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Abstract

Using repeated classroom assessments of socioemotional skills for more than 1,100 adoles-
cents in 40 secondary schools, this paper documents significant gender differences in self- and
peer evaluations. Conditional on teacher and peer ratings, female students systematically under-
rate themselves in socioemotional domains culturally stereotyped as masculine—specifically
Emotional Management and Thinking Abilities. Conversely, peer evaluations reveal a robust
and novel female—female premium: female students consistently assign significantly higher
ratings (0.21-0.37 SD) to their female classmates across all socioemotional domains. These
patterns replicate when teacher scores are replaced by external observers, in a lab-in-the-field
setting, and under a validated survey-based measure of socioemotional skills. Whereas prior
literature extensively documents gender gaps in self- and peer-assessments of cognitive skills,
this study provides novel evidence of similar asymmetries in adolescents’ assessments of so-
cioemotional competencies. These findings expand the scope of gendered evaluation dynamics
in formative educational environments and highlight early adolescence as a policy-relevant
window for targeted interventions addressing gender gaps in self and peer perceptions.



























that teacher judgments can amplify or dampen gender gaps and that the direction of bias may vary

by subject, teacher gender, and grading format.

Existing literature, thus, establishes that gender-linked differences in psychological traits and
evaluative bias jointly distort how ability is judged. Across different settings, the evidence points to
two recurring facts: (i) women underrate their own ability, particularly on stereotypically-male or
competitive tasks, and (ii) external evaluators, whether classmates or students, often hold women to
stricter standards or discount female achievements altogether. These asymmetries surface as early
as primary school, persist through university, and extend from cognitive outcomes to self-reported

socioemotional skills.

Building on this foundation, our contribution is threefold. First, we observe the same group of
students drawn from four academic cohorts (1st to 4th ESO), tracking the same underlying construct
(five socioemotional competencies) through four independent lenses: students’ self-ratings, peer
ratings, teacher ratings, and assessments by trained external observers. By anchoring all raters to a
shared behavioral rubric and collecting repeated assessments throughout the school year, we place
each evaluator’s scores on a common scale, allowing us to map systematic discrepancies across

evaluators.

Second, whereas most prior work explores gender gaps in cognitive performance assessments,
we turn the spotlight to socioemotional skills. Early adolescence is precisely when these compe-
tencies crystallize and when feedback is most likely to mold self-beliefs; yet we know little about
whether the gender biases documented for test scores and course evaluations spill over to the soft
skills that the labor market increasingly rewards.

Third, we reveal a notable asymmetry in female assessments: while females are systematically
harsh on themselves in the two domains most culturally coded as male, Emotion Management and
Thinking Abilities, they do not project this discount onto their female classmates. Instead, they
award significantly higher ratings to other females across all socioemotional skills. This combi-
nation of self-undervaluation and in-group endorsement provides new evidence on how gendered

perceptions are both internalized and expressed in everyday classroom interactions.


















Table 1: Student, Caregiver and School Characteristics

All Female Male

Mean Difference

Panel A: Student Characteristics

Student Age 13.89  13.87 1391 -0.04
(1.04) (1.02) (1.06) (0.06)
Born in Spain 0.85 0.84 0.86 -0.02
0.35)  (0.37) (0.34) 0.02)
Panel B: Primary Caregiver Characteristics
Born in Spain 0.60 0.58 0.61 -0.03
(0.49)  (0.49) (0.49) (0.03)
Attended University 0.40 0.38 0.41 -0.04
(0.49) (0.48) (0.49) (0.03)
I don’t know (if attended university)  0.25 0.23 0.28 -0.05%*
(0.43)  (0.42) (0.45) (0.02)
Panel C: Secondary Caregiver Characteristics
Born in Spain 0.62 0.60 0.63 -0.04
(0.49) (0.49) (0.48) (0.03)
Attended University 0.37 0.42 0.32 0.10%**
0.48) (0.49) (0.47) (0.03)
I don’t know (if attended university)  0.30 0.28 0.31 -0.03
(0.46)  (0.45) (0.46) (0.03)
Panel D: School Characteristics
Barcelona 0.86 0.84 0.87 -0.02
0.35)  (0.36) (0.34) 0.02)
Girona 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.00
(0.16)  (0.16) (0.16) (0.01)
Lleida 0.09 0.10 0.08 0.02
(0.29)  (0.30) (0.27) (0.01)
Tarragona 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.00
0.16)  (0.16) (0.16) (0.00)
Complexity: Medium-Low 0.32 0.29 0.35 -0.06%*
0.47) (0.45) (0.48) (0.03)
Complexity: High 0.33 0.36 0.31 0.05%*
0.47) (0.48) (0.46) (0.02)
Complexity: Medium-High 0.26 0.25 0.27 -0.01
(0.44) (043) (0.44) (0.03)
Complexity: Very High 0.09 0.10 0.07 0.02
(0.28)  (0.30) (0.26) (0.02)
1st ESO 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.00
(0.50)  (0.50) (0.50) (0.03)
2nd ESO 0.25 0.24 0.26 -0.02
0.43) (043) (0.44) (0.02)
3rd ESO 0.27 0.28 0.25 0.03
(0.44) (0.45) (0.44) (0.03)
4th ESO 0.05 0.05 0.05 -0.00
0.22)  (0.22) (0.23) (0.01)
Panel E: Classroom Consent Rate by Gender
Classroom consent rate 66.36 0.48 0.52 -0.04
(21.39) (0.15) (0.15) (0.04)
Observations 1102 515 587

