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Abstract

We provide the first field experiment dealing with prescriptive gender stereotyping
on moral issues, during a mass religious event that is likely to make these judgments
salient. The survey experiment took place during the 2023 World Youth Day in Lisbon,
an event with Pope Francis that gathered 2 million pilgrims from around the World. We
asked 1800 Pilgrims from 80 nationalities to judge hypothetical norm-violating scenarios
with varying genders, related to lying, sexual promiscuity, and parental care. We find
that respondents exhibit high levels of judgment, with women being, in general, less
harshly judged than men. We also find that women judge other women less severely in
the scenario related to parental care, while men do not discriminate by gender in any
scenario. Moreover, more conservative respondents are more judgmental, but do not
discriminate between genders, while less fundamentalist ones are less judgemental, but

discriminate in favour of women.
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1 Introduction

Society imputes different social and moral responsibilities to men and women, different
ways of being and acting, which ultimately shape moral, social, risk, negotiation, and com-
petition preferences (Niederle and Vesterlund, 2011), or perceptions of performance (Bordalo
et al., 2019). Moral judgments are shaped by cognitive and emotional processes, which can
interact with gender norms and stereotypes (Buckholtz et al., 2015). Glick and Fiske (1996)’s
ambivalent sexism theory underscores how stereotypes can affect judgments in scenarios like
parental care or sexual behavior, mediated by both hostile and benevolent sexism.

Religions play a significant role in shaping these frameworks, since they provide explicit
moral guidelines to tell right from wrong behavior, frequently emphasizing distinct gender
roles for sexual behavior, parental care, and honesty (Gundersen and Beck, 2020). More-
over, religion is a powerful socializing force that reinforces group norms and in-group soli-
darity, which can amplify biases against individuals perceived as deviating from prescribed
norms.! In the context of this study, Catholicism emphasizes traditional family structures,
sexual morality, and parental responsibilities, providing a fertile ground for exploring how
religiously informed moral schemes intersect with gender discrimination. By focusing on a
highly religious sample, this research uniquely captures the influence of religion on gendered
moral judgments in a real-world context.

Gender stereotypes can be both descriptive — beliefs about men and women’s character-
istics, i.e., how the are or how they behave — or prescriptive — beliefs about how men and
women should behave or be. Importantly, prescriptive stereotypes often imply penalties for
norm violation. Note that these need not be negative; e.g. stereotypically perceive women
as more likely to be caring is a positive bias. These concepts have been widely studied in
the psychology literature. Several papers analysing labour and leadership relationships apply

these concepts, which lend them self naturally to these settings, as the male-prescribed char-

1Becker et al. (2021) review the literature on religion in economic history and discuss the role of human
capital. In addition, Sinding Bentzen (2019) discusses the importance and persistance of religion in coping
with natural disasters.



acteristic of agency is associated with leadership roles. Applications include Heilman et al.
(2004, 2024) or Rudman and Glick (2001), which show that women are penalized when they
fail to comply with the norms. These penalties may include lower wage recommendations
(Heilman et al., 2004), or restricted access to social networks (Casciaro and Lobo, 2005).

We provide the first field experiment dealing with prescriptive gender stereotyping on
moral issues. Moreover, we do so in a context of a mass religious event, in which prescriptive
stereotyping is prominent. We examine gender discrimination in moral judgment through a
field survey experiment conducted during the 2023 World Youth Day in Lisbon, an event that
gathered an estimated 2 million pilgrims, for one week, to see Pope Francis in August 2023.
Using a diverse and religiously motivated sample of 1800 Catholic pilgrims of 80 different
nationalities, we explore how gender shapes moral evaluations of hypothetical scenarios in-
volving lying in the job place, sexual promiscuity, and parental care. Our treatment consists
in varying the gender of the individual who pursued the described behaviour, in otherwise
standardised fictional scenarios. We are also interested in the impact of the gender of the per-
son who judges the scenario. This context allows us to capture moral judgments in a highly
value-oriented and culturally specific setting, offering insights that extend beyond controlled
laboratory experiments.

