, Rotarypuram, Anantapur, AP.

11Author’s interview with lawyers on 18 February 2011; Vijayawada, Andhra Pradesh. I

observed two women, 1 judge and 1 lawyer, in several months of court-based research.
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ing force to subvert enforcement of sisters’ property inheritance rights as reservations make

gender-equalizing property reform’s enforcement credible. This prediction is in line with a

growing body of research finding resistance to India’s gender-equalizing inheritance reform

across multiple domains: parents’ increased pre-mortem land transfers to sons (Roy, 2015);

relative increases of male suicide rates (Anderson and Genicot, 2015); and increasing sex

selection biased against daughters (Rosenblum, 2015).

I consider two mechanisms through which reservations may operate. First, politically,

reservations’ local implementation by the time of de jure rights’ transfer may change women’s

ability to effectively demand rights by making the state a more appropriate avenue for

resolving property rights conflict. In field work, I find female Pradhans alter expectations

about who can approach the Pradhan and how they will be treated. Absent reservations,

typically-male Pradhans overwhelmingly argue that claiming gender-equal inheritance rights

is women’s responsibility alone, and that Pradhans cannot guarantee protection for women

who claim these rights (Sircar and Pal, 2014, 16). In contrast, since a female Pradhan

recently elected in a Coastal Andhra Pradesh village took office, she “keeps all [land and

marriage] documents in the village” to secure women’s land rights, regardless of where they

live. Subsequently, she has successfully helped women claim land inheritance rights within

families and acquire titles from the state.12 As Joseph (2001, 35) explains: “Women feel

much more confident to come to a lady President with their problems - which would never

have been presented otherwise.” In sum, as gatekeepers, female pradhans are more likely to

receive and respond to pressure by women to enforce their de jure land inheritance rights.

Indeed, female gatekeepers may also be effective mediators of property rights disputes

for all parties. According to Joseph (2001, 37), “When there is a law and order situation,

women [Pradhans ] often intervene and bring in a peaceful settlement.” If so, where reserva-

tions are in place female gatekeepers should be perceived as effective property rights arbiters.

I can observe individuals’ assessment of female gatekeepers’ effectiveness as property disputes

12Author’s interview, Director of Advocacy, Indian NGO, 21 Jan. 2014; Hyderabad, AP.
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arbiters directly. I test female gatekeepers’ perceived effectiveness by analyzing survey re-

sponses on gatekeepers’ ability to resolve relevant types of disputes. If gatekeeper theory is

correct, assessments of gatekeepers’ effectiveness at resolving property rights disputes will

be higher where reservations are implemented.

Second, socially, I estimate the direct cost of reservations to brothers based on the timing

by which women receive equal rights to property inheritance. I hypothesize that women’s en-

trance onto marriage markets at or after they receive equal rights may provide them with the

opportunity to renegotiate land inheritance alongside their traditional share of inheritance—

monetary dowry. Over the course of two years of interviews, conflict with brothers was

women’s most frequent concern about demanding substantial inheritance rights. In one

woman’s words: “As a boy [inheritance] is his right. So if [my parents] give [inheritance] to

me, others will tell the boy he got less [than he should], so he will quarrel, litigate, fight.

So they [parents] won’t give and we won’t ask.”13 A widely-circulated story epitomizes con-

flict’s feared consequences: a woman successfully litigated for her legal inheritance share,

“but when she dragged [her family] to the court, her elder brother died of cardiac arrest,

while her parents suffered badly. They severed their relationship with [her]... The people

say that she had won the property but had lost the [brother and] parents.”14 In addition,

sons’ response to daughters’ demands for property inheritance was clearly to resist. Even

activists advocating on daughters’ behalf claimed such backlash to be unavoidable, explain-

ing: “Everyone agrees that ‘Only because of love [fear of losing brothers’ support] women

(sisters) are not asking brothers for land.’ In order to cover or smooth over problems in the

family, women won’t ask for land.”15 Recent survey work confirms these patterns: 53 per-

cent of 1,440 female respondents to a recent Landessa survey in Andhra Pradesh, Bihar, and

13Author’s interview No.13, 14 Nov. 2010, Chompi Village, Araku, Vishakapatanam, AP.

14Author’s survey of T.S., 21 Feb 2011, Krishna District, SERP Gender Unit Training.

15Author’s interview with Social Action Committee members and Mandal Samakhya Pres-

idents, in particular with N., 11 April 2010, Krishna District, AP.
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Madhya Pradesh report brothers will not accept sisters’ claims to land (Sircar and Pal, 2014,

12). Conflict typically results in pressure on sisters to renounce rights, which ranges from

brothers’ “encouragement” to sign away inheritance to explicit opposition: court cases and

possession of land by force (Gowen, 2016). Additionally, mainly intra-family land disputes

represent two thirds of civil cases in Indian district courts (DAKASH, 2016).

I expect brothers’ resistance should diminish as sisters propose ways to moderate their

demands’ costs. In particular, brothers may be more willing to support sisters’ inheritance

if they simultaneously renounce claims to ‘traditional’ monetary inheritance (dowry). Par-

ents identified sons as directly bearing the cost of daughter’s demands for gender-equal

inheritance. As expressed by one group of fathers I interviewed: “Sons will distribute land

property equally amongst themselves. That’s it. [On daughters’ equal land inheritance

rights:] We will spend more money on daughters’ marriage [that is, monetary dowry] via

our land incomes and loans [from property]—this is why we are not in a position to give

land to daughters. It would be an injustice to sons.”16 Given that dowry is decided when

daughters enter marriage markets, these negotiations are crucial to determining the balance

of natal family’s resources that sons and daughters received. As one VRO explained: “At

the time of marriage, parents [may] consider giving daughters land (in place of monetary

dowry). This land may be given at the time of marriage or during partition [at father’s

death when rights are formalized]”.17 If women, as sisters, can leverage marriage negotia-

tions to receive property inheritance in lieu of monetary dowry, the cost brothers bear for

ancestral resources’ redistribution to sisters should drop. I predict that women’s ability to

benefit from female representatives’ enforcement should be higher for women who receive

equal inheritance rights by the time they enter marriage markets, where demands are less

costly as compared to women who receive rights post-marriage. The next section tests these

hypotheses sequentially.

16Author’s Focus Group Discussion No.3, 29 Nov. 2011, Anantapur District, AP.

17Author’s interview with Tehsildar, 25 March, 2010, Khammam District, AP.
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Data and Identification Strategy

My primary data set is the National Council of Applied Economic Research (NCAER)’s

Rural Economic and Demographic Survey (REDS). I rely on the nationally representative

panel survey’s most recent 2006/8 round, which covers 8,659 households from 240 rural vil-

lages across 17 Indian states. In addition to standard demographic questions, the survey

records all land transfers between the household head, their siblings, parents, spouse, and

children, and adult household residents’ political participation and perceptions of local gover-

nance. The dataset provides uniquely detailed accounting of individual property inheritance

in contemporary India, particularly for women.

I study all female respondents born between 1956, when women gained partial property

rights, and the year their state equalized women’s property rights (1976-2006).18 In total, the

sample comprises 31,730 women with a mean age of 31 years, 48 percent of whom (15,230)

have fathers whose death occurs after their village Pradhan is reserved for women. On

average, four percent of women inherit land (Tables A.6 and A.7).

Identification Strategy

I utilize India’s quasi-random implementation of “reservations” for women as elected heads of

village councils to identify the impact of representation on women’s land inheritance rights’

enforcement. I analyze reservations’ impact by comparing daughters for whom women’s

reservations were applied by the time of fathers’ death versus those for whom reservations

were not applied by this time. As daughters’ new inheritance rights only apply if fathers

die post-reform, I focus on the time of father’s death as the relevant moment for inheritance

reform’s enforcement. Specifically, if women’s reservations are applied in fathers’ villages

(where ancestral property is typically located) by fathers’ death, I code their daughters as

18Roy (2015) finds parental investment changes post-HSAA, so I exclude these births.
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treated by reservations. I estimate the equation:

yisk = αs + βk + γ1Dis + δRis + γ2Dis ∗Ris + θXisk + εisk (1)

The dependent variable of interest, yisk, is a binary indicator of whether or not a daughter i,

born in state s, in year k, inherits any land. It takes a value of 1 if a given woman inherits

any land and zero otherwise. This outcome is the most parsimonious measure of inheritance

reform’s intended impact. The independent variables of interest identify individual-level

treatment by reservations and eligibility for inheritance reform. Dis is a binary variable

indicating whether a given daughter i, born in state s-specific cohort k has a father who died

by the time his village Pradhan seat was reserved for a woman. Ris is a binary indicator of

whether daughter i’s father’s dies after his state s legislates gender-equal inheritance rights.

The control group consists of daughters whose fathers died before reservations’ and reforms’

implementation. αs is a placeholder for state fixed effects, to account for state-specific

characteristics that are invariant across birth cohorts. βk represents birth year fixed effects,

to capture shocks in the economy, policy, or society that occur at the macro-level, affecting

individuals’ behavior in a given year. Xist is a vector of household-level control variables:

parents’ land ownership, wealth, the respondent’s number of male and female siblings, the

number of children in the respondent’s marital family, the size of respondent’s family, region,

and caste status. Standard errors are clustered at the village level to address concerns about

geographic correlation and to allow for heteroscedasticity.

The identifying assumption is reservations’ quasi-random roll-out. To test this assump-

tion I confirm balance across villages with and without reservations for female Pradhans

(Table A.1) and across individuals whose fathers die pre- versus post-reservations’ village-

level implementation (Table A.2); that reservation status consistently predicts Pradhans’

gender at the village level (Table A.3), and at the time of father’s death (Table A.4); I map

village- and state-level variation in reservations’ implementation (Figures A.2, A.3, A.4);
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compile the first comprehensive summary of reservations’ implementation mechanisms (Ta-

ble A.5); and exclude states without as-if-random reservation implementation processes as

well as confirm this results in a balanced sample of villages with and without reservations

(A.8).

Finally, I test one more hypothesis about reservations’ dynamic impact. I expect female

gatekeepers’ ability to affect inheritance reform’s enforcement and individual behavior to be

most notable at moments when their female constituents have the greatest intra-household

bargaining power. To test this hypothesis, I exploit the unique leverage women gain over

intra-household resource distribution at the time they enter marriage negotiations. This is

the moment when daughters typically are given monetary dowry as a notional share of the

natal family’s ancestral resources, after which the ties of obligation binding natal families

and daughters are severed. If women who enter marriage markets with eligibility for gender-

equal inheritance are able to renegotiate dowries, demanding land rather than money (which

typically is given to in-laws rather than directly to brides), access to female representatives

may be particularly valuable for these women.

Here, I analyze reservations and reform’s differential effect for daughters aged twenty or

less (the treatment group) versus more than twenty (the control group) at reform. I choose

a cut-off point of age twenty because this is the time by which three quarters of daughters

have begun marriage negotiations (see Figure A.7). I use the following equation to estimate

the impact of reservations and reform, conditional on women’s age at reform:

Cihst =α′s + β′t + γ′st + δ′Rihst + δ′′Dihst + θ′Bihs(t′−20≤t≤t′−1)+

δ′′′Rihst ∗Dihst + θ′′Bihs(t′−20≤t≤t′−1) ∗Rihst + θ′′′ ∗Bihs(t′−20≤t≤t′−1) ∗Dihst+

δ′′′′Bihs(t′−20≤t≤t′−1) ∗Rihst ∗Dihst + λXisk + εihst

(2)

As in Equation 1, I present OLS analysis for ease of interpretation (Table A.17 presents logit

analysis).