Notes: Student and caregiver information was collected at the baseline and endline surveys. School
information comes from administrative data. Differences estimated with classroom-level clustered

SEs. Statistical significance levels: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, ™ p < 0.01.
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ment (female EOs give higher score to females). Although the small number of male EOs (only
two, versus seven female EOs) limits the precision of these estimates, the consistent premium for
female students—especially from observers trained to be impartial and unfamiliar with the stu-
dents—persists.

Overall, the descriptive evidence reveals systematic gender differences in socioemotional skill
assessments. Female students tend to rate themselves more negatively than their male classmates in
Emotional Management and Thinking Abilities. By contrast, peers, teachers, and external observers
tend to evaluate girls more favorably in most domains. The divergence is largest in peer ratings, es-
pecially among female peers, who consistently assign higher scores to female classmates. Teacher
and external observer assessments point in the same direction, with variation by evaluator gender
and domain. Female teachers consistently assign higher scores to girls, whereas male teachers do
so more selectively. External observers also rate girls higher, although the differences are smaller

on average.
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distinguishable from zero, suggesting that male peers do not systematically differentiate in their
evaluations by student gender. Turning to the control variables, the fixed-effects regressions rein-
force the earlier finding that students rated more highly by teachers also tend to receive higher peer
scores, while peers with stronger self-evaluations typically provide more generous ratings. There
is also some indication that peers who themselves are highly rated by teachers may apply stricter

grading standards, particularly in Autonomy and Thinking Abilities.
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Table 7: Peer-Assigned Score: Peer FE vs. Student FE Across 5 Domains

Autonomy Cooperation Responsibility Emotion Mngt. Thinking Ab.
Peer FE Student FE Peer FE Student FE Peer FE Student FE Peer FE Student FE Peer FE Student FE

Fem Student x Fem Peer ~ 0.311%%*  0.246%**  0.267**%*  0.161%**  (0.257*** 0.073 0.301%** 0.131%* 0.318***  (0.218%**
(0.074) (0.063) (0.058) (0.051) (0.061) (0.052) (0.069) (0.056) (0.080) (0.052)

Male Student x Male Peer 0.004 0.127 0.045 0.200%:** -0.030 0.118* -0.036 0.163%** -0.002 0.218%#:**
(0.076) (0.078) (0.061) (0.060) (0.063) (0.061) (0.062) (0.056) (0.076) (0.073)
Self Score 0.076 0.170%:%* 0.061%* 0.250%3%* 0.078** 0.206%**  (.097**%  (,195%**  (,172%*%*  (.220%**
(0.047) (0.031) (0.032) (0.023) (0.034) (0.024) (0.035) (0.022) (0.039) (0.028)
Teacher Score 0.378%**%  _0,086%**  (),378%*:* 0.009 0.422 %% -0.041 0.266%#** 0.065** 0.350%**  _(,172%**
(0.047) (0.033) (0.037) (0.029) (0.033) (0.027) (0.033) (0.025) (0.041) (0.032)
Peer Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Student Controls Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Observations 2297 2405 3264 3363 3216 3382 2725 2897 2498 2612
Adj. R-squared 0.518 0.573 0.492 0.504 0.492 0.539 0.485 0.465 0.518 0.526

Note: Standard errors in parentheses and clustered at the student level. The dependent variable is peer-assigned score. Under Peer FEs, the Teacher and Self Score refers to student’s scores and
under Student FEs, these refer to the peer’s scores . *p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.010.