Our main results are as follows. First, respondents exhibit high levels of judgment.
Second, women are, on average, less judged than men. Third, while men do not discriminate
according to the gender of the person pursuing the action in the hypothetical scenario, women
tend to be more lenient about other women’s behaviour. These effects are driven by the
parental care scenario, a finding which is consistent with the conclusions of the literature
about gender discrimination in the labour market (Bertrand and Duflo, 2017) and to the
child penalties related to gender and parenthood (Kleven et al., 2019, 2024). Moreover, more
conservative respondents are more judgmental, but do not discriminate between genders,
while less fundamentalist ones are less judgemental, but discriminate in favour of women.

We also present some evidence that the gender of the enumerator does not play a role,



suggesting that experimenter demand effects are not very relevant in this setting (Zizzo,
2010; De Quidt et al., 2018, 2019).

While there is a breadth of theoretical work on the gendered dimensions of moral judgment
— encompassing academic, historical, and religious texts — there is scarce empirical work
exploring how people judge moral situations differently based on the gender. Related research
shows that gender stereotypes affect the way people approach, interpret, and remember
information about themselves and others (Ellemers, 2018).

Our paper is related to the nascent experimental literature on prescriptive stereotyping
(Bordalo et al., 2016) and misperceptions about others (Bursztyn and Yang, 2022). Bursztyn
et al. (2020) show that (upward and truthful) correction of mens’ beliefs about their male
peers’ acceptance of women working outside the home increases their willingness to support
their wives seeking outside-the-home jobs. Conversely, women who learn about the true ac-
ceptance amongst males are more likely to take higher-paying outside-the-home jobs. Indeed,
misperceptions about the true distribution of gender norms are common and context-specific
(Bursztyn et al., 2023). More precisely, support for equality-promoting policies amongst
men is underestimated in less equal countries. Dhar et al. (2022) analyses a randomized
classroom experiment entailing discussions about gender equality, and finds a significant and
long-lasting decrease in support for regressive attitudes.

Contrary to these two papers, our treatment does not aim at curbing the stereotype
with information provision; rather, we focus on the impact of the gender of the person who
judges females or males who fail to comply with prescriptive stereotypes usually associated
with women. This approach resembles that of Asmat et al. (2024), who assess the extent to
which females are harmed when being judged by females using data from 133 years of piano
competitions; however, their analysis is about performance and is unrelated to stereotyping.
Moreover, they do not vary exogenously the gender of the judged individual, as we do in our
field experiment.

There is also a small, but important, literature about the impacts of mass gatherings,



or other religion-related special events, to which our paper speaks. Bassi and Rasul (2017)
documents the influence of the papal visit to Brazil in 1991 on short-run intent to contrapet
and long-term outcomes related to fertility. Exposure to papal speeches, which drew heavily
on fertility issues, decreased the prevalence of contraception and increased births by 1.6 per-
cent 9 months later. Farina and Pathania (2020) shows that papal visits to Italian provinces
decrease abortions by between 10 and 20%, in the period between three and 14 months after
the visit. Clingingsmith et al. (2009) exploit the random assignment of a Visa lottery in Pak-
istan to participate in the annual Haij Muslim pilgrimage to Meca. They find significantly
positive treatment effects on global Islamic religious practices, on inter-group acceptance,
and on ecumenic beliefs beliefs about peace and equality. They also find a positive effect on
acceptance of female education and employment.

The policy relevance of this topic lies in its implications for fairness and equality. Moral
judgments are not made in a vacuum; they often inform decisions in governance, law, edu-
cation, and healthcare. For example, biases in moral judgment could affect jury decisions,
hiring practices, or parental custody rulings. As these moral judgments are likely to affect
individual preferences, they also can have an impact on education and professional choices,
for example, leading men and women to choose different fields of study and careers. Evidence
of systematic gender discrimination in moral evaluations calls for nuanced interventions that
mitigate these biases, contributing to the development of fairer institutional frameworks.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we discuss the institutional setting and
describe the data. In Section 3 we explain the experiment while in Section 4 we present the

results. Section 5 concludes.

2 Institutional Setting and Data

World Youth Day (WYD) is a global event organized by the Catholic Church that gathers

young people from around the world, established by Pope John Paul IT in 1985. It is held



every two to three years in different cities and features a variety of spiritual, educational,
and cultural activities, including masses, catechesis sessions, and a final vigil and Mass with
the Pope. The 2023 WYD was held in Lisbon. For this experiment, we took advantage of a
massive installation of 150 private confession cabins in a public park in Lisbon — the so-called
Parque do Perdio (Reconciliation Park), where we approached pilgrims.?