The main coefficient of interest measures reservations’ impact for women entering mar-
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riage markets as they become eligible for reform (δ′′′′). Additionally, δ′′′ allows me to compare

reservations’ effect on those eligible for reform across regressions using Equations 1-2.19 If

reservations are most effective as tools enabling daughters to credibly demand inheritance

rights in marriage negotiations, I expect to see behavior change most dramatically in the

younger group of siblings, where daughters can use inheritance rights as leverage to demand

land inheritance in exchange for renouncing traditional, monetary dowry. If treatment by

reservations makes reform more effective, the younger age group’s probability of inheriting

land should move towards one (universal inheritance) for women whose fathers die after re-

form and reservations’ implementation. The next section tests these hypotheses sequentially.

Analysis

Figure 1 uses the raw data to map variation in women’s land inheritance alongside treatment

by reservations and eligibility for reform, respectively. There is a sharp, discontinuous jump

in the likelihood of inheritance for women with fathers who die after reservations’ imple-

mentation in their village (Figure 1a). The non-overlapping confidence intervals for treated

and untreated women indicate that treatment by reservations significantly increases women’s

likelihood of inheritance, as ‘gatekeeper theory’ predicts. In contrast, reform eligibility alone

does not change women’s probability of land inheritance (Figure 1b). This suggests female

gatekeepers are relevant for enforcement of women’s inherited property rights.

Reservations’ Impact on Inheritance: Simple Eligibility

I begin by testing reservations’ impact on women’s likelihood of inheriting landed property

in the presence versus absence of gender-equal inheritance rights for three samples: reform’s

‘targets’: daughters with landowning parents who are subject to Hindu law, ‘target’ daugh-

19Equation 1’s γ2 and Equation 2’s δ′′′ differ with respect to the comparison group: all

ages versus only women older than 20, respectively.
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ters in the subset of states with random and as-if random mechanisms for selecting villages’

reservation status, and this subset excluding late implementers of reservations.

Table 1 presents the OLS regression results using Equation 1. Reservations’ effect pre-

reform, γ1, is positive and significant at the 90 percent confidence level across all speci-

fications (Columns 1-4, p-values=0.058-0.087 ). Absent reform, women with fathers who

die after reservations inherit 6 percentage points more land than others—increasing the

frequency of women’s inheritance from 10.3 to 16.3 percent. The magnitude is small, but

increasing women’s inheritance by six percentage points in a population of 1.34 billion, where

92.4% of the rural population—67% of India—live in landholding families implies 23.6 mil-

lion more women would inherit land. Absent reservations, daughters whose fathers die after

gender-equalizing reform do not inherit more land than others after controlling for fam-

ily characteristics (Columns 2-4). Political representation is thus a powerful tool enabling

women to claim inheritance pre-reform.

In contrast, reservations’ impact post-reform, γ2 is significantly less than zero for all spec-

ifications. Amongst women eligible for gender-equal inheritance rights, treatment by reser-

vations decreases the likelihood of inheritance by 8-9 percentage points (Table 1, Columns

1-4, p-values=0.006-0.009 ), potentially indicating brothers’ resistance to gender-equal in-

heritance rights where their enforcement is credible. These results are robust to logistic

regression analysis of the full, target, and genetically matched samples following Sekhon and

Titiunik (2012)’s replication study (Table A.13), OLS analysis of the full and genetically

matched samples (Table A.14), and placebo tests (Tables A.15).20

[Table 1]

To understand how successful reservations are at facilitating women’s demands for sub-

20OLS regression analysis results are robust to use of village- rather than state-level fixed

effects with the exception of the interaction term, for which standard errors increase in some

specifications, reducing this term’s statistical significance. Results available upon request.
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stantial inheritance, I examine whether reservations change the amount of land women in-

herit, rather than simply their probability of inheriting any land. If female gatekeepers are

successful, women’s inheritance should grow as they demand the full extent of their inher-

itance rights. If brothers’ resistance dominates, representation should not increase the size

of plots women inherit. Regressions using Equation 1’s format with area inherited as the

dependent variable indicate father’s death post- versus pre-reservations increases women’s

inheritance by 0.08-0.09 acres (Table A.16, Columns 2-4, p-values=0.038-0.060 ). Hindu

women in landholding families’ mean land ownership is 0.03 acres; reservations’ effect pre-

reform is to quadruple this amount. In contrast, post-reform, women do not inherit larger

inheritance shares. These results suggest brother’s backlash when they anticipate female

gatekeepers’ enforcement of sisters’ equal inheritance rights.

Reservations’ Dynamic Impact: Reform & Marriage Markets

If brothers resistance to property rights’ enforcement is responsive to the anticipated cost,

we should see resistance and its impact on sisters’ inheritance vary alongside variation in

sisters’ demands. To test this hypothesis, I exploit women’s unique influence over intra-

household resource distribution at the time they enter marriage negotiations, when women’s

traditional share of inheritance is provided as monetary dowry. If women use this leverage to

sacrifice monetary dowry (often drawn from ancestral wealth—primarily property wealth—

which primarily benefits in-laws) for land inheritance (a direct benefit), this should lower

the net cost of sisters’ demands on brothers’ subsequent inheritance. Table 1 presents OLS

regression results. Results are robust to logistic regression analysis of the target, full, and

matched samples (Appendix Table A.17).21

Considering δ′′′, reservations continue to have a significant, negative impact on women’s

likelihood of inheritance for women who have exited marriage markets by the time they re-

ceive gender-equal inheritance rights. Fathers’ death post-reservations and reform decreases

21Results are robust to use of village-level fixed effects, and are available upon request.
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women’s inheritance by 9-10 percentage points, significant at the 99 percent confidence level

across all specifications (p-values=0.004-0.007 ). This confirms findings that women’s lo-

cal political representation spurs resistance to gender-equalizing inheritance reform which is

particularly visible amongst women whose demands are costly: those have already received

traditional inheritance as dowry.

Second, I turn to reservation’s impact on reform’s enforcement amongst women who are

entering marriage markets when they gain gender-equal inheritance rights, that is women

aged 1-20 at reform with fathers who die post-reform (δ′′′′). Treatment by reservations has a

positive, significant impact on their likelihood of inheriting land. Reservations increase these

women’s probability of inheriting land at the margin by 15-19 percentage points, significant

at the 99 percent confidence level for all specifications (p-values=0.002-0.007 ). Results are

robust to analysis using the full sample and the genetically-matched subsample of women (Ta-

ble A.18). Father’s death post- versus pre-reform makes women 10.3 percentage points more

likely to inherit land, significant at the 99 percent confidence level (Figure A.6). Reservations

thus enable women entering marriage markets to successfully approach female gatekeepers

for assistance enforcing gender-equal inheritance rights. This lends support to the hypoth-

esis that where women can directly harness reservations-enabled bargaining power to lower

inheritance rights’ cost to brothers, they experience a lasting gain: property inheritance.

Overall, Table 1 provides evidence that quotas mandating women’s local political rep-

resentation are a powerful tool that enables women to demand inherited property rights’

enforcement. In contrast, employing placebo tests to measure reservation’s impact condi-

tional on either simple or complex eligibility for reform yields no significant effect of reser-

vations (Tables A.15, A.19). Pre-reform, reservations increase the frequency and magnitude

of women’s inheritance. Post-reform, reservations result in fewer women inheriting land but

only where reform is costly to brothers. Qualitative research explains why: post-reform, reser-

vations raise the stakes of women’s inheritance, making enforcement of women’s property

inheritance more costly to brothers whenever women have already received their traditional
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share of inheritance: dowry. In my field research, I find brothers are explicitly more likely

to resist enforcement of sisters’ inheritance rights, either via informal wills (sada beinama),

court cases, or mobilizing pressure from the elder, male elite in rural India who have a di-

rect interest in and capacity to undermine gender-equalizing inheritance reform where their

sisters are already married.22 Additionally, women’s reservations may create resentment

amongst men who consider female heads of government as illegitimate representatives for

their interests. Indeed, capable women leaders are seen as “depriving men of their chances,”

which often results in verbal and physical threats inside and outside the home to curtail their

influence (Kaushik and Shaktawat, 2010, 408).23 Brothers may draw from this resentment

to justify blocking sisters’ inheritance.

There is one source of optimism: within the group of daughters entering marriage mar-

kets as they become eligible for gender-equal inheritance rights, access to female gatekeepers

significantly increases their probability of land inheritance. I argue this is because inheri-

tance rights are least costly for these women’s brothers. I next investigate the mechanisms

through which women’s local political representation may alter enforcement of daughter’s

inheritance rights and subsequent behavior through two channels: political (participation in

and responsiveness of the local government) and social (the dynamics of dowry exchange).

Reservations and Political Participation

How does exogenously imposing local political representation for women alter gender-equalizing

inheritance reform’s enforcement? I first explore female representation’s political impact,

asking: Do reservations enable women to voice demands including those for legal rights’

enforcement by increasing their capacity and willingness to engage with local governmen?

Prior research finds conflicting evidence of reservations’ impact on women’s participation in

22Author’s interviews with land revenue officials, 25 March, 2010; Khammam, AP.

23Author’s interviews with female Pradhans and activists across Andhra Pradesh confirm

widespread psychological and physical intimidation in response to their political activity.
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local parliaments (Gram Sabha or Gram Samsad), based on studies of different regions of

India (Chattopadhyay and Duflo, 2004; Ban and Rao, 2008). NCAER’s REDS 2006 round

enables me to identify reservations’ effect across 17 major Indian states.

I examine the impact of current reservations for the village gatekeeper on women’s par-

ticipation in local governance using the following estimation equation:

yisk = αs + βk + γFivsk + δRvs + γ′Fivsk ∗Rvs + µXivsk + εivsk (3)

The dependent variable of interest, yisk is a binary indicator of whether a given adult

citizen, i, residing in village v, located in state s, born in year k, acknowledges participating

in the most recent meeting of the Gram Sabha or not. All adults within the constituencies

that elect Gram Panchayats are members of the Gram Sabha, convened by the gatekeeper

(Pradhan). I am interested in the influence of gender, where Fivsk equals 1 when a given

individual is female; a village’s treatment by reservations at the time of REDS’ 2006 survey,

Rvs, which is 1 when the village’s gatekeeper is currently reserved for women; and these two

variables’ interaction. Given the importance of local institutions for reservation’s implemen-

tation, all following tables use fixed effects for individuals’ village of residence and year of

birth as well as the same vector of household-level control variables from Equations 1-2.

If reservations improve women’s ability to engage in the state’s public space, I expect to

observe women’s greater attendance at Gram Sabha meetings where villages are currently

reserved for a female Pradhan. Table 2 presents the results of OLS regression analysis.