Taken together, substituting teacher evaluations with a more objective external benchmark, the

EO scores, does not alter our findings. If anything, these results reinforce the conclusion that the

observed female premium in socioemotional skills is robust to the use of alternative classroom

observers.

Table 8: Robustness Check with EO Scores - Self-Assigned Score: All 5 dimensions

Autonomy Cooperation Responsibility Emotion Thinking

Female Student -0.086 0.123 0.177% 0.182  -0.184
(0.116) (0.118) (0.104) (0.121)  (0.143)
EO Score 0.043 0.108 0.092 0.035 0.078
(0.072) (0.088) (0.082) (0.080)  (0.092)
Average Peer Score  0.355%%% 0.227% 0.528%%%  (.5]5%%% (.453%%*
(0.109) (0.119) (0.091) (0.130)  (0.113)
Observations 260 301 365 234 206
R-squared 0.345 0.327 0.394 0.331 0.423

Note: All regressions control for student background characteristics and classroom fixed effects. Robust
standard errors are in parentheses. The dependent variable is self-assigned score. *p<0.10, ** p<0.05, ***

p<0.010.
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Table 11: Lab-in-the-field: Peer-Assigned Scores

Autonomy Cooperation Responsibility Emotion  Thinking

Female Student (B;) -0.005 0.067 0.084 0.052 -0.022
(0.058) (0.056) (0.057) (0.060) (0.060)
Female Peer (f3,) 0.043 -0.116** -0.110%* 0.003 -0.074
(0.059) (0.056) (0.058) (0.060) (0.060)
Student x Peer Female (f33) 0.129* 0.154** 0.187%%* 0.077 0.220%**
(0.078) (0.077) (0.077) (0.082) (0.080)
Peer’s Self Score 0.405%** 0.503%** 0.462%** 0.355%**  (),392%**
(0.030) (0.030) (0.032) (0.029) (0.026)
Student’s EO Score 0.287%*** 0.236%** 0.271%** 0.199%**  (),262%**
(0.027) (0.032) (0.034) (0.033) (0.034)
Student’s Self Score 0.167*** 0.113%** 0.120%** 0.101***  (.143%**
(0.034) (0.032) (0.035) (0.028) (0.029)
Peer’s EO Score -0.076%** -0.005 -0.074** 0.027 -0.083##%*
(0.025) (0.027) (0.029) (0.030) (0.030)
B+ B3 0.124%*%* 0.221%*** 0.271%** 0.129**  (0.198***
Male x Male Mean 3.81 3.79 3.88 3.73 3.79
Observations 1859 1853 1858 1828 1841
R-squared 0.352 0.380 0.363 0.293 0.325

Note: All regressions control for student and peer background characteristics, and classroom fixed effects. Standard
errors clustered at student level in parentheses. The dependent variable is peer-assigned score. *p<0.10, ** p<0.05, ***
p<0.01.
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Table 12: BESSI Self-Assigned Score (Endline): All 5 dimensions

Self Mngt Social Engt Cooperation Emotional Mngt Innovation

Female Student -0.229%*% (). 309%** -0.162%** -0.467%*%* 0.060
(0.064) (0.069) (0.060) (0.073) (0.069)
Teacher Score 0.199*** (), 2098%:** 0.169%*** 0.180%*** 0.155%**
(0.047) (0.051) (0.053) (0.062) (0.060)
Average Peer Score 0.071 0.148%** 0.132%* 0.071 0.139%*
(0.073) (0.072) (0.063) (0.081) (0.067)
Male Student Mean 3.52 3.31 3.72 342 3.30
Observations 510 509 509 509 510
Adj. R-squared 0.079 0.146 0.065 0.097 0.056

Note: All regressions control for student background characteristics and classroom fixed effects. Robust standard
errors are in parentheses. The dependent variable is self-assigned score. *p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.010.

