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FIGURE 1. Intensity of Treatment Effect

Note: Displays the marginal effect of treatment on number of critical questions asked and percentage of critical questions, based on
internet penetration, which impacts the intensity experienced by delegates. The panels are derived from the fully-specified models (4,
8, 9, and 10) in Table 5. Triangles demonstrate marginal effects. with range bars representing 90% Confidence Intervals.

penetration is about 8% (the level observed in Hanoi
and Ho Chi Minh City) , we find that treated delegates
ask a full question less and reduce their criticism more
than 12% below the delegates in the control group—a
highly significant difference, as measured by the t-value
over 6. When we compare the treatment intensity be-
tween the sixth session and average participation in
Models 9 and 10, we see similar though slightly less
pronounced results. Here, the effect is a reduction of
about 0.6 questions and 0.8% less criticism in the fully
specified model.

The component terms in the interaction are not ro-
bustly significant, but are uniformly positively signed.
Nevertheless, we cannot say definitively that the trans-
parency or Internet penetration has an independent
effect on delegate participation. Figure 1 provides
a graphic illustration of the predicted effects from
the four fully specified models. Triangles depict the
marginal effect of treatment at different levels of In-
ternet penetration, whereas range bars show 90% con-
fidence intervals. The graphs show clearly that at low
levels of Internet penetration, treatment has no impact
on delegate behavior, but at high levels of Internet pen-
etration, the treatment effect is large and significant.17

17 A continuous measurement of treatment intensity may be inap-
propriate, as it is possible that penetration only needs to reach a
particular threshold to influence delegate behavior. After that, ad-
ditional increases in penetration may have little effect. As a robust-
ness check in Online Appendix 12, we use a dichotomous measure
of sufficient penetration and rerun our analysis. We use different
cutoffs ranging from 4% to 8%. Our findings are unchanged by
these specifications. To be conservative, we present the continuous

The results of the treatment-intensity analysis could
lead to several interpretations. Based solely on the per-
formance in the query sessions, delegates appear to be-
have according to the adverse consequences hypothesis
(H1). Delegates receiving the strongest exposure to the
“Delegates of the National Assembly” web page were
the most likely to curtail their activities and criticism
of national policy and top leaders. Transparency forced
them to behave in a conforming manner, as they feared
their comments may be revealed to the public. Such
revelations may have led to public unrest and damaged
the co-optive exchange worked out between delegates
and the leadership.

Further analysis reveals that the three alternative
measures of treatment intensity (urban share, college
students, and state employment) demonstrate a simi-
lar pattern in all specifications. Although the findings
are only statistically significant when it comes to the
number of questions asked for urbanization and col-
lege share, the robustness of the pattern is telling.18

The interaction between the treatment and intensity
measure is always negative and sizable, indicating that
increased exposure reduces the willingness of delegates
to participate and criticize. This is strong evidence for
the adverse consequences hypothesis.

treatment effects in Table 5, as there is little literature to suggest
what an appropriate threshold penetration should be. Moreover, if
a threshold effect is relevant and the case and each unit change in
internet penetration has little effect, this would actually bias against
a significant finding.
18 Available in supplemental Online Appendix 11.
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