[Table 2]

The impact of women’s gender, Firsk is negative and significant across all specifications,

confirming widespread findings that men dominate local governance (Chhibber, 2002). In-

deed, women are 17-29 percentage points less likely than men to report participating in the

most recent village Gram Sabha meeting (p-values=0.000 ). Reservations (Rrs) reduce over-

all participation by 23-24 percentage points across most regressions (Table 2, Columns 2-4,
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p-values=0.000 ). Reservations’ marginal effect on women, γ′ increases participation by 7-9

percentage points (p-values=0.004-0.017 ) for all samples. Female gatekeepers nearly halve

the gender gap in participation in all specifications. However, this gain for women likely

comes at the cost of men’s political engagement, given the significant negative coefficient on

reservations (Rrs). This supports interviews highlighting the resentment reservations create

amongst men, as well as the consistent finding of reservations’ ability to increase intra-family

distributional conflict (Tables 1, A.16).

These findings provide preliminary support for my proposed political mechanism: reser-

vations differentially increase women’s participation in local government, thus raising female

gatekeepers’ exposure to women’s demands. Reservations effectively expose gatekeepers to

a greater frequency of contact with their female constituents, which increases women’s ca-

pacity to exert pressure on gatekeepers in Gram Sabhas: the central forum for local politics.

In this context, it is important to note that citizen demands in political fora frequently cen-

ter around requests for rights’ enforcement (Kruks-Wisner, 2011). According to the Head

of a State Women’s Commission I interviewed: “After 1993 [Constitutional Amendments

mandating reservations], there was a lot of change in the villages. Before, men just sat in

panchayat meetings, but now women participate, speak up. Because of the Panchayat Raj

Amendments, there is a shift in [local] political leadership... [However] social empowerment

must occur within the household—husbands must accept wives’ power and independence

and not interfere with politics...This takes time.”24 Thus, political claim-making writ large

elicits conflict, at least immediately following women’s empowerment via quotas.

Reservations and Dispute Resolution

Next, I consider a second piece of reservations’ political impact: their ability to alter in-

dividuals’ evaluation of elected representatives’ effectiveness mediating social disputes, in-

cluding over land. Respondents evaluate gatekeeper (Pradhan)’s “Ability to solve social

24Author’s personal interview, 24 January, 2014; Hyderabad, Andhra Pradesh.

23



problems, such as disputes over land, marriage, etc.” Ranking varies from “high” efficacy

(3), to “medium” (2) and “low” (1). For maximum accuracy of recall, I restrict analysis to

the current gatekeeper. OLS regression analysis follows Equation 3, with the three-tier mea-

sure of gatekeepers’ efficacy at social problems’ resolution as the main dependent variable. I

consider this measure a good proxy for gatekeepers’ assessed ability to enforce women’s land

inheritance rights, given sisters’ land inheritance claims are a widely-acknowledged source

of intra-family conflict, and land disputes constitute the majority of cases in the local state

(Civil Courts). This measure allows me to test whether or not reservations change percep-

tions of local state enforcement’s efficacy at resolving exactly the sort of disputes enforcement

of women’s inheritance rights create. To the extent women’s and men’s assessments of gate-

keepers’ efficacy are more positive for currently-reserved gatekeepers, I will interpret this as

evidence that reservations increase gatekeepers’ enforcement ability. Table 2 presents results

(Columns 5-8).

Indeed, analysis finds significant improvements of 21-55 percentage points in men’s and

women’s assessments of gatekeepers’ efficacy at resolving social problems where reservations

are in place for all regressions (Table 2, p-values=0.00 ). Reservations have no additional

benefit for women’s perceptions of gatekeepers’ efficacy. On balance, reservations provide an

effective gatekeeper for all parties willing to bring social disputes—the bulk of which are likely

to be over land—to the local state. This follows the assessment of women representatives’

impact by a State Women’s Commission Head: “Women... move differently, as elected

officials they will be talking [directly] to women and families. Women, as opposed to men,

will try to get these [women’s and families’] problems sorted out.”25

Reservations and Dowry

If reservations for female gatekeepers are significant sources of support for women to demand

gender-equal inheritance right’s enforcement, they should alter social as well as political

25Author’s personal interview, 24 January, 2014, Hyderabad, Andhra Pradesh.
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behavior. In particular, we should see women who enter marriage markets with gender-equal

inheritance rights and access to female Pradhans negotiating a broader set of entitlements

to familial wealth to gain substantial new rights to ancestral property. Specifically, I expect

daughters will be willing to trade their traditional share of inheritance—monetary dowries,

which benefit in-laws—in exchange for personally receiving inheritance whose value accrues

over time: ancestral land. I test this hypothesis about reservation’s social impact with

help from NCAER’s 2006 REDS survey question about the amount of monetary dowry each

female respondent received at marriage. Dowry is increasingly common and widely discussed

both in private and public despite its illegality following the 1961 Dowry Prohibition Act.

I analyze monetary dowries given to women using OLS regression analysis in the form

of Equation 2. Table 3 presents the results of this analysis. If female gatekeepers increase

women’s ability to demand land inheritance rights at the time of marriage market negoti-

ations, I expect to see reservations resulting in lower monetary dowries for the subset of

women who enter marriage markets with gender-equal inheritance rights (δ′′′′). Indeed, this

group of women entering marriage markets with gender-equal economic rights and a partic-

uarly effective political voice thanks to female gatekeepers are between 10 and 28 percentage

points less likely to receive dowry than women who enter marriage markets without these

rights and voice. Results are significant at the 95-99.9 percent confidence levels, and robust

to logit analysis using the full, genetically-matched, and target samples (Table A.23).

[Table 3]

Overall, analysis presents a nuanced picture of female representations’ ability to enforce

gender-equalizing land inheritance reform in India. Where reservations exogenously impose

female representatives as gatekeepers prior to gender-equal inheritance reform, women are

able to demand and receive effective enforcement of land inheritance rights. Reservations

increase women’s ability to demand effective enforcement of economic rights via political

participation, and improve both women and men’s evaluations of local officials’ efficacy

at resolving social disputes, including disputes over land rights. As such, representation
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encourages citizen-wide demand for state-led property rights enforcement. However, reser-

vations’ benefits for enforcement of women’s inheritance rights (Tables 1) are costly for men,

decreasing their political engagement (Table 2), in addition to capturing scarce land inheri-

tance shares. Reservations may thus catalyze intra-family conflict leading brothers to resist

enforcement of sisters’ gender-equal inheritance rights. Indeed, daughters’ act of claiming

inheritance rights is inherently destabilizing for traditional norms, as a Senior Academic

Fellow at an Indian research institution explains about north India: “In the past, in order to

return a brother’s love, one would never claim land. Now girls are willing to put their foot

down and demand rights even when brothers are there.”26

However, female representative’s ability to enforce gender-equal land rights does present

one source of optimism about their ability to simultaneously foster social change: when

women enter the social domain where traditional inheritance is negotiated—marriage markets—

with access to female representatives and gender-equal inheritance rights, female gatekeepers

enable these women to negotiate mutually-beneficial exchanges with brothers. These women

renounce traditional rights to monetary dowry (from which in-laws rather than women them-

selves generally benefit) in exchange for non-traditional land inheritance (which provides

women security in financial, social, and physical domains). This exchange diminishes the

cost of reform to brothers, reducing their backlash against sisters’ demands for new inheri-

tance rights and resulting in meaningful increases in women’s economic rights.

Conclusion

Reforms that increase women’s local political representation provide an effective channel for

women to demand property rights’ enforcement. Representation enables women to pressure

pivotal local political officials—gatekeepers—for property rights’ enforcement and facilitates

effective resolution of social disputes related to land. Where ‘reservations’ for women’s po-

26Author’s personal interview, 29 January, 2014; Delhi, India.
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litical representation are in place, women are more likely to inherit property across India.

However, women’s political representation has an unintended consequence: brothers’ resis-

tance to gender-equal inheritance reform that decreases sisters’ likelihood of inheritance.

Post-reform, brothers’ resistance dominates sisters’ ability to enforce gender-equal land

inheritance rights for all but one case. Daughters most able to use gender-equal rights

for bargaining over marriage arrangements—those entering marriage markets (aged 11-20)

at reform—leverage reservations to effectively demand new inheritance rights. In other

words, where there is an opportunity for renegotiation of women’s entitlements to house-

hold wealth across multiple domains, reservations enable sisters eligible for gender-equal

inheritance rights to successfully negotiate rights’ enforcement with brothers.

In sum, women’s descriptive representation can improve local access to property rights

in democracies with limited enforcement capacity. However, where changes in represen-

tation occur alongside meaningful expansion of women’s economic entitlements, I expect

social resistance to reform. In the case of India’s inheritance reforms, legislators expected

gender-equal inheritance rights would increase daughters’ value.27 Instead, growing evi-

dence of inheritance reform’s potential to increase daughters’ marriage costs (dowry), male

suicide rates, and female infanticide suggests economic reform is costly for daughters and

their families (Anderson and Genicot, 2015; Roy, 2015; Rosenblum, 2015). Such resistance

emphasizes new economic rights’ potential to upset existing social norms. This places the

burden on policy-makers to identify appropriate moments for renegotiating rights and to

create meaningful safeguards against backlash.

This article is relevant for scholars and policy-makers interested in reducing widespread

gender inequity as well as other forms of social, economic, and political inequality around

the globe. This study’s findings underline the necessity of further research into the conse-

quences of a broader set of reforms aiming to simultaneously change economic rights and

social conventions. Within India more research is required to identify whether, for example,

27Author’s interview with a Member of Parliament, Ibid
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Scheduled Castes’ representation catalyzes either enforcement of substantive rights or back-

lash against complementary reforms. Overall, this paper’s analysis suggests that quotas for

women’s representation will only be successful at enabling economic gender equality to the

extent they provide intended beneficiaries with resources to pursue rights’ enforcement while

precluding or circumnavigating status quo elites’ resistance. To do so requires meaningful

efforts to address the problem of inequality in political, economic, and social institutions.
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Figures & Tables

Figure 1: Reservation’s Impact on Women’s Inheritance

a) Women whose father died pre-reform. b) Women whose father died post reform.