Table 13: BESSI Peer-Assigned Score (Endline): Specification without Peer’s Teacher Score

Self Mngt Social Engt Cooperation Emotional Mngt Innovation

Female Student -0.005 -0.021 0.026 0.030 0.120%**
(0.059) (0.057) (0.056) (0.062) (0.056)
Female Peer -0.366%***  -(0.202%** -0.194 %% -0.241%%* -0.162%**
(0.056) (0.056) (0.057) (0.058) (0.056)
Female Student x Female Peer 0.363%** 0.278%**%* 0.263%** 0.334%** 0.240%**
(0.076) (0.084) (0.079) (0.077) (0.076)
Peer’s Self Score 0.230%** (23] *** 0.392%*:* 0.24 1 *** 0.24 1 %%
(0.033) (0.030) (0.035) (0.031) (0.029)
Student’s Teacher Score 0.438***  ().303%*** 0.337%%* 0.345%** 0.443%%**
(0.026) (0.031) (0.033) (0.033) (0.030)
Student’s Self Score 0.062 0.10]1%#%** 0.132%%:* 0.1071%** 0.122%%*
(0.038) (0.034) (0.039) (0.032) (0.030)
B1+ B3 0.358*** () 257%*** 0.289%*:* 0.364%** 0.3607%**
Male x Male Mean 3.32 3.37 3.44 3.36 3.18
Observations 1292 1290 1289 1288 1288
Adj. R-squared 0.391 0.233 0.274 0.248 0.310

Note: All regressions control for student and peer background characteristics, and classroom fixed effects. Standard errors are in
parentheses and clustered at student level. The dependent variable is peer-assigned score. *p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.

6 Heterogeneity

6.1 ESO Levels

The evidence thus far documents a robust gender gap in both self- and peer-assessments of

socioemotional skills, but the magnitude and nature of these gaps may evolve as students ad-
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Figure 2: Female Self-Assigned Score by Cycle
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7 Discussion and Conclusion

Persistent gender disparities in labor market outcomes underscore the importance of subtler
mechanisms, particularly the role of perceptions and beliefs about individual abilities. Identify-
ing when gender differences in beliefs and the evaluations they shape first emerge, and how best
to mitigate them, is essential for policy design. This paper advances our understanding by doc-
umenting gender gaps in evaluations of socioemotional skills in early adolescence, leveraging a
rich dataset that combines evaluations by students themselves, their peers, teachers, and external
observers. Triangulating these perspectives, the study reveals systematic gendered patterns in both
self-assessments and peer evaluations, providing a basis for targeted interventions and future re-
search.

We document three central findings. First, female students exhibit a robust and negative gap
in self-evaluations, especially in domains culturally coded as masculine (Emotion Management
and Thinking Abilities). This finding resonates with prior literature highlighting women’s system-
atic undervaluation of their abilities in tasks associated with male stereotypes. Given the well-
documented links between self-perceptions, educational investment, and occupational choice, such
critical self-assessments are likely to generate downstream disparities in track choice, field of study,
and the types of careers girls consider attainable.

Second, peer evaluations display a distinctive asymmetry. Conditional on teacher and external-
observer scores, female students assign systematically higher socioemotional scores to their female
classmates in every domain. We interpret this female—female premium as evidence that adolescent
girls recognize and affirm strengths in their female peers that they do not attribute to themselves.
Importantly, given the lower self-assessments documented earlier, this positive peer recognition
seems to be driven by perceptions held by others rather than self-promotion. This fresh empirical
evidence expands our understanding of gendered evaluation dynamics among adolescents, high-
lighting a dual dynamic of negative self-assessment alongside affirmative peer recognition.

Third, these gendered evaluation patterns are highly robust. They remain when teacher ratings
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Stayed calm in stressful situations

— Example for 1: I became very agitated in stressful situations.

— Example for 5: I remained calm in stressful stuations.

Explained what I am thinking and feeling

— Example for 1: I did not express what I felt and thought at any moment.

— Example for 5: I did express what I felt and thought at all times

Followed the rules

— Example for 1: In many occasions I did not follow the rules

— Example for 5: I followed the rules at all times.

Changed people’s mind

— Example for 1: My proposals were never accepted by my team.

— Example for 5: My proposals were always accepted by my team.

Have taken another person’s perspective

— Example for 1: I did not see or consider how others felt at any point.

— Example for 5: I have seen and considered how others feel at all times.