This place was especially suited to conduct our survey experiment as this was a space of
healing, gift, and joy, where social and moral preferences can be more salient and, importantly,
where a transmitting effect of generosity for the general population may arise. In Parque do
Perdao there were several waiting moments, given the demand and the number of existing
concessionaires, contributing to a very generous willingness from the pilgrims to participate
in our study. In other spaces, where other social and religious activities took place, our
interviews could imply the interruption of the pilgrims’ attention, and we did our best to
be as non-invasive as possible. Furthermore, it should be highlighted that the assistants
who carried out the interviews were trained by the research team so that they are careful
and sensitive in their approach, so as not to disturb pilgrims during their most introspective
moments.

We restricted participation to individuals with at least 18 years of age, making sure that
they understood and spoke Portuguese and/or English.?> Subjects were incentivized with
22 lotteries (two 500 euros and twenty 50 euros) to increase attentiveness that were later
randomly assigned by the research team and announced on the X-Lab website.?

We implemented a one-sheet, two-page survey, in A4 format, that collected information
on a battery of sociodemographic questions about the respondent, such as age, gender, na-
tionality, education level. Moreover, we ask questions about religious behaviours, such as

church going, or praying, that allow us to use the centrality of religiosity scale (Huber and

2(Confessions were available in the 4 official languages of the WYD Lisbon 2023 (Portuguese, English, Spanish
and Italian) and in other languages. More information about this park can be found in https://www.lisb
0a2023.org/en/forgiveness-park.

3 All participants signed an informed consent agreement stating that they could give up at any point in time.

4More information in http://xlabonline.com/field-experiment-at-world-youth-event-2023/.
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Huber, 2012). We complement these with respondents’ views on topical issues in current
religious debates, such as the possibility that females preside over the Mass or the extension
of religious marriage to same-sex couples. The treatment was implemented on the same
paper-based survey. We turn to it below.

We present the descriptive statistics in Table 1. Our sample collected questions from
more female respondents (58.2%) than male. Although there were more women research
assistants (17) than men (15), male assistants collected slightly more than half of the valid
survey responses that we use in our sample. Moreover, our sample is young (on average,
27 years old), highly educated (66% self-reported to have a bachelor degree), was in Lisbon
specifically for the WYD and came from abroad. The number of survey responses was evenly
distributed on the four days that Parque do Perdao operated, with more responses recorded

on August 2, when the park remained open later than on the other days.

Table 1: Summary statistics

Mean Std. dev. Min Max

female respondent 0.582 0.493 0 1
female assistant 0.473 0.499 0 1
age 27.286 10.548 18 79
in Lisbon for WYD  0.890 0.313 0 1
religiosity index 4.541 0.527 1.6 5
foreigner 0.713 0.452 0 1
graduate 0.658 0.474 0 1
August 1 0.230 0.421 0 1
August 2 0.274 0.446 0 1
August 3 0.242 0.429 0 1
August 4 0.253 0.435 0 1

Our sample comprises respondents from 80 nationalities, as shown in Table Al in the
Appendix. The top 5 nationalities are Portuguese (29%), Spanish (12%), Brazilian (8%),
French (8%), and American (6%).

3 Treatment

We aim at measuring the gendered dimension of moral judgments of prescriptive stereo-

types. To do so, we create three social norm-violating hypothetical scenarios and vary the



gender of the individual taking the actions in each scenario. We then ask the respondents to
morally rate the scenarios.

Our (pre-specified) outcome variable is the sum of the responses to three questions, each
related to one of the scenarios. In what follows, this variable is called index. More specifically,
we ask participants to “Morally rate the following fictional situations on a scale from 1

(morally objectionable) to 6 (not morally objectionable):”

1. Alice/ Henry missed work because she/ he went to a party the day before, and lied to

the employer saying she/ he was sick
2. Diana/ Adrian always works late and can rarely pick up the children from school
3. Caroline/ Carl, who is married, went out at night and had sex with a stranger

The respondents saw only three female or three male names. Therefore, this is between-
subject design as each participant is only exposed to one treatment environment. As such, the
participants are not provided with clues to infer the treatment they are assigned to (Charness
et al., 2012). Moreover, we are exploiting implicit discrimination (de Quidt, 2024). The
treatment refers to female characters undertaking the actions under each of the scenarios.

