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Research Question

What is the impact of justification for AA on the

Lea Petters and Marina Schroder

Treatments

Equal Opportunities

Unequal Opportunities

Does AA affect performance?

Results
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Experimental Design

Random-effects model. allowing for creator random effects. In both specifications robust standard errors are clustered by

matching groups of eight participants. Standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01. ** p<0.05. * p<0.1.

Are peer reviews biased as a result of AA?
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In an unequal opportunities setting, quotas do not bear these
undesirable effects

* with ex-ante inequality quotas help to debias peer reviews

Important implications also for policy makers and organizations

Two-way error component linear model. allowing for creator and evaluator random effects. In both specifications robust standard

errors are clustered by matching groups of eight participants. Standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01. ** p<0.05. * p<0.1.

Who gives biased reviews?
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Performance measured through evaluation of independent
online-raters
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Two-way error component linear model. allowing for creator and evaluator random effects. In both specifications robust standard

errors are clustered by matching groups of eight participants. Standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01. ** p<0.05. * p<0.1.