Took responsibility when I made a mistake

— Example for 1: When I made a mistake I always made excuses or blamed others and
did not try to fix it.

— Example for 5: When I made a mistake I always accepted it and tried to fix it.

Found logical solutions to problems

— Example for 1: I was not able to find good solutions to problems.

— Example for 5: I was able to find good solutions to problems.

Appendix B

Descriptive Statistics: Standardized Pentabilities score across 4 raters
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Table B.14: Summary Statistics: Self-Evaluation by Gender

Female Male Total
Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD Min Max N
Autonomy -.02 98 302 .01 1 338 0 1 379 123 673
Cooperation 0 1.02 364 -.01 96 388 0 1 441 127 783
Responsibility .03 99 392 -.02 1 428 0 1 444 125 861
Emt. Mngt. -.13 1.04 292 .09 96 326 0 1 375 126 648
Thk. Abi. -.08 1.01 303 .08 97 304 0 1 -3.79 143 635

Note: The total scores reflect standardization at the domain level so that the pooled mean is 5= 0 and the
standard deviation is ¢ = 1.

Table B.15: Unequal variance t-test (Female vs. Male): Self-Evaluation

Variable Diff SE  p-value
Autonomy -0.03 0.08  0.695
Cooperation 0.01 0.07  0.904
Responsibility 0.05 0.07 0453
Emt. Mngt. -0.21**%* 0.08  0.008
Thk. Abi. -0.17#* 0.08 0.039

Table B.16: Summary Statistics: Peer Evaluations

Female Students Male Students Total
Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD Min Max N

Peer Evalrs/ Stu- 724 552 472 693 533 513 7.04 538 1.00 27.00 1031
dent

Panel A: All Peers

Autonomy 0.12 094 1917 -0.12 1.04 1923 -0.00 1.00 -2.44 1.05 3999
Cooperation 0.14 094 2609 -0.12 1.03 2663 0.00 1.00 -270 1.09 5511
Responsibility 0.17 092 2659 -0.15 1.04 2737 -0.00 1.00 -2.79 1.05 5619
Emt. Mngt. 0.07 097 2309 -0.07 1.02 2434 0.00 100 -255 1.14 4951
Thk. Abi. 0.09 096 2090 -0.08 1.01 2070 -0.00 1.00 -2.57 1.17 4288

Panel B: Female Peers

Autonomy 025 084 850 -020 1.06 637 005 097 -244 1.05 1543
Cooperation 025 0.88 1086 -0.22 1.03 938 0.02 099 -270 1.09 2110
Responsibility 021 091 1077 -026 1.04 935 -0.01 1.00 -2.79 1.05 2085
Emt. Mngt. 007 097 97 -022 101 80 -0.06 1.00 -2.55 1.14 1929
Thk. Abi. 009 095 954 -029 100 779 -0.08 099 -257 1.17 1775

Panel C: Male Peers

Autonomy 004 099 640 -001 1.00 859 000 1.00 -2.44 1.05 1556
Cooperation 009 097 897 -002 1.00 1110 0.02 099 -270 1.09 2098
Responsibility 0.14 094 910 -004 1.02 1122 003 099 -279 1.05 2120
Emt. Mngt. 003 094 812 005 099 1009 0.03 097 -255 1.14 1900
Thk. Abi. 004 097 68 007 09 &2 005 098 -257 1.17 1605
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Table B.17: Unequal variance t-tests (Female vs. Male Students): Peer Evaluations

Diff SE  p-value
Panel A: All Peers

Autonomy 0.24*** 0.03  0.000
Cooperation 0.26*** 0.03  0.000
Responsibility  0.32%** 0.03  0.000
Emt. Mngt. 0.14*** 0.03  0.000
Thk. Abi. 0.17*%** 0.03  0.000
Panel B: Female Peers

Autonomy 0.45%*%* 0.05  0.000
Cooperation 0.46*** 0.04  0.000
Responsibility  0.47*** 0.04  0.000
Emt. Mngt. 0.29*%** 0.05  0.000

Thk. Abi. 0.38*** (.05 0.000
Panel C: Male Peers
Autonomy 0.05 0.05 0.352

Cooperation 0.11** 0.04 0.014
Responsibility  0.18*** 0.04  0.000
Emt. Mngt. -0.02  0.05 0.617
Thk. Abi. -0.03  0.05 0.510
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Table B.18: Summary Statistics: Teacher Evaluation