We prepared a pile of surveys alternating male and female characters in the three hy-
potethical scenarios. Fach of the 32 enumerators in the team took surveys from this common
pile and scattered randomly around the Reconciliation Park to recruit subjects. The fact
that all the enumerators drew the surveys from the common pile ensures that, on average,
one half of the subjects were treated with hypothetical scenarios involving female characters.
We show that treatment is balanced on several variables in Table A2 in the Appendix.

The non-parametric distribution of the index is displayed in Figure 1, suggesting first
order stochastic dominance of the distribution of the control (i.e., male characters in the hy-
pothetical scenarios) observations over treatment (i.e., female characters in the hypothetical

scenarios) ones.



Figure 1: Distribution of responses, by treatment
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4 Experimental results

—— Treatment
=== Control

We now present our main results. We begin by estimating the treatment effect, namely,

the extent to which norm-violating behaviours are judged differently depending on the gender

of the non-complier. Next, we test whether the judgment depends on the gender of the

respondent and, in particular, whether same-gender judgments are different from cross-gender

ones. This is an important research question, as cross-gender effects have been shown to play

a role by, e.g., Asmat et al. (2024). Finally, we analyse the impact of the gender of the

enumerator in the field to infer the existence of experimenter demand effects.

Our main specification is as follows:

Index; = oy + S Treatment; + X; 0 + ¢;

(1)

where Index; is the sum of the responses to the three questions by subject ¢, and oy are day

fixed effects (from Tuesday to Friday). The pre-registered vector of socioeconomic controls

X, comprises a gender indicator (that takes value one if the respondent is a female), age, and



dummy variables that take value one if the respondent is a foreigner, if she/he self-reported
to be in Lisbon specifically for the WYD, and if she/he has a bachelor degree. In addition,
we also control for religious preferences using the centrality of religiosity scale (Huber and
Huber, 2012). We tackle the second research question by interacting the treatment indicator
with the gender of the respondent. Similarly, the third research question is investigated with
an interaction term with the gender of the assistant.

In Table 2, we find that women were less morally judged than men. Taking into account
an average index mean of 13.19 points, seeing a female name caused a reduction of around
4% in this score. When we analyze each of the individual items of the index, we observe
that this gap is particularly evident when we consider the items "married person having sex
with strangers” and "not picking up the kids from school because one is working until late”.
These effects are 7% and 2.7%, respectively. There is no difference in judgment for ”lying to
the boss”.

Point estimates are very similar without and with a vector of control variables, lending
further credibility to the idea that the randomization process successfully balanced the control
and treatment groups. We highlight that men and women are equally judgmental, while older
people seem to be, on average, more judgmental. In addition, a more religious person (proxied
by the religiosity index) tends to judge more, on average, and we do not find differences in
judgment for more educated respondents.

We also show that there are no significant heterogeneous effects depending on nationality
(comparing Portuguese with foreigners), education (proxied by a graduate degree), and for
older respondents (above the median age of 23 years) in Table A4 in the Appendix. The
results are also robust when we include assistant fixed effects in Table A5 in the Appendix.

Next, we test whether there are significant differences in judgment depending on the
respondents’ gender by interacting the treatment with the female respondent dummy. In
Table 3, we show that, in our sample, the average levels of moral judgment of women and

men in the index are very similar. When looking at specific stories, men and women have
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Table 2: Women were less morally judged than men

Index Lied to boss Did not pick kids Sex with stranger
1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Treatment -0.492*%**  _0.479***  -0.101 -0.093 -0.243%F%  _0.241%FF  .0.149%*F  -0.146%*
(0.141) (0.138)  (0.070)  (0.069) (0.077) (0.075)  (0.062)  (0.061)
female respondent -0.062 -0.185%** 0.119 0.004
(0.140) (0.070) (0.077) (0.063)
age 0.043*** 0.013%** 0.029*** 0.000
(0.007) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003)
in Lisbon for WYD -0.227 -0.018 -0.149 -0.060
(0.233) (0.112) (0.126) (0.099)
religiosity index 0.582%** 0.260*** 0.099 0.222%**
(0.137) (0.066) (0.074) (0.062)
foreigner -0.123 -0.123 0.117 -0.116*
(0.164) (0.080) (0.089) (0.070)
graduate -0.125 -0.076 0.007 -0.057
(0.152) (0.077) (0.083) (0.069)
Day Fixed Effects No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
N 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800
Mean Y 13.19 13.19 4.43 4.43 3.36 3.36 5.40 5.40

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses.* p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

the same levels of judgment for having sex with strangers.

