Supplementary Material

Figures 

[image: A graph of different countries/regions

Description automatically generated with medium confidence]
Figure A - The figure shows the distribution of articles collected for the analysis across genders, years, and countries in the sample.
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Figure B - illustrates changes in the proportion of women representatives in the lower or single chambers of parliaments of countries in the sample. 















Tables


	Supplementary Table 1. Output of eMFDscore Python Package

	Country
	Title
	Loyalty
vice
	Sanctity
vice
	Authority
vice
	Loyalty
virtue
	Sanctity
virtue
	Authority
virtue
	Moral Rhetoric Score

	Kenya
	Parents Reject Sex Education for Kids
	0.005
	0.063
	0.012
	0.0127
	0.005
	0.002
	0.0997


Table 1: The article analyzed in Table 1 reports about parents staging a protest against a sex education bill proposed by Senator Judith Sijeny. According to the report, families called for the removal of Senator Sijeny from office. They believed that their authority as parents had been undermined, sex education would increase incidents of immorality among children, and families should be included in educational decisions. As can be seen in Table 1, scores for vices of sanctity (morality of kids) and authority (of parents) and the virtue of loyalty (family) are higher compared to negligible values of other aspects.
 



Table 2 - Within-Between Random Effects Model for The Effect of Quota Adoption on Conservative Moral Rhetoric in News Coverage of Women Politicians (complete Results)
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Table 3 - Within-Between Random Effects Model for Relationship between Quota Type and Conservative Moral Rhetoric in New Coverage of Women Politicians (complete results)
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Table 4 - Fixed-effects model for Relationship between Quota Adoption and Conservative Moral Rhetoric in New Coverage of Women Politicians
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In estimating the fixed-effects models, I employed a similar specification as the random-effects models. 



Table 5 - Fixed-effects model for Relationship between Quota Type and Conservative Moral Rhetoric in New Coverage of Women Politicians
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Table 6 - Within-Between Random Effects Model for The Effect of Quota Adoption on Conservative Moral Rhetoric (vice) in News Coverage of Women Politicians
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Table 7 - Within-Between Random Effects Model for The Effect of Quota Adoption on Conservative Moral Rhetoric (virtue) in News Coverage of Women Politicians 
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Dependent variable:

Conservative Moral Rhetoric Score

%Women Representation —0.007*
(0.004)
Gender[woman] —0.002***
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Quota Type[reserved-seat] —0.002*
(0.001)
%Women Representation:Gender[woman]| 0.008**
(0.004)
%Women Representation:Quota Type 0.008
(0.006)
Gender[woman]:Quota Type 0.0001
(0.0003)
%Women Representation:Gender:Quota Type 0.012%**
(0.004)
Constant 0.075%**
(0.003)
Country FE Yes
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Publication FE Yes
Observations 98,996
R? 0.052
Adjusted R? 0.049

Residual Std. Error
F Statistic

0.014 (df = 98655)
15.868*** (df = 340; 93655)

Note:

*p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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Dependent variable:

Conservative Moral Rhetoric Score(vice)

%Women Representation(demeaned) —0.010***
(0.003)
Gender[woman]| —0.003***
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Quota Adoption 0.00000
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(0.004)
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(0.003)
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(0.003)
Gender[woman]:Quota Adoption 0.001***
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(0.003)
Constant 0.041***
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Country 10
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Country:Month 252
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Log Likelihood 466,660.200
Akaike Inf. Crit. —933,294.400
Bayesian Inf. Crit. —933,165.400

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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Dependent variable:

Conservative Moral Rhetoric Score(virtue)

%Women Representation(demeaned) 0.008***
(0.002)
Gender[woman]| 0.0002**
(0.0001)
Quota Adoption 0.002***
(0.0002)
%Women Representation(mean) —0.012***
(0.003)
%Women Representation(demeaned):Gender[woman| —0.025%**
(0.002)
%Women Representation(demeaned):Quota Adoption —0.010***
(0.003)
Gender[woman]:Quota Adoption —0.0005***
(0.0001)
%Women Representation:Gender:Quota 0.030***
(0.003)
Constant 0.031***
(0.001)
Country 10
Country:Publication 99
Country:Month 252
Observations 150,231
Log Likelihood 475,496.600
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Bayesian Inf. Crit. —950,838.200

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; **p<0.01
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Dependent variable:

Conservative Moral Rhetoric Score
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(0.004)
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(0.003)
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(0.004)
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(0.004)
Constant 0.072%**
(0.001)
Country 10
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Country:Month 252
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Akaike Inf. Crit. —864,649.200
Bayesian Inf. Crit. —864,520.300

Note:

*p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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Dependent variable:

Conservative Moral Rhetoric Score
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Dependent variable:

Conservative Moral Rhetoric Score
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