Female Student Male Student Total

Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD Min Max N
Tch Evalrs/ Student 154 0.79 519 162 086 568 158 083 1.00 6.00 1136
Panel A: All Teachers

Autonomy 0.17 098 554 -0.15 099 611 0.00 100 -194 132 1210
Cooperation 025 091 632 -0.21 1.01 700 0.00 1.00 -2.19 136 1395
Responsibility 027 089 736 -022 1.02 844 0.00 1.00 -233 125 1651
Emt. Mngt. 0.16 096 475 -0.13 1.00 532 0.00 100 -224 137 1059
Thk. Abi. 022 095 462 -020 1.00 495 000 1.00 -1.87 145 990

Panel B: Female Teachers

Autonomy 027 094 321 -0.15 1.01 296 006 099 -194 132 645
Cooperation 031 086 359 -025 1.03 364 002 099 -219 136 754
Responsibility 029 085 403 -024 1.04 405 001 1.00 -233 125 844
Emt. Mngt. 0.17 097 277 -0.16 097 279 001 099 -224 137 579
Thk. Abi. 024 095 282 -0.18 1.01 263 003 1.00 -1.87 145 567

Panel C: Male Teachers

Autonomy -0.19 1.09 104 -0.16 1.00 159 -0.16 1.03 -1.94 132 271
Cooperation -0.01 1.03 97 -004 092 131 -0.04 097 -2.19 136 241
Responsibility 0.12 09 149 -0.13 094 210 -0.04 097 -233 125 374
Emt. Mngt. 0.04 093 69 0.15 0.87 108 0.06 091 -224 137 191
Thk. Abi. 001 1.07 65 0.00 097 93 0.00 101 -1.87 145 160
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Table B.19: Welch Unequal-Variance t-tests (Female vs. Male Students): Teacher Evaluations

Diff (F-M) SE p-value
Panel A: All Teachers

Autonomy 0.32%*%*  0.06  0.000
Cooperation 0.46***  0.05 0.000
Responsibility ~ 0.49%**  0.05  0.000

Emt. Mngt. 0.29%** 0.06 0.000
Thk. Abi. 0.42%%* 0.06  0.000
Panel B: Female Teachers

Autonomy 0.41*%** 0.08 0.000

Cooperation 0.56***  0.07 0.000
Responsibility  0.53***  0.07  0.000

Emt. Mngt. 0.32*%**  0.08 0.000
Thk. Abi. 0.41*%**%  0.08 0.000
Panel C: Male Teachers

Autonomy -0.03 0.13  0.847
Cooperation 0.03 0.13  0.793
Responsibility 0.25%%* 0.10 0.015
Emt. Mngt. -0.10 0.14  0.456
Thk. Abi. 0.01 0.17  0.945

Table B.20: Summary Statistics for EO Scores by Gender

Female Students Male Students Total

Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD Min  Max N
EOs/Student 2.22 1.18 303 2.25 1.18 304 2.22 1.17 1.00  6.00 631

Panel A: All EO

Autonomy 0.07 098 550 -0.07 1.00 564 -0.01 1.00  -1.88 193 1144
Cooperation 0.13 097 526 -0.12 099 520 -0.01 1.00 -2.18 1.86 1079
Responsibility 0.15 097 671 -0.15  1.00 681 0.00 1.00 -2.71 1.85 1393
Emotional Management 0.10 098 395 -008 1.0l 436 0.00 1.00 -222 205 851
Thinking Abilities 0.08 095 332 -006 1.04 338 0.00 1.00  -2.05 202 687

Panel B: Female EO

Autonomy 0.08 097 408 0.00 1.04 405 0.03 1.01 -1.88 1.93 833
Cooperation 0.10 099 394 -0.10 104 369 -001 1.02 -2.18 1.86 785
Responsibility 009 098 516 -0.16 1.02 510 -0.04 101 -271 185 1057
Emotional Management 0.13 099 275  -0.06 1.06 292 0.03 1.03  -222 205 579
Thinking Abilities 0.14 093 251 0.10 1.05 237 0.11 099 -2.05 202 498