However, women respondents are less judgmental towards women than men, while men
respondents do not discriminate by gender. When looking at specific stories, we find that this
effect is mostly driven by women discriminating for not picking up the children from school,
namely, they judge less involved mothers less harshly than less involved fathers. These
effects are consistent with the growing literature on the child penalties related to gender and
parenthood (Kleven et al., 2019, 2024).

The marginal effects are displayed in Figure 3. The results remain robust when we include
a vector of assistant fixed effects as shown in Table A6 in the Appendix.

We then examine whether the gender of the assistant who implemented the survey had
an impact on moral judgment in Table 4. We find no significant differences in outcomes
related to the gender of the survey assistant, suggesting that the effects of the experimenter’s
demand may not be particularly relevant in this case (Zizzo, 2010; De Quidt et al., 2018,
2019).

To test whether our results are driven by more or less conservative respondents, we exploit

heterogeneity in agreement with two statements that we designed to assess fundamentalism.
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Male respondents

13.51

Linear prediction

12.51

Figure 2: Marginal effects

Female respondents

Treatment

Notes: 95% confidence intervals

Table 3: Women discriminated morally by gender while men did not

Index Lied to boss Did not pick kids Sex with stranger
(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Treatment -0.230 -0.146 -0.108 -0.081 -0.035 -0.001 -0.087 -0.064
(0.214) (0.210) (0.106) (0.105) (0.118) (0.116) (0.098) (0.097)

female respondent 0.199 0.219 -0.182*%  -0.175%  0.310%**  (.321*** 0.071 0.073
(0.196) (0.194) (0.098) (0.098) (0.110) (0.109) (0.087) (0.087)

Treatment x female respondent  -0.450  -0.572** 0.021 -0.020 -0.364*%*%  -0.412%**  .0.107 -0.140
(0.284)  (0.280)  (0.141)  (0.140)  (0.156) (0.152)  (0.127)  (0.126)

age 0.043*** 0.013%** 0.029*** 0.001
(0.007) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003)

in Lisbon for WYD -0.236 -0.018 -0.156 -0.062
(0.231) (0.112) (0.126) (0.098)
religiosity index 0.593*** 0.261%*** 0.107 0.225***
(0.137) (0.066) (0.074) (0.062)

foreigner -0.115 -0.123 0.122 -0.114
(0.163) (0.080) (0.089) (0.070)

graduate -0.123 -0.075 0.009 -0.056
(0.152) (0.077) (0.083) (0.069)

Day Fixed Effects No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
N 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800
Mean Y 13.19 13.19 4.43 4.43 3.36 3.36 5.40 5.40

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses.® p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table 4: The gender of the assistant did not impact moral judgment

Index Lied to boss Did not pick kids Sex with stranger
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Treatment -0.418%*  -0.406**  -0.086 -0.070 -0.211%* -0.203* -0.121 -0.133
(0.193) (0.190) (0.097) (0.096) (0.107) (0.104) (0.085) (0.084)

female assistant 0.123 0.124 0.036 0.054 0.118 0.128 -0.032 -0.059
(0.194) (0.193) (0.098) (0.097) (0.109) (0.109) (0.086) (0.086)