Source: NCAER Rural Economic and Demographic Survey, 2006. The sample includes landed, Hindu women who were born pre-reform in their respective states and post-HSA. Those women are excluded
whose fathers reside in states that do not assign reservations randomly (Andhra Pradesh, Himachal Pradesh, Kerala, and Tamil Nadu). The x-axis represents when an individual’s father passed away
relative to the introduction of reservations in the father’s village. The y-axis represents the probability of inheritance. Each point on the graph represents the average probability of inheritance for
individuals whose fathers passed away t years after reservations.
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Table 1: Reservation’s Impact on Women’s Inheritance

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Target Target Target-NR Target-NR-late Target Target Target-NR Target-NR-late

Father died post reservations 0.06+ 0.06+ 0.06+ 0.06+ 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

Father died post reform -0.05∗∗∗ 0.01 0.02 0.02 -0.04∗∗ 0.02 0.03 0.03
(0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)

Father died post reform & reservations -0.09∗∗ -0.08∗∗ -0.09∗∗ -0.09∗∗ -0.10∗∗ -0.09∗∗ -0.09∗∗ -0.09∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

Aged 1-20 at reform 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01
(0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)

Aged 1-20 at reform * Father died post reform -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02
(0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)

Aged 1-20 at reform * Father died post reservations -0.13∗∗ -0.17∗∗ -0.17∗ -0.17∗

(0.05) (0.06) (0.07) (0.07)

Aged 1-20 at reform * Father died post reform & reservations 0.15∗∗ 0.18∗∗ 0.19∗∗ 0.19∗∗

(0.05) (0.06) (0.07) (0.07)

Controls No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes

State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Birth year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

State trends Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Adj. R-sq 0.05 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.05 0.07 0.08 0.08
N 11826 11826 10698 10259 11826 11826 10698 10259

+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
Note: Robust standard errors clustered at the village level in parentheses. The dependent variable is a binary indicator of whether or not women inherit.
“Target” includes only landed, Hindu women who were born post 1956 Hindu Succession Act, but prior to their state-specific HSAA’s passage. “Target-NR”
excludes states that do not assign reservations for female pradhans randomly (Andhra Pradesh, Himachal Pradesh, Kerala, Tamil Nadu). “Target-NR-late”
excludes non-random implementers of reservations and the two states to implement women’s reservations over 10 years after Constitutional Amendments:
Bihar (2006) and Jharkhand (2010). Controls include caste status, total number of children, total female children and male children, wealth status, and binary
indicator for Western Indian states. Source: REDS 2006, NCAER.
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Table 2: Reservation’s Impact on Women’s Participation in Gram Sabha and Pradhan’s Effectiveness

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

All All All-NR All-NR-late All All All-NR All-NR-late

Female -0.29∗∗∗ -0.19∗∗∗ -0.17∗∗∗ -0.17∗∗∗ -0.05∗∗∗ -0.00 0.01 0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02)

Latest pradhan seat reserved for woman -0.59∗∗∗ 0.03 -0.23∗∗∗ -0.23∗∗∗ 0.56∗∗∗ 0.56∗∗∗ 0.54∗∗∗ 0.54∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Female * Reservations 0.09∗∗ 0.09∗∗ 0.07∗ 0.07∗ 0.01 0.01 0.00 -0.00
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Controls No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes

Village FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Birth year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Adj. R-sq 0.43 0.45 0.41 0.41 0.24 0.24 0.20 0.20
N 23570 23570 18765 18300 22343 22343 18013 17571

+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
Note: Robust standard errors clustered at the village level in parentheses. For Columns (1)-(4), the dependent variable is a binary indicator of whether or
not women attended the latest gram sabha. For Columns (5)-(8), the dependent variable is a 3-tier scale representing respondents’ evaluation of the Pradhan’s
“Ability to solve social problems, such as disputes over land, marriage, etc.”. Ranking varies from “high” (3), to “medium” (2) or “low” (1). For maximum
accuracy of recall, analysis is restricted to the current Pradhan. “All” includes all women born post-1956 Hindu Succession Act (HSA) and pre-state Hindu
Succession Act Amendment (HSAA). “All-NR” excludes states that do not assign reservations for female pradhans randomly (Andhra Pradesh, Himachal
Pradesh, Kerala, Tamil Nadu). “All-NR-late” excludes non-random implementers of reservations and the two states to implement women’s reservations over
10 years after Constitutional Amendments: Bihar (2006) and Jharkhand (2010). Controls include caste status, total number of children, total female children
and male children, wealth status, and a binary indicator for Western Indian states. Source: REDS 2006, NCAER.
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Table 3: Reservations’ Impact on Women’s Dowry

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Target Target Target-NR Target-NR-late

Aged 1-20 at reform -0.01 0.03 0.05∗∗ 0.04∗

(0.04) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Father died post reservations 0.03 -0.00 -0.01 -0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Father died post reform -0.65∗∗∗ -0.18∗∗∗ -0.19∗∗∗ -0.18∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Father died post reform & reservations -0.11∗∗ 0.00 0.01 0.01
(0.04) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Aged 1-20 at reform * Father died post reform 0.05 0.03 -0.02 -0.02
(0.05) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02)

Aged 1-20 at reform * Father died post reservations 0.27∗∗∗ 0.11∗∗ 0.09∗ 0.09∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)

Aged 1-20 at reform * Father died post reform & reservations -0.28∗∗∗ -0.14∗∗ -0.10∗ -0.10∗

(0.06) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)

Controls No Yes Yes Yes

State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Cohort FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

State trends Yes Yes Yes Yes

Adj. R-sq 0.55 0.78 0.80 0.80
N 11826 11826 10698 10259

+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
Note: Robust standard errors clustered at the village level in parentheses. The dependent variable is a binary
indicator of whether or not women receive dowry from their natal families. “Target” includes only landed, Hindu
women born post 1965 Hindu Succession Act, but prior to state-specific Hindu Succession Amendment Act.
“Target-NR” excludes states that do not assign reservations for female pradhans randomly (Andhra Pradesh,
Himachal Pradesh, Kerala, Tamil Nadu). “Target-NR-late” excludes non-random implementers of reservations
and the two states to implement women’s reservations over 10 years after Constitutional Amendments: Bihar
(2006) and Jharkhand (2010). Controls include caste status, total number of children, total female children and
male children, wealth status, and binary indicator for Western Indian states. Source: REDS 2006, NCAER.
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A Online Appendix Tables

Table A.1: Descriptive statistics: Villages without vs. with reservations

(1) (2) (3) (4)
All Villages With Reservations Without Reservations Difference of means

mean mean mean difference (t-score)

District population, 1991 census 280805.24 283301.58 285668.90 2367.32
(0.08)

% women in the subdistrict (tehsil) population, 1991 census 0.51 0.53 0.48 −0.05
(−1.99)

Village population: first panchayat period 4870.86 4700.90 5275.92 575.01
(0.62)

Number of panchayat members: first panchayat 12.15 12.31 11.80 −0.51
(−0.80)

% SC panchayat members: first panchayat period 0.21 0.22 0.19 −0.04
(−1.44)

% ST panchayat members: first panchayat period 0.10 0.10 0.10 −0.01
(−0.17)

% OBC panchayat members: first panchayat period 0.37 0.39 0.31 −0.08
(−1.63)

% Hindu in village population currently 0.87 0.87 0.87 −0.01
(−0.17)

% Muslims in village population currently 0.07 0.06 0.08 0.01
(0.62)

% SCs in village population currently 0.05 0.05 0.04 −0.01
(−1.02)

% STs in village population currently 0.08 0.06 0.11 0.04
(1.42)

% OBCs in village population currently 0.09 0.08 0.13 0.05
(1.82)

% own ¡2 acres of land in village population currently 0.26 0.27 0.26 −0.01
(−0.44)

% own land in village population currently 0.47 0.48 0.45 −0.04
(−1.11)

Average price: unirrigated land currently (Rs.) 103740.33 113642.86 90859.38 −22783.48
(−1.03)

Average price: residential land currently (Rs.) 417181.82 432931.30 406238.10 −26693.20
(−0.36)

% villages experienced drought, 1999 0.19 0.17 0.23 0.06
(1.06)

% villages experienced flood, 1999 0.16 0.14 0.21 0.07
(1.28)

% villages experienced pests, 1999 0.15 0.15 0.13 −0.02
(−0.38)

Number of villages 240 151 82

Source: Rural Economic and Demographic Survey, 2006 Village level means are provided.
Column (4) displays beta coefficients, t statistics are in parentheses.
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Table A.2: Balance Test: Father’s Death Post vs. Pre-Reservations

(1) (2) (3) (4)
All States Father Dies Post Reservations Pre Reservations difference (t-score)

Father: secondary or more education 0.40 0.40 0.41 0.01
(1.07)

Mother: secondary or more education 0.12 0.12 0.16 0.03
(4.73)

Parents = top 20% landholders (15 acres or more) 0.32 0.36 0.28 −0.08
(−8.93)

Patriarch’s land (acres) 10.42 11.49 8.86 −2.63
(−8.52)

Subject to Hindu law (Hindu, Jain, Sikh, Buddhist) 0.95 0.96 0.95 −0.01
(−1.61)

Low Caste 0.73 0.73 0.71 −0.03
(−3.06)

Endogenous variables

Age (years) 30.26 31.23 37.07 5.83
(25.56)

Education (years completed) 5.61 4.27 5.13 0.86
(8.69)

Siblings: proportion of sisters 0.41 0.39 0.46 0.08
(17.84)

Inherit land? 0.05 0.02 0.09 0.06
(13.87)

Total land inherited 0.20 0.08 0.33 0.24
(8.35)

Observations 19396 5984 4774

Source: Rural Economic and Demographic Survey, 2006 Village level means are provided. The sample includes all landed Hindus who
had information about their father’s death year and were born pre-Hindu Succession Act and pre-Hindu Succession Amendment Act in
their own state. I take age as endogenous as older fathers are likely to pass away sooner. Prior work also shows that parents’ investment
in education and proportion of sisters is affected by property rights reform (Anderson and Genicot 2015; Rosenblum 2015; Roy 2015;
Bhalotra et al. 2017; Lawry et al. 2016). Finally, this work shows that land inheritance and the amount of land inherited are also affected
by reform. Column (4) displays beta coefficients, t statistics are in parentheses.
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Table A.3: Reservation’s impact on Pradhan’s gender

(1) (2) (3) (4)
All All All-NR All-NR-late

Pradhan seat is reserved for women 0.89∗∗∗ 0.90∗∗∗ 0.92∗∗∗ 0.92∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Adj. R-sq 0.75 0.76 0.82 0.81
N 699 673 520 505

+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. Observations correspond to a vil-
lage in a particular election cycle. The dependent variable is a binary indicator of
whether the Pradhan is female. “All” includes all villages in the dataset. Columns
(2)-(4) include election cycles post-1993 when reservations for women were imple-
mented. “All-NR” excludes villages from states that do not assign reservations
for female pradhans randomly (Andhra Pradesh, Himachal Pradesh, Kerala, Tamil
Nadu). “All-NR-late” excludes non-random implementers of reservations and vil-
lages from the two states to implement women’s reservations over 10 years after
Constitutional Amendments: Bihar (2006) and Jharkhand (2010).
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Table A.4: Impact of father’s death post-reservations on Pradhan’s gender at father’s death

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
All All All All All-NR All-NR-late

Father died post reservations 0.59∗∗∗ 0.59∗∗∗ 0.59∗∗∗ 0.60∗∗∗ 0.61∗∗∗ 0.61∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)

Controls No No Yes Yes Yes Yes

State FE No No No Yes Yes Yes

Birth year FE No No No Yes Yes Yes

State trends No No No Yes Yes Yes

Adj. R-sq 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.44 0.45 0.45
N 12457 12285 12285 12285 10086 10006

+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is a binary indicator
of whether the Pradhan is female at the time of father’s death. “All” includes all individuals
in the dataset. Columns (2)-(6) include individuals whose father died post-1993 when reser-
vations for women were implemented. “All-NR” excludes individuals from states that do
not assign reservations for female pradhans randomly (Andhra Pradesh, Himachal Pradesh,
Kerala, Tamil Nadu). “All-NR-late” excludes non-random implementers of reservations and
individuals from the two states to implement women’s reservations over 10 years after Con-
stitutional Amendments: Bihar (2006) and Jharkhand (2010). Controls include caste status,
total number of children, total number of female and male children, wealth status, and binary
indicator for Western Indian states. Source: REDS 2006, NCAER.
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Table A.5: Women’s Reservations’ Timing, Selection, & Rotation, by Indian State

State Panchayat Act (Year) First Election Random Selection Method Rotation Increase to 50% Quota

Andhra Pradesh 1994 1995 Not Random Sex ratio Unknown 2011

Bihar 1993 2006 As-if Random Population Size Without replacement,
every 10 years

2006

Delhi 1993 Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown No

Chhattisgarh 1994 1995 Random Draw of lots Without replacement,
every 5 years

2008

Gujarat 1994 1995 Unknown Unknown Unknown No

Haryana 1994 1994 Random Draw of lots Unknown No

Himachal Pradesh 1994 1995 Not Random Proportion of women
in population

Without replacement,
every 5 years

2010

Jharkhand 2001 2010 Unknown Unknown Unknown 2005

Karnataka 1993 1993 As-if Random Population size: pan-
chayat seats

No two consecutive
reservations

No

Kerala 1994 1995 Not Random Proportion of women
in population

No two consecutive
reservations

No

Madhya Pradesh 1994 1994 Random Draw of lots Without replacement,
every 5 years

Yes, n.d.