Panel C: Male EO

Autonomy 0.03 1.03 142 -024 086 159 -0.12 096 -1.88 1.93 311
Cooperation 0.22 093 132 -0.18 086 151 -001 092 -2.18 1.86 294
Responsibility 0.32 093 155 -0.11 093 171 0.10 096 -2.71 1.85 336
Emotional Management 0.02 096 120 -0.10 091 144 -0.06 093 -222 205 272
Thinking Abilities -0.11 1.00 81 -042 093 101  -027 096 -2.05 2.02 189
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Table B.21: Welch Unequal-Variance t-tests (Female vs. Male) for EO Evaluations

Diff (F-M) SE p-value

Panel A: AIl EO

Autonomy 0.14%* 0.06  0.020
Cooperation 0.25***  0.06 0.000
Responsibility 0.29%**  0.05 0.000
Emotional Management 0.17%* 0.07 0.012
Thinking Abilities 0.13* 0.08 0.082
Panel B: Female EO

Autonomy 0.09 0.07 0.219
Cooperation 0.20***  0.07  0.007
Responsibility 0.25%*#%  0.06  0.000
Emotional Management 0.19%* 0.09 0.024
Thinking Abilities 0.04 0.09 0.642
Panel C: Male EO

Autonomy 0.27%* 0.11 0.016
Cooperation 0.40%** 0.11  0.000
Responsibility 0.43*+* 0.10 0.000
Emotional Management 0.13 0.12  0.279
Thinking Abilities 0.31%* 0.15 0.037
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Figure B.2: CDFs of Peer-assigned Score: Students

@ @ @
© A © ©
A ~ <
&5 ol &l 5
O o o
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
-3 -2 -1 0 1 -3 -2 -1 0 1 -3 -2 -1 0 1
Autonomy Cooperation Responsibility
@ @
© ©
<A ~
N N
o+ o H
T T T T T T T T T T
-3 -2 -1 0 1 -3 -2 -1 0 1
Emotional Management Thinking Abilities
Female stu Male stu

59



Figure B.3: CDFs of Peer-assigned Score: Gender Pairs
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Appendix C

Full Regression Tables

Self-assigned score

Table C.22: Self-Assigned Score - Autonomy

(D (2) (3)
Female Student —0.058 —0.141* —0.141*
(0.081) (0.080) (0.081)
Student’s Teacher Score 0.301%** 0.177***
(0.053) (0.061)
Ave Peer Score: autonomy 0.270***
(0.080)
Student born in Spain 0.148 0.080 0.040
(0.157) (0.158) (0.157)
Student Caregiver 1: Born in Spain 0.259** 0.248* 0.218*
(0.130) (0.132) (0.132)
Student Caregiver 2: Born in Spain 0.033 —0.013 0.015
(0.139) (0.141) (0.140)
Stu CG1 went to uni 0.130 0.083 0.091
(0.101) (0.103) (0.105)
Stu CG1 uni edu not known 0.161 0.131 0.118
(0.124) (0.123) (0.122)
Stu CG2 went to uni 0.190* 0.140 0.153
(0.101) (0.102) (0.103)
Stu CG2 uni edu not known —0.218** —0.236** —0.164
(0.108) (0.109) (0.111)
Constant —0.372** —0.189 —0.182
(0.147) (0.152) (0.155)
Classroom FE Yes Yes Yes
R-squared 0.213 0.266 0.286
Observations 570 540 525

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. * (p<0.10), ** (p<0.05), *** (p<0.01).
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Table C.23: Self-Assigned Score - Cooperation

(1 (2) (3)
Female Student 0.011 —0.075 —0.101
(0.073) (0.079) (0.078)
Student’s Teacher Score 0.217** 0.117**
(0.054) (0.058)
Ave Peer Score: cooperation 0.290***
(0.074)
Student born in Spain 0.228 0.202 0.183
(0.140) (0.141) (0.144)
Student Caregiver 1: Born in Spain 0.172 0.120 0.098
(0.126) (0.134) (0.132)
Student Caregiver 2: Born in Spain —0.108 —0.085 —0.088
(0.126) (0.133) (0.130)
Stu CG1 went to uni 0.134 0.130 0.126
(0.089) (0.088) (0.087)
Stu CG1 uni edu not known 0.070 0.083 0.060
(0.110) (0.108) (0.106)
Stu CG2 went to uni 0.082 0.041 0.066
(0.090) (0.089) (0.088)
Stu CG2 uni edu not known —0.163 —0.158 —0.090
(0.105) (0.103) (0.102)
Constant —0.275* —0.182 —0.158
(0.146) (0.148) (0.153)
Classroom FE Yes Yes Yes
R-squared 0.241 0.263 0.287
Observations 668 646 628