Treatment x female assistant -0.158 -0.156 -0.032 -0.048 -0.071 -0.083 -0.056 -0.025
(0.283) (0.278) (0.140) (0.139) (0.154) (0.152) (0.125) (0.124)

female respondent -0.069 -0.188%*** 0.111 0.009
(0.141) (0.070) (0.077) (0.063)

age 0.043%** 0.013*** 0.029%** 0.000
(0.007) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003)

in Lisbon for WYD -0.225 -0.017 -0.149 -0.058
(0.233) (0.112) (0.127) (0.099)
religiosity index 0.580*** 0.259%*** 0.097 0.224***
(0.137) (0.066) (0.074) (0.062)

foreigner -0.120 -0.122 0.120 -0.118*
(0.164) (0.080) (0.090) (0.071)

graduate -0.130 -0.078 -0.000 -0.052
(0.152) (0.077) (0.084) (0.069)

Day Fixed Effects No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
N 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800
Mean Y 13.19 13.19 4.43 4.43 3.36 3.36 5.40 5.40

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses.® p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Figure 3: Marginal effects

Female assistants

Male assistants

13,51

Linear prediction

12.54

Treatment

Notes: 95% confidence intervals
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Figure 4: Heterogeneity
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The results are presented in Figure 4 and exhibit similar patterns in the two panels. In
panel a), the statement is ”women should be able to preside over the mass” while in panel
b) the statement is ”same-sex couples should be allowed to marry in the Church”. We find
that more conservative respondents (i.e., those with lower values in the x-axis) judge more
than less conservative ones, but do not discriminate by gender. On the other hand, less

conservative respondents tend to judge women (treatment) less than men (control).
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5 Concluding remarks

Gender stereotypes, both descriptive and prescriptive, are pervasive, with the latter often
implying penalties for norm violation. However, the determinants of gender prescriptive
stereotypes (i.e., how males and females should behave) are not well studied. We provide the
first field experiment dealing with prescriptive gender stereotyping on moral issues. Moreover,
we do so in the context of the World Youth Day 2023 in Lisbon, a Catholic event that
attracted around 2 million pilgrims to the city, during which moral judgments and gender
stereotypes are likely to become salient.

We show that respondents exhibit high levels of judgment, with women being, on average,
less judged than men. We also find that men do not discriminate according to gender, while
women tend to be more lenient about other women’s behaviour. These effects are driven by
the parental care scenario. Importantly, more conservative respondents are more judgmental,
but do not discriminate between genders, while less fundamentalist ones are less judgmental,
but discriminate in favour of women. Moreover, the gender of the enumerator allows us to
show that experimenter demand effects are not very relevant in this setting.

Our results have important policy implications. Moral judgments can affect jury deci-
sions, hiring practices, or parental custody rulings. As these moral judgments are likely to
affect individual preferences, they also can have an impact on education and professional
choices, with implications for gender gaps. We also provide important insights about gen-
der discrimination in the teachings of the Catholic church, that plays an important role in
shaping moral preferences of millions of people around the world.

The construction and evaluation of the effectiveness of public policies to mitigate gen-
der discrimination depends on the existence of discrimination in the family and religious

environment, and this discrimination needs to be rigorously studied.
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Table A2: Balance Table: Treatment

Control  Treatment  Difference
female respondent 0.567 0.597 0.030
(0.496) (0.491) (0.023)
female assistant 0.464 0.483 0.019
(0.499) (0.500) (0.024)
age 27.317 27.255 -0.062
(10.786)  (10.308) (0.497)
in Lisbon for WYD 0.884 0.896 0.012
(0.320) (0.305) (0.015)
religiosity index 4.540 4.542 0.003
(0.509) (0.546) (0.025)
foreigner 0.719 0.707 -0.012
(0.450) (0.455) (0.021)
graduate 0.653 0.664 0.011
(0.476) (0.473) (0.022)
women should be able to preside over the Mass 3.092 3.173 0.081
(2.037) (2.057) (0.097)
same-sex couples should be able to marry in the Church 2.680 2.740 0.060
(1.982) (1.986) (0.094)
Observations 905 895 1,800
Table A3: Balance Table: Gender
Male Female Difference
female assistant 0.432 0.503 0.072%**
(0.496) (0.500) (0.024)
age 27.046 27.458 0.412
(9.824)  (11.041)  (0.504)
in Lisbon for WYD 0.908 0.877 -0.032%*
(0.289) (0.329) (0.015)
religiosity index 4.517 4.558 0.041*
(0.563) (0.500) (0.025)
foreigner 0.726 0.704 -0.023
(0.446)  (0.457) (0.022)
graduate 0.640 0.671 0.031
(0.480) (0.470) (0.023)
women should be able to preside over the Mass 3.124 3.139 0.015
(2.052) (2.045) (0.098)
same-sex couples should be able to marry in the Church  2.445 2.900 0.455%**
(1.882) (2.033) (0.094)
Observations 753 1,047 1,800
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Table A4: Heterogeneity Table 2