Maharashtra 1994 1995 Random Draw of lots Without replacement,
every 5 years

2011

Orissa 1994 1997 Random Alphabetical order
(every 3rd)

Without replacement,
every 5 years

2011

Punjab 1994 1998 Unknown Unknown Every 10 years No

Rajasthan 1994 1995 Random Draw of lots Without replacement,
every 5 years

2008

Tamil Nadu 1994 1996 Not Random Proportion of women
in population

Without replacement,
every 10 years

2016

Uttar Pradesh 1994 1995 As-if Random Population size No two consecutive
reservations

No

West Bengal 1994 1998 Random Legislative Assembly
numbers (every 3rd,
ascending)

Without replacement,
random number table

2012

Main Sources: Panchayat Raj Acts, Election Rules, & Department of Rural Development &
Panchayat Raj.
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Note: Coding Procedure for Table A.5: Women’s Reservations

To compile this table, I consulted each state’s Panchayati Raj Act, Panchayat Election Rules,

Department of Rural Development and Panchayat Raj, according to document availability. I

also utilize invaluable secondary analysis by Mishra (2003), Chattopadhyay and Duflo (2004),

Paul (2006), Nilekani (2010), Ghosh et al. (2011), and Shankar (2016). Three facets of the

data presented in this table are worth noting.

First, variation in the timing of State Panchayat Act’s passage, from 1993 to 2001, and

the subsequent timing of each state’s first Panchayat elections, which start in 1994 and end

in 2010. While most states implemented initial elections and reservations within two years

of constitutional amendments’ passage, two states took more than five years to implement

the amendments. In Bihar, the fourteen year gap between the Panchayat Act’s passage in

1993 and elections in 2006 is due to legal challenges. For Jharkhand, state reorganization

explains the nine-year gap between the Panchayat Act’s ratification in 2001 and the first

round of elections in 2010.

Second, states had discretion over how to implement reservations’ rotation. Nearly half

of states with available documentation (6 of 14) randomly select female pradhans via draw

of lots or in alphabetic (panchayat) or numeric (legislative assemblies’ arbitrary numeric

code) order. Another quarter (4) utilize as-if random methods to assign reservations, mainly

based on population size to determine reservation status. Thus, most states select pradhan’s

reservation status using a random or as-if random mechanism. The remaining quarter of

states use a potentially non-random selection mechanism: the proportion of women in the

population. If the proportion of women in a village’s population is an indicator of pre-

existing norms about women’s value, this selection criteria could bias the sample of villages

receiving reservations earlier to the subset with norms that particularly value women. This

might be true if villages with norms promoting women are less likely to contain households

that limit female births via the illegal but widespread practice of sex selection. This suggests

two methods of identifying appropriate samples for analysis: first, excluding states with non-
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random selection of reservation status, and second, excluding both states with non-random

selection mechanisms and late-implementing states. Both methods lead to highly comparable

“control” villages, where women’s reservations have yet to be implemented, and “treatment”

villages where women’s reservations have already been implemented.

Third and finally, rotation of women’s reservations mainly occurs every five-year electoral

cycle. Three exceptions exist: the Indian states of Bihar, Punjab, and Tamil Nadu. Two

of these exceptions—Bihar and Tamil Nadu—are already excluded from tests that study

states that are timely-implementers using as-if random selection mechanisms only. As a

result, variation in reservations’ rotation period is unlikely to introduce bias into analysis.

However, the impact of reservations’ varied rotation mechanisms is a worthy topic for future

research.
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Table A.6: Descriptive Statistics, Individuals

All Women Men

Subject to Hindu law (Hindu, Jain, Sikh, Buddhist) 0.92 0.92 0.92
(0.27) (0.27) (0.27)

Inherit land? 0.13 0.04 0.24
(0.34) (0.19) (0.43)

Total land inherited 0.43 0.14 0.74
(1.85) (1.18) (2.33)

Age (years) 30.65 30.79 30.51
(12.78) (12.36) (13.21)

Education (years completed) 6.43 5.50 7.29
(4.51) (4.36) (4.47)

Siblings: proportion of sisters 0.38 0.41 0.35
(0.23) (0.23) (0.23)

Father: secondary or more education 0.36 0.37 0.36
(0.48) (0.48) (0.48)

Mother: secondary or more education 0.13 0.13 0.13
(0.34) (0.34) (0.34)

Parents = top 20% landholders (15acres+) 0.21 0.21 0.21
(0.40) (0.41) (0.40)

Patriarch’s land (acres) 6.75 6.88 6.62
(16.43) (17.78) (14.86)

Scheduled Caste 0.18 0.18 0.19
(0.39) (0.39) (0.39)

Scheduled Tribe 0.10 0.10 0.10
(0.29) (0.30) (0.29)

Other Backward Caste 0.26 0.25 0.27
(0.44) (0.43) (0.44)

Muslim 0.07 0.07 0.07
(0.26) (0.25) (0.26)

Total number of children (household head) 3.87 3.95 3.79
(2.03) (2.05) (2.00)

Western states (Gujarat, Maharashtra) 0.13 0.12 0.13
(0.33) (0.33) (0.34)

Wealthy: Head’s parents own 8 acres or more 0.25 0.26 0.25
(0.44) (0.44) (0.43)

Patriarch: number of daughters 2.08 2.22 1.92
(1.51) (1.55) (1.45)

Patriarch: number of sons 3.04 2.91 3.18
(1.50) (1.46) (1.52)

Observations 61569 31729 29840

Source: Rural Economic and Demographic Survey, 2006. The sample includes men and
women born post-Hindu Succession Act and pre-HSAA in their states. Standard deviations
are in parantheses.
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Table A.7: Descriptive Statistics, Main Dependent and Independent Variables

All Women Men

Aged 1-20 at reform 0.38 0.37 0.39
(0.49) (0.48) (0.49)

Pradhan seat ever reserved for a woman 0.69 0.69 0.69
(0.46) (0.46) (0.46)

Latest pradhan seat reserved for a woman 0.33 0.33 0.33
(0.47) (0.47) (0.47)

Father died post reservations 0.42 0.48 0.34
(0.49) (0.50) (0.47)

Father died post reform 0.31 0.41 0.20
(0.46) (0.49) (0.40)

Father died post reform & reservations 0.36 0.44 0.25
(0.48) (0.50) (0.43)

Aged 1-20 at reform * Father died post reform 0.12 0.15 0.10
(0.33) (0.35) (0.30)

Aged 1-20 at reform * Father died post reservations 0.14 0.15 0.14
(0.35) (0.35) (0.34)

Aged 1-20 at reform * Father died post reform & reservations 0.14 0.15 0.13
(0.35) (0.35) (0.34)

Inherit land? 0.13 0.04 0.24
(0.34) (0.19) (0.43)

Area of inherited plot fragment 3.46 3.57 3.45
(5.10) (7.93) (4.76)

Any dowry given (for a woman) 0.34 0.48 −−
(0.48) (0.50) −−

Last gram sabha: attended? (%) 0.23 0.10 0.34
(0.42) (0.30) (0.47)

Current pradhan: how able to resolve social problems (scale of 1-3)? 1.96 1.95 1.97
(0.73) (0.73) (0.74)

Observations 61569 31729 29840

Source: Rural Economic and Demographic Survey, 2006. The sample includes all men and
women born post-Hindu Succession Act and pre-HSAA in their state. Standard deviations
are in parentheses.
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Table A.8: Descriptive Statistics: Villages without vs. with reservations, excluding non-
random implementers

(1) (2) (3) (4)
All Villages With Reservations Without Reservations Difference of means

mean mean mean difference (t-score)

District population, 1991 census 294652.41 299450.78 299793.30 342.52
(0.01)

% women in subdistrict (tehsil) population, 1991 census 0.51 0.53 0.46 −0.07
(−1.91)

Village population: first panchayat period 4096.88 3999.12 4383.50 384.38
(0.49)

Number of panchayat members: first panchayat period 12.56 12.58 12.49 −0.09
(−0.12)

% SCs panchayat members: first panchayat period 0.22 0.23 0.20 −0.03
(−0.94)

% STs panchayat members: first panchayat period 0.11 0.12 0.11 −0.00
(−0.07)

% OBCs panchayat members: first panchayat period 0.38 0.41 0.30 −0.10
(−2.03)

% Hindus in village population currently 0.87 0.88 0.86 −0.02
(−0.44)

% Muslims in village population currently 0.07 0.06 0.08 0.01
(0.51)

% SCs in village population currently 0.05 0.05 0.04 −0.01
(−0.74)

% STs in village population currently 0.06 0.05 0.10 0.05
(1.35)

% OBCs in village population currently 0.09 0.08 0.12 0.04
(1.09)

% own ¡2 acres of land in village population currently 0.26 0.25 0.27 0.02
(0.61)

% own land in village population currently 0.51 0.50 0.51 0.01
(0.22)

Average price: unirrigated land now (Rs.) 87992.70 98526.88 68153.85 −30373.04
(−1.34)

Average price: residential land now (Rs.) 417477.12 419767.86 447702.70 27934.85
(0.31)

% villages experienced drought, 1999 0.19 0.18 0.25 0.08
(1.13)

% villages experienced flood, 1999 0.14 0.11 0.24 0.12
(1.83)

% villages experienced pests, 1999 0.14 0.15 0.12 −0.03
(−0.50)

Number of villages 189 131 51

Source: Rural Economic and Demographic Survey, 2006 Village level means are provided. Column (4) displays beta coefficients, t statistics are in
parentheses.
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Table A.9: Descriptive Statistics: Villages without vs. with reservations, excluding non-
random and late implementers

(1) (2) (3) (4)
All Villages With Reservations Without Reservations Difference of means

mean mean mean difference (t-score)

District population, 1991 census 301560.08 299316.64 304971.68 5655.04
(0.18)

% women in subdistrict (tehsil) population, 1991 census 0.52 0.54 0.47 −0.07
(−1.66)

Village population: first panchayat period 4096.88 3999.12 4383.50 384.38
(0.47)

Number of panchayat members: first panchayat period 12.56 12.58 12.49 −0.09
(−0.12)

% SC panchayat members: first panchayat period 0.22 0.23 0.20 −0.03
(−0.91)

% ST panchayat members: first panchayat period 0.11 0.12 0.11 −0.00
(−0.07)

% OBC panchayat members: first panchayat period 0.38 0.41 0.30 −0.10
(−1.98)

% Hindus in village population now 0.88 0.88 0.87 −0.01
(−0.35)

% Muslims in village population now 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.01
(0.29)

% SCs in village population now 0.05 0.05 0.04 −0.01
(−0.58)

% STs in village population now 0.07 0.05 0.10 0.05
(1.68)

% OBCs in village population now 0.09 0.08 0.13 0.05
(1.38)

% own ¡2 acres of land in village population now 0.25 0.25 0.27 0.02
(0.68)

% own land in village population now 0.51 0.50 0.52 0.01
(0.39)

Average price: unirrigated land now (Rs.) 89574.80 98769.23 66333.33 −32435.90
(−0.92)

Average price: residential land now (Rs.) 418604.17 416036.36 426911.76 10875.40
(0.09)

% villages experienced drought, 1999 0.20 0.18 0.27 0.09
(1.36)

% villages experienced flood, 1999 0.14 0.10 0.23 0.13
(2.24)

% villages experienced pests, 1999 0.14 0.14 0.12 −0.01
(−0.25)

Number of villages 179 129 48

Source: Rural Economic and Demographic Survey, 2006 Village level means are provided. Column (4) displays beta coefficients, t statistics are in
parentheses.
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Table A.10: Descriptive Statistics: Villages without vs. with reservations, matched sample

(1) (2) (3) (4)
All Villages With Reservations Without Reservations Difference of means

mean mean mean difference (t-score)

District population, 1991 census 253266.18 218985.04 285668.90 66683.86
(2.35)

% women in subdistrict (tehsil) population, 1991 census 0.46 0.45 0.48 0.03
(0.91)

Village population: first panchayat period 4980.12 4904.94 5075.17 170.23
(0.16)

Number of panchayat members: first panchayat period 11.75 11.93 11.54 −0.38
(−0.47)

% SC panchayat members: first panchayat period 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.00
(0.10)

% ST panchayat members: first panchayat period 0.14 0.17 0.10 −0.08
(−1.57)

% OBC panchayat members: first panchayat period 0.35 0.38 0.31 −0.07
(−1.20)

% Hindus in village population now 0.90 0.91 0.88 −0.03
(−0.80)

% Muslims in village population now 0.06 0.04 0.07 0.02
(1.01)

% SCs in village population now 0.04 0.04 0.04 −0.00
(−0.09)

% STs in village population now 0.09 0.07 0.11 0.05
(1.34)

% OBCs in village population now 0.08 0.04 0.12 0.08
(2.56)

% own ¡2 acres of land in village population now 0.22 0.20 0.24 0.04
(1.26)

% own land in village population now 0.48 0.51 0.45 −0.07
(−1.56)

Average price: unirrigated land now (Rs.) 92620.97 91515.15 93879.31 2364.16
(0.13)

Average price: residential land now (Rs.) 321898.15 230038.46 407196.43 177157.97
(2.60)

% villages experienced drought, 1999 0.21 0.20 0.22 0.02
(0.24)

% villages experienced flood, 1999 0.15 0.12 0.18 0.06
(1.04)

% villages experienced pests, 1999 0.15 0.17 0.14 −0.04
(−0.60)

Number of villages 142 69 73

Source: Rural Economic and Demographic Survey, 2006 Village level means are provided. Column (4) displays beta coefficients, t statistics are in
parentheses.
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Table A.11: Reform’s Short & Long-term Impact on Women’s Land Inheritance, Replication
of Goyal et al. (2013)

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Hindu Hindu Non Hindu Non Hindu

Female -0.52∗∗ -0.46∗∗∗ 0.18 -0.63∗

(0.15) (0.12) (0.19) (0.30)

Female * father dies post-HSAA 0.09∗ 0.04
(0.04) (0.14)

Female * father’s death pre-1-6 years of reform -0.04 0.04
(0.05) (0.22)

Female * death post-0-5 years reform 0.04 -0.15
(0.06) (0.21)

Female * death post-6+ years reform 0.09∗ 0.14
(0.04) (0.16)

Household FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Birth Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

R-sq 0.58 0.59 0.71 0.72
N 10794 10852 608 618

∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
Note: Robust standard errors clustered at the village level in parentheses. The dependent
variable is a binary indicator of whether the respondent inherits land. The sample includes
only the household head and his siblings and it is restricted to residents of four early re-
former states: Karnataka, Maharashtra, Andhra Pradesh, and Tamil Nadu. The direction
of coefficients displayed correspond to those of Table 2 in Goyal et al. (2013). In addition
to replicating Goyal et al. (2013)’s use of gender-specific year of birth fixed effects, I include
state fixed effects.
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Table A.12: Reform’s Impact on Inheritance, Replication of Roy (2015)

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Inherit land? Inherit land? Inherit land? Inherit land?

Aged 1-10 0.06 0.11+ −0.01 0.01
(0.03) (0.04) (0.09) (0.09)

Aged 11-15 at reform 0.05 0.07 −0.03 −0.10
(0.06) (0.06) (0.04) (0.08)

Aged 16-20 at reform 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.02
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.07)

Grandfather died post reform 0.14∗ 0.20∗

(0.04) (0.07)

Aged 10 or less at reform* Grandfather died post reform −0.16∗ −0.21+

(0.05) (0.08)

Aged 11-15 at reform* Grandfather died post reform −0.08 −0.11
(0.06) (0.08)

Aged 16-20 at reform* Grandfather died post reform −0.06 −0.15+

(0.05) (0.06)

Father died post reform 0.06 0.08
(0.05) (0.06)

Aged 10 or less at reform* Father died post reform −0.05 −0.10
(0.08) (0.11)

Aged 11-15 at reform* Father died post reform −0.01 0.02
(0.04) (0.08)

Aged 16-20 at reform* Father died post reform −0.12∗ −0.07+

(0.03) (0.03)

Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Birth Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
State trends Yes Yes Yes Yes
Father’s year of death FE No No No Yes
Grandfather’s year of death FE No Yes No Yes

Adj. R-sq 0.03 0.09 0.03 0.07
N 1006 954 3142 2685

+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
Note: Robust standard errors clustered at the village level in parentheses. The dependent variable is a binary indicator
of whether the respondent inherits land. This dataset uses the REDS 2006 round. Following Roy (2015), the sample
includes only women from early reformer states: Karnataka, Kerala, Tamil Nadu, Andhra Pradesh, and Maharashtra.
Controls include the number of children in a family, caste categories, and a binary indicator for wealth status (Roy (2016)
uses a continues variable for household income without specifiying its construction). The significance and direction of
the coefficients on father’s or grandfather’s death post-reform correspond to those reported in Roy (2015). There are
two sources of difference between Roy (2015)’s presented results and the replication I am able to construct. The first is
reform’s negative impact for the 16-20 age group. The second is the number of observations in each specification. Roy
assembles a dataset of roughly twice the size of the one I can construct: for REDS 2006 round, her observations range
from 2128-2228 for specifications using grandfather’s death, to 4313-5054 when using father’s death. I am only able
to identify 957-1012 observations for her specifications using grandfathers’ death, and 2686-3143 for her specifications
using father’s death.
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Table A.13: Reservation’s Impact on Women’s Likelihood of Inheritance; Logit Model

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
All All Matched Target Target-NR Target-NR-late

Father died post reservations 0.51+ 0.48+ 1.13∗ 0.68∗ 0.70∗ 0.71∗

(0.29) (0.29) (0.50) (0.27) (0.28) (0.28)

Father died post reform -0.62∗∗ 0.24 0.27 0.36 0.45+ 0.49+

(0.21) (0.22) (0.24) (0.25) (0.26) (0.26)

Father died post reform & reservations -1.70∗∗∗ -1.34∗∗∗ -2.13∗∗∗ -1.49∗∗∗ -1.55∗∗∗ -1.59∗∗∗

(0.40) (0.39) (0.57) (0.40) (0.42) (0.42)

Controls No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Birth year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

State trends Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Pseudo R2 0.12 0.17 0.18 0.20 0.21 0.21
Observations 15197 15197 8644 9993 8932 8575

+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
Note: Robust standard errors clustered at the village level in parentheses. The dependent variable is
a binary indicator of whether or not women inherit. “All” includes all women born post-1956 Hindu
Succession Act (HSA) and pre-state Hindu Succession Act Amendment (HSAA).“Matched” uses the ge-
netically matched subset of women. “Target” in columns (4)-(6) includes only landed, Hindu women born
post-1956 HSA and pre-HSAA. “Target-NR” excludes states that do not assign reservations for female
pradhans randomly (Andhra Pradesh, Himachal Pradesh, Kerala, and Tamil Nadu). “Target-NR-late”
excludes non-random implementers of reservations and the two states to implement women’s reservations
over 10 years after Constitutional Amendments: Bihar (2006) and Jharkhand (2010). “Matched” refers
to the sample of genetically matched individuals. Controls include caste status, total number of children,
total number of female and male children, wealth status, and binary indicator for Western India. Source:
REDS 2006, NCAER.
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Table A.14: Reservation’s Impact on Women’s Likelihood of Inheritance, OLS

(1) (2) (3)
All All Matched

Father died post reservations 0.03 0.03 0.06
(0.02) (0.02) (0.04)

Father died post reform -0.04∗∗∗ 0.00 0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02)

Father died post reform & post reservations -0.06∗ -0.05∗ -0.09∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.04)

Controls No Yes Yes

State FE Yes Yes Yes

Birth year FE Yes Yes Yes

State trends Yes Yes Yes

Adj. R-sq 0.04 0.05 0.06
N 17737 17737 9817

+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
Note: Robust standard errors clustered at the village level in paren-
theses. The dependent variable is a binary indicator of whether or
not women inherit. “All” includes all women born post-1956 Hindu
Succession Act (HSA) and pre-state Hindu Succession Act Amendment
(HSAA).“Matched” uses the genetically matched subset of women. Con-
trols include caste status, total number of children, total female children
and male children, wealth status, and binary indicator for Western Indian
states. Source: REDS 2006, NCAER.
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Table A.15: Placebo test: Reservation’s Impact on Women’s Likelihood of Inheritance

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
All All Matched Target Target - NR Target-NR-late

Father died post 1984 0.02 0.01 -0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Father died post reform -0.00 0.01 0.01 0.21+ -0.00 -0.00
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.12) (0.02) (0.02)

Father died post reform & 1984 -0.06 -0.03 -0.01 -0.22+ 0.00 0.00
(0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.12) (.) (.)