(1)

2)

®3)

Index Index Index
Treatment -0.458* -0.450%*%  -0.580%**
(0.239) (0.228) (0.176)
Treatment X foreigner -0.030
(0.292)
Treatment X graduate -0.045
(0.287)
Treatment X above median age 0.197
(0.239)
female_respondent -0.061 -0.061 -0.060
(0.140) (0.140) (0.140)
age 0.043***  0.043%*%*  0.040%**
(0.007) (0.007) (0.008)
in Lisbon for WYD -0.228 -0.225 -0.227
(0.232) (0.233) (0.233)
religiosity index 0.582%**  (.582%** (). 582%**
(0.137) (0.137) (0.137)
foreigner -0.107 -0.123 -0.131
(0.210) (0.164) (0.164)
graduate -0.125 -0.103 -0.157
(0.152) (0.204) (0.157)
Day Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
N 1,800 1,800 1,800
Mean Y 13.19 13.19 13.19

Table A5: Robustness Table 2: including Assistant FE

Index Lied to boss Did not pick kids Sex with stranger
1) (2 (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Treatment -0.486%**  .0.472*%**  _0.106 -0.097 -0.245%%*  .(0.242%**  _0.135**  -0.132%*
(0.142) (0.139)  (0.070)  (0.069) (0.078) (0.076)  (0.062)  (0.062)
female respondent -0.022 -0.168%* 0.122 0.024
(0.143) (0.071) (0.078) (0.064)
age 0.043%** 0.013*** 0.030*** 0.000
(0.008) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003)
in Lisbon for WYD -0.266 -0.030 -0.168 -0.068
(0.236) (0.113) (0.127) (0.100)
religiosity index 0.619%** 0.264*** 0.106 0.249***
(0.139) (0.067) (0.075) (0.064)
foreigner -0.072 -0.122 0.159* -0.109
(0.168) (0.082) (0.093) (0.075)
graduate -0.120 -0.091 0.028 -0.058
(0.155) (0.080) (0.086) (0.070)
Day Fixed Effects No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Assistant Fixed Effects No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
N 1,797 1,797 1,797 1,797 1,797 1,797 1,797 1,797
Mean Y 13.19 13.19 4.43 4.43 3.36 3.36 5.40 5.40

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses.™ p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table A6: Robustness Table 3: including Assistant FE

Index Lied to boss Did not pick kids Sex with stranger
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Treatment -0.199 -0.112 -0.110 -0.082 -0.019 0.015 -0.071 -0.045
(0.213)  (0.209)  (0.105)  (0.105)  (0.119) (0.116)  (0.096)  (0.096)
female respondent 0.265 0.278 -0.161 -0.156 0.329***  (0.337*** 0.096 0.097
(0.198) (0.197) (0.099) (0.099) (0.111) (0.110) (0.088) (0.088)
Treatment x female respondent  -0.492*%  -0.615** 0.014 -0.025 -0.394%*%  -0.440*%**  -0.112 -0.150
(0.283) (0.280) (0.141) (0.140) (0.156) (0.152) (0.125) (0.125)
age 0.043%** 0.013*** 0.030*** 0.001
(0.008) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003)
in Lisbon for WYD -0.273 -0.030 -0.173 -0.070
(0.234) (0.113) (0.127) (0.099)
religiosity index 0.632%** 0.264*** 0.115 0.253***
(0.139) (0.067) (0.075) (0.063)
foreigner -0.064 -0.122 0.165%* -0.107
(0.168) (0.083) (0.092) (0.075)
graduate -0.118 -0.091 0.030 -0.057
(0.155) (0.080) (0.086) (0.070)
Day Fixed Effects No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Assistant Fixed Effects No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
N 1,797 1,797 1,797 1,797 1,797 1,797 1,797 1,797
Mean Y 13.19 13.19 4.43 4.43 3.36 3.36 5.40 5.40

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses.* p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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