Controls No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Birth year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

State trends Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Adj. R-sq 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.07 0.08 0.08
N 17727 17727 9807 11818 10693 10254

+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
Note: Robust standard errors clustered at the village level in parentheses. The dependent variable is
a binary indicator of whether or not women inherit. The main independent variable is whether father
dies in or after 1984, ten years before the introduction of women’s reservations. “All” includes all
women born post-1956 Hindu Succession Act (HSA) and pre-state Hindu Succession Act Amendment
(HSAA).“Matched” uses the genetically matched subset of women. “Target” includes only landed,
Hindu women born post-1956 HSA and pre-HSAA. “Target-NR” excludes states that do not assign
reservations for female pradhans randomly (Andhra Pradesh, Himachal Pradesh, Kerala, and Tamil
Nadu). “Target-NR-late” excludes non-random implementers of reservations and the two states to
implement women’s reservations over 10 years after Constitutional Amendments: Bihar (2006) and
Jharkhand (2010). Additionally, columns (7)-(9) exclude women with fathers whose death year is
unknown. “Matched” refers to the genetically matched subsample. Controls include caste status,
total number of children, total female children and male children, wealth status, and binary indicator
for Western India. Source: REDS 2006, NCAER.
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Table A.16: Reservation’s impact on Women’s Area of Inheritance (acres)

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Target Target Target-NR Target-NR-late

Father died post reservations 0.06 0.08+ 0.09∗ 0.09∗

(0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)

Father died post reform -0.08 -0.09 0.02 0.02
(0.07) (0.10) (0.03) (0.03)

Father died post reform & reservations -0.02 -0.04 -0.09 -0.10
(0.08) (0.07) (0.06) (0.06)

Controls No Yes Yes Yes

State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Birth year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

State trends Yes Yes Yes Yes

Adj. R-sq 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
N 11826 11826 10698 10259

+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
Note: Robust standard errors clustered at the village level in parentheses. The de-
pendent variable is the land area that women inherit, in acres. “Target” includes only
landed, Hindu women born post-1956 HSA and pre-HSAA. “Target-NR” excludes states
that do not assign reservations for female pradhans randomly (Andhra Pradesh, Hi-
machal Pradesh, Kerala, and Tamil Nadu). “Target-NR-late” excludes non-random
implementers of reservations and the two states to implement women’s reservations
over 10 years after Constitutional Amendments: Bihar (2006) and Jharkhand (2010).
Controls include caste status, total number of children, total female children and male
children, wealth status, and binary indicator for Western India. Source: REDS 2006,
NCAER.
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Table A.17: Reservations’ Dynamic Impact on Women’s Inheritance, Logit Model

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
All All Matched Target Target-NR Target-NR-late

Aged 1-20 at reform −0.33 −0.25 −0.11 0.13 −0.00 −0.05
(0.45) (0.45) (0.50) (0.48) (0.50) (0.50)

Father died post reservations 0.51+ 0.49+ 1.13∗ 0.69∗ 0.70∗ 0.70∗

(0.29) (0.29) (0.50) (0.27) (0.27) (0.28)

Father died post reform −0.64∗∗ 0.24 0.24 0.35 0.43 0.47+

(0.23) (0.24) (0.28) (0.26) (0.27) (0.27)

Father died post reform & post reservations −1.67∗∗∗ −1.34∗∗∗ −2.09∗∗∗ −1.47∗∗∗ −1.53∗∗∗ −1.56∗∗∗

(0.42) (0.40) (0.60) (0.41) (0.42) (0.43)

Aged 1-20 at reform * Father died post reform 0.20 0.05 0.16 −0.04 0.25 0.24
(0.54) (0.49) (0.54) (0.51) (0.47) (0.47)

Aged 1-20 at reform * Father died post reservations −10.71∗∗∗ −11.06∗∗∗ −8.32∗∗∗ −7.96∗∗∗ −7.82∗∗∗ −9.32∗∗∗

(1.65) (1.50) (2.07) (1.90) (1.91) (1.92)

Aged 1-20 at reform * Father died post reform & reservations 10.53∗∗∗ 11.04∗∗∗ 8.15∗∗∗ 7.78∗∗∗ 7.65∗∗∗ 9.14∗∗∗

(1.80) (1.63) (2.29) (1.95) (1.95) (1.97)
Controls No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Birth year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
State trends Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Pseudo R2 0.12 0.17 0.18 0.20 0.21 0.21
Observations 15197 15197 8644 9993 8932 8575

+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
Note: Robust standard errors clustered at the village level in parentheses. The dependent variable is a binary indicator of whether or not women
inherit. “All” includes all women born post-1956 Hindu Succession Act (HSA) and pre-state Hindu Succession Act Amendment (HSAA).“Matched”
uses the genetically matched subset of women. “Target” includes only landed, Hindu women. “Target-NR” excludes states that do not assign
reservations for female pradhans randomly (Andhra Pradesh, Himachal Pradesh, Kerala, Tamil Nadu). “Target-NR-late” excludes non-random
implementers of reservations and the two states to implement women’s reservations over 10 years after Constitutional Amendments: Bihar (2006)
and Jharkhand (2010). “Matched” refers to the genetically matched subsample. Controls include caste status, total number of children, total
number of female and male children, wealth status, and binary indicator for Western Indian states. Source: REDS 2006, NCAER.
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Table A.18: Reservations’ Dynamic Impact on Women’s Inheritance and Dowry

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

All All Matched All All Matched

Aged 1-20 at reform -0.01 -0.01 0.00 -0.03 0.01 0.02
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02)

Father died post reservations 0.03 0.03 0.06 0.04+ 0.01 0.02
(0.02) (0.02) (0.04) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03)

Father died post reform -0.04∗∗∗ 0.00 0.01 -0.66∗∗∗ -0.17∗∗∗ -0.10∗∗∗

(0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Father died post reform & post reservations -0.06∗ -0.06∗ -0.10∗ -0.12∗∗∗ -0.01 -0.03
(0.03) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02)

Aged 1-20 at reform * Father died post reform 0.00 -0.00 -0.01 0.10∗ 0.04+ 0.02
(0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.02) (0.02)

Aged 1-20 at reform * Father died post reservations -0.08∗ -0.09∗∗ -0.12∗ 0.27∗∗∗ 0.08∗ 0.12∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.05) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04)

Aged 1-20 at reform * Father died post reform & reservations 0.09∗ 0.11∗∗ 0.13∗ -0.32∗∗∗ -0.12∗∗∗ -0.14∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.06) (0.05) (0.03) (0.04)

Controls No Yes Yes No Yes Yes

State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Birth year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

State trends Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Adj. R-sq 0.04 0.06 0.05 0.53 0.78 0.80
N 17737 17737 9817 17737 17737 9817

+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
Note: Robust standard errors clustered at the village level in parentheses. The dependent variable in Columns (1)-(3) is a
binary indicator of whether or not women inherit. In Columns (4)-(6) the dependent variable is a binary indicator of whether
or not women receive dowry from their families. “All” includes all women born post-1956 Hindu Succession Act (HSA) and
pre-state Hindu Succession Act Amendment (HSAA).“Matched” uses the genetically matched subset of women. Controls
include caste status, total number of children, total female children and male children, wealth status, and binary indicator
for Western Indian states. Source: REDS 2006, NCAER.
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Table A.19: Placebo test: Reservations’ Dynamic Impact on Women’s Inheritance

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
All All Matched Target Target-NR Target-NR-late

Aged 1-20 at reform -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 0.01 -0.02 -0.02
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06)

Father died in 1984 0.01 0.01 -0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00
(0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Father died post reform 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.20 -0.00 -0.00
(0.04) (0.05) (.) (0.11) (0.02) (0.02)

Father died post reform & 1984 -0.07 -0.03 -0.01 -0.21 0.00 0.00
(0.04) (0.05) (0.02) (0.11) (.) (.)

Aged 1-20 at reform * Father died post reform 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.01
(.) (0.03) (0.05) (.) (0.06) (0.06)

Aged 1-20 at reform * Father died post 1984 0.00 -0.01 0.01 -0.02 0.02 0.02
(0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06)

Aged 1-20 at reform * Father died post reform & 1984 0.02 0.00 -0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00
(0.03) (.) (0.06) (0.05) (.) (.)

Controls No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Birth year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

State trends Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Adj. R-sq 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.07 0.08 0.08
N 17727 17727 9807 11818 10693 10254

+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
Note: Robust standard errors clustered at the village level in parentheses. The dependent variable is a binary indicator of
whether or not women inherit. The main independent variable is whether father dies in or after 1984, ten years before the
introduction of women’s reservations. “All” includes all women born post-1956 Hindu Succession Act (HSA) and pre-state
Hindu Succession Act Amendment (HSAA).“Matched” uses the genetically matched subset of women. “Target” includes only
landed, Hindu women born post-1956 HSA and pre-HSAA. “Target-NR” excludes states that do not assign reservations for
female pradhans randomly (Andhra Pradesh, Himachal Pradesh, Kerala, and Tamil Nadu). “Target-NR-late” excludes non-
random implementers of reservations and the two states to implement women’s reservations over 10 years after Constitutional
Amendments: Bihar (2006) and Jharkhand (2010). Additionally, columns (7)-(9) exclude women with fathers whose death
year is unknown. Controls include caste status, total number of children, total female children and male children, wealth
status, and binary indicator for Western India. Source: REDS 2006, NCAER.
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Table A.20: Reservation’s Impact on Attendance and Pradhan’s Effectiveness, Matched Samples

(1) (2)
Attendance Effectiveness

Matched Matched

Female -0.21∗∗∗ -0.02
(0.02) (0.02)

Latest pradhan seat reserved for woman 0.05+ 0.54∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.02)

Female * Reservations 0.06 0.00
(0.05) (0.03)

Controls Yes Yes

Village FE Yes Yes

Birth year FE Yes Yes

Adj. R-sq 0.46 0.28
N 13382 12885

+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
Note: Robust standard errors clustered at the village level in parentheses. The
dependent variable is a binary indicator of whether or not women attended the
latest gram sabha in Column (1). In Column (2) the dependent variable is a 3-
tier scale representing respondents’ evaluation of the Pradhan’s “Ability to solve
social problems, such as disputes over land, marriage, etc.”. Ranking varies from
“high” (3), to “medium” (2) or “low” (1). The sample includes genetically matched
observations. Controls include caste status, total number of children, total female
children and male children, wealth status, and a binary indicator for Western Indian
states. Source: REDS 2006, NCAER.
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Table A.21: Reservation’s Impact on Women’s Participation in Gram Sabha, Logit model

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
All All Matched All-NR All-NR-late

Female -2.90∗∗∗ -2.11∗∗∗ -2.06∗∗∗ -2.08∗∗∗ -2.06∗∗∗

(0.16) (0.16) (0.20) (0.17) (0.17)

Latest pradhan seat reserved for woman -1.52∗∗∗ -1.75∗∗∗ -1.77∗∗∗ 0.34∗∗∗ 0.34∗∗∗

(0.13) (0.16) (0.20) (0.08) (0.08)

Female * Reservations 0.26 0.30 0.39 0.12 0.14
(0.33) (0.32) (0.45) (0.37) (0.37)

Controls No Yes Yes Yes Yes

Village FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Birth year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Pseudo R2 0.46 0.48 0.48 0.47 0.47
N 22235 22235 13277 17446 17074

+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
Note: Robust standard errors clustered at the village level in parentheses. The dependent variable
is a binary indicator of whether or not women attended the latest gram sabha. “All” includes all
women born post-1956 Hindu Succession Act (HSA) and pre-state Hindu Succession Act Amend-
ment (HSAA). “All-NR” excludes states that do not assign reservations for female pradhans
randomly (Andhra Pradesh, Himachal Pradesh, Kerala, Tamil Nadu). “All-NR-late” excludes
non-random implementers of reservations and the two states to implement women’s reservations
over 10 years after Constitutional Amendments: Bihar (2006) and Jharkhand (2010). “Matched”
refers to the sample of genetically matched individuals. Controls include caste status, total num-
ber of children, total female children and male children, wealth status, and a binary indicator for
Western Indian states. Source: REDS 2006, NCAER.
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Table A.22: Reservations’ Impact on Women’s Likelihood of Receiving Dowry

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
All All Matched Target Target-NR Target-NR-late

Father died post reservations 0.04∗ 0.01 0.02 -0.00 -0.01 -0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Father died post reform -0.65∗∗∗ -0.16∗∗∗ -0.09∗∗∗ -0.17∗∗∗ -0.19∗∗∗ -0.18∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Father died post reform & reservations -0.14∗∗∗ -0.03 -0.04 -0.01 0.01 0.01

(0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Controls No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Cohort FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

State trends Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Adj. R-sq 0.53 0.78 0.80 0.78 0.80 0.80
N 17737 17737 9817 11826 10698 10259

+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
Note: Robust standard errors clustered at the village level in parentheses. The dependent variable is a binary
indicator of whether or not a woman receives dowry from her family. “All” includes all women born post-1956
Hindu Succession Act (HSA) and pre-state Hindu Succession Act Amendment (HSAA). “Target” includes only
landed, Hindu women born post-1956 HSA and pre-HSAA. “Target-NR” excludes states that do not assign
reservations for female pradhans randomly (Andhra Pradesh, Himachal Pradesh, Kerala, and Tamil Nadu).
“Target-NR-late” excludes non-random implementers of reservations and the two states to implement women’s
reservations over 10 years after Constitutional Amendments: Bihar (2006) and Jharkhand (2010). “Matched”
refers to the genetically matched subsample. Controls include caste status, total number of children, total
female children and male children, wealth status, and binary indicator for Western India. Source: REDS 2006,
NCAER.

Table A.23: Reservations’ Dynamic Impact on Women’s Dowry, Logit Model

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
All All Matched Target Target-NR Target-NR-late

Aged 1-20 at reform 0.37 0.39 0.45 0.71 2.29∗∗ 2.23∗∗

(0.38) (0.46) (0.48) (0.64) (0.76) (0.78)
Father died post reservations 0.23 0.12 0.37 -0.02 -0.22 -0.20

(0.22) (0.23) (0.42) (0.26) (0.22) (0.23)
Father died post reform -3.73∗∗∗ -1.49∗∗∗ -1.15∗∗∗ -1.66∗∗∗ -1.76∗∗∗ -1.77∗∗∗

(0.15) (0.19) (0.22) (0.21) (0.23) (0.25)
Father died post reform & reservations -0.78∗∗ -0.08 -0.38 0.27 0.43 0.44

(0.26) (0.29) (0.40) (0.30) (0.29) (0.30)
Aged 1-20 at reform * Father died post reform 0.04 0.53 0.69 0.48 -1.57∗ -1.61∗

(0.40) (0.49) (0.46) (0.75) (0.75) (0.77)
Aged 1-20 at reform * Father died post reservations 13.20∗∗∗ 12.83∗∗∗ 13.31∗∗∗ 12.21∗∗∗ 11.53∗∗∗ 11.75∗∗∗

(0.52) (0.72) (1.11) (0.88) (0.86) (0.89)
Aged 1-20 at reform * Father died post reform & reservations -13.93∗∗∗ -13.98∗∗∗ -14.29∗∗∗ -13.20∗∗∗ -11.93∗∗∗ -12.17∗∗∗

(0.57) (0.75) (1.15) (0.96) (0.89) (0.91)
Controls No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cohort FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
State trends Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Pseudo R2 0.444 0.744 0.761 0.739 0.760 0.761
N 16446 16446 9252 10768 9670 9288

+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
Note: Robust standard errors clustered at the village level in parentheses. The dependent variable is a binary indicator of whether or
not women receive dowry from their families. “All” includes all women born post-1956 Hindu Succession Act (HSA) and pre-state Hindu
Succession Act Amendment (HSAA). “Target” includes only landed, Hindu women. “Target-NR” excludes states that do not assign
reservations for female pradhans randomly (Andhra Pradesh, Himachal Pradesh, Kerala, Tamil Nadu). “Target-NR-late” excludes non-
random implementers of reservations and the two states to implement women’s reservations over 10 years after Constitutional Amendments:
Bihar (2006) and Jharkhand (2010). “Matched” refers to the genetically matched subsample. Controls include caste status, total number
of children, total number of female and male children, wealth status, and a binary indicator for Western Indian states. Source: REDS
2006, NCAER.
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A.1 Online Appendix Figures

Figure A.1: Qualitative Interview Districts, Andhra Pradesh State

Census of India, 2001 political boundaries.
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Figure A.2: Village-level Distribution of Reservations for Female Pradhans

Source: NCAER Rural Economic and Demographic Survey, 2006.
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Figure A.3: Indian States by Implementation Date of Women’s Reservations

Legend
Reservation Date

1993
1994
1995 - 1996
1997 - 1998
1999 - 2006
States Not Included

Source: NCAER Rural Economic and Demographic Survey, 2006.
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Figure A.4: Indian States by Proportion of Individuals in Ever Reserved Villages

Legend
Proportion of Individuals in Reserved Villages

1% - 25%
26% - 50%
51% - 75%
76% - 99%
States Not Included

Source: NCAER Rural Economic and Demographic Survey, 2006.
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Figure A.5: Reservation’s Impact on Women’s Land Inheritance (acres) Conditional on Eligibility

Source: NCAER Rural Economic and Demographic Survey, 2006. The sample includes landed, Hindu women who were born pre-reform in their
respective states and post-HSA. Those women are excluded whose fathers reside in states that do not assign reservations randomly (Andhra
Pradesh, Himachal Pradesh, Kerala, and Tamil Nadu). Each point on the graph represents the average area (in acres) of land inherited in a certain
acquisition year for individuals whose land acquisition year is known.
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Figure A.6: Comparison of Net Effects for Table 1: Reservations’ Impact on Daughters’ Inheritance
in Presence vs. Absence of Reform

a) Women entering marriage markets at reform. b) Women exiting marriage markets at reform.

Source: NCAER Rural Economic and Demographic Survey, 2006. The sample includes women born into landed, Hindu families after 1956 HSA,
but before state-specific HSAA. It excludes women born in states that do not assign reservations randomly (Andhra Pradesh, Himachal Pradesh,
Kerala, and Tamil Nadu). For Figure A.6a, the net effect of reform pre-reservations is calculated using the following formula: δ′ + θ′′, the net
effect of reform post-reservations is calculated by δ′ + δ′′′ + θ′′ + δ′′′′, their difference is given by δ′′′ + δ′′′′ from Equation 2. For Figure A.6b,
the net effect of reform pre-reservations is given by δ′, the net effect of reform post-reservations is δ′ + δ′′′.
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Figure A.7: Cumulative Distribution of Marriage Age for Women

Source: NCAER Rural Economic and Demographic Survey, 2006. The sample includes all women in the sample. The x-axis represents marriage
age. The y-axis represents the cumulative probability of a woman marrying at that age. Each point on the graph represents the cumulative
probability of marriage at a certain age.

Figure A.8: Density Plots for the Percentage of Women in Sub-district Population
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Figure A.9: Coding Strategy: Treatment by Women’s Reservations and Eligibility for Gender-Equal Inheritance Rights
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** A woman is able to effectively transfer formal land inheritance rights where reservations for female heads of local government (pradhans) 
have been in place before/at the time of the patriarch’s death. 
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Note to Figure A.9: Application of Hindu Succession Amendment Act

Inheritance is a concurrent topic in India, meaning that both the state and the central

government have the right to legislate on it. Consequently, the timing of the Hindu Succession

Amendment Act varies across states. Andhra Pradesh, Tamil Nadu, Karnataka, Kerala and

Maharashtra enacted state-level inheritance reforms in 1976-1994 (1976, 1986, 1989, 1994

and 1994, respectively). As of 2005, national legislation enacted reform in all other Indian

states. The text of reform is nearly identical across states. The one exception is Kerala, which

abolished the Hindu Joint Family rather than passing the HSAA. It shares the HSAA’s goal:

establishing gender-equal inheritance rights. The Hindu Succession Amendment Act was

significant because it made daughters members of the coparcenary, the group of individuals

receiving an independent share in joint family property upon birth. The HSAA also made

it possible for daughters to alienate their share and demand partition of the property.

Prior to the HSAA reforms, inheritance was governed by the Hindu Succession Act of

1956 which did not grant equal rights to inheritance of joint family property for daughters.

Sons became members of the coparcenary upon birth and received their own independent

share of ancestral property. At this time, the coparcenary only included three generations of

male descendants, who had a direct right by birth to an independent share of the joint family

property. Upon the death of the father, sons received their share of the father’s property

alongside their own independent share. Additionally, sons could demand partition of the

joint family property while daughters could not.

The HSA specified that daughters receive an equal share to that of sons when a Hindu

male died intestate. This share, however, was only derived from the father’s independent

share in the joint family property. Unlike sons, daughters never had an independent share of

the joint family property. Daughters received limited estate upon inheritance, which meant

they could enjoy profits from the family property, but they were not allowed to alienate their

share. Roy (2016) notes that this “notional” portion of the father’s share in the joint family

property was determined on a per capita basis based on the hypothetical partitioning of
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the property, as if partitioning had taken place just before the death. In contrast, after the

HSA’s amendment eligible daughters’ and sons’ shares of joint family property were fully

equalized.
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Figure A.10: Comparisons of Coefficient Sizes for Table 1

a) Columns 1-4 b) Columns 5-8

Source: NCAER Rural Economic and Demographic Survey, 2006.)
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Figure A.11: Comparisons of Net Effects’ Impact on Women’s Probability of Inheritance

Source: NCAER Rural Economic and Demographic Survey, 2006. The sample includes landed, Hindu women born after 1956 Hindu Sucession Act,
but before state-specific HSAA reforms. It excludes women born in states that do not assign reservations randomly (Andhra Pradesh, Himachal
Pradesh, Kerala, and Tamil Nadu). Net effects are based on Table 1, Column 3. The effect of reservations post-reform is calculated by δ + γ2,
the effect of reform post-reservations is given by γ1 + γ2. The total effect of reform and reservations is calculated by using the following formula:
γ1 + δ + γ2 in Equation 1.
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Figure A.12: Comparisons of Coefficient Sizes for Reservations’ Impact on Daughters’ Like-
lihood of Receiving Dowry

a) Women entering marriage markets at reform. b) Women exiting marriage markets at reform.

Source: NCAER Rural Economic and Demographic Survey, 2006. The sample includes women born into landed, Hindu families after 1956 HSA,
but before state-specific HSAA. It excludes women born in states that do not assign reservations randomly (Andhra Pradesh, Himachal Pradesh,
Kerala, and Tamil Nadu). Net effects are based on Table 3’s OLS regression estimates. For Figure A.12a, the net effect of reservations pre-reform
is calculated using the following formula: δ′′ + θ′′′, the net effect of reservations post-reform is calculated by δ′′ + δ′′′ + θ′′′ + δ′′′′, their difference
is given by δ′′′ + δ′′′′ from Equation 2. For Figure A.12b, the net effect of reservations pre-reform is given by δ′′, the net effect of reservations
post-reform is δ′′ + δ′′′.
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