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. * (p<0.10), ** (p<0.05), *** (p<0.01).
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Table C.24: Self-Assigned Score - Responsibility

(1 (2) 3)
Female Student 0.080 —0.085 —0.085
(0.072) (0.075) (0.074)
Student’s Teacher Score 0.311** 0.137***
(0.047) (0.053)
Ave Peer Score: responsibility 0.384***
(0.068)
Student born in Spain 0.307** 0.255** 0.200
(0.132) (0.129) (0.131)
Student Caregiver 1: Born in Spain 0.130 0.074 0.069
(0.133) (0.133) (0.126)
Student Caregiver 2: Born in Spain —0.057 —0.076 —0.046
(0.135) (0.132) (0.127)
Stu CG1 went to uni 0.080 0.079 0.068
(0.091) (0.091) (0.090)
Stu CG1 uni edu not known 0.002 —0.000 0.058
(0.121) (0.117) (0.118)
Stu CG2 went to uni 0.122 0.061 0.029
(0.094) (0.093) (0.093)
Stu CG2 uni edu not known —0.069 —0.054 —0.064
(0.112) (0.109) (0.109)
Constant —0.414*** —0.247* —0.211
(0.135) (0.131) (0.133)
Classroom FE Yes Yes Yes
R-squared 0.201 0.257 0.305
Observations 729 714 692

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. * (p<0.10), ** (p<0.05), *** (p<0.01).
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Table C.25: Self-Assigned Score - Emotional Management

(D (2) (3)
Female Student —0.217** —0.290*** —0.302***
(0.085) (0.091) (0.090)
Student’s Teacher Score 0.200*** 0.087
(0.058) (0.058)
Ave Peer Score: emotion 0.319"**
(0.089)
Student born in Spain 0.072 0.017 —0.017
(0.154) (0.156) (0.158)
Student Caregiver 1: Born in Spain —0.051 —0.053 —0.094
(0.151) (0.162) (0.169)
Student Caregiver 2: Born in Spain 0.093 0.139 0.176
(0.150) (0.158) (0.164)
Stu CG1 went to uni 0.016 —0.042 —0.041
(0.100) (0.103) (0.101)
Stu CG1 uni edu not known 0.034 0.092 0.144
(0.132) (0.133) (0.131)
Stu CG2 went to uni 0.229** 0.287** 0.274**
(0.107) (0.113) (0.113)
Stu CG2 uni edu not known —0.078 —0.044 —0.017
(0.126) (0.127) (0.121)
Constant —0.078 —0.056 —0.033
(0.167) (0.175) (0.174)
Classroom FE Yes Yes Yes
R-squared 0.224 0.249 0.280
Observations 551 481 462

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. * (p<0.10), ** (p<0.05), *** (p<0.01).
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Table C.26: Self-Assigned Score - Thinking Abilities

(1 (2) (3)
Female Student —0.148* —0.204** —0.239***
(0.082) (0.091) (0.090)
Student’s Teacher Score 0.175% 0.042
(0.059) (0.066)
Ave Peer Score: thinking 0.306***
(0.080)
Student born in Spain —0.065 —0.145 —0.199
(0.154) (0.157) (0.154)
Student Caregiver 1: Born in Spain 0.285* 0.315% 0.235
(0.151) (0.166) (0.164)
Student Caregiver 2: Born in Spain —0.207 —0.244 —0.164
(0.152) (0.170) (0.164)
Stu CG1 went to uni 0.023 0.018 0.047
(0.099) (0.103) (0.102)
Stu CG1 uni edu not known —0.008 —0.048 —0.023
(0.122) (0.132) (0.128)
Stu CG2 went to uni 0.177* 0.140 0.139
(0.100) (0.103) (0.101)
Stu CG2 uni edu not known —0.158 —0.133 —0.113
(0.110) (0.117) (0.112)
Constant 0.058 0.158 0.214
(0.161) (0.166) (0.162)
Classroom FE Yes Yes Yes
R-squared 0.286 0.313 0.329
Observations 544 479 468

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. * (p<0.10), ** (p<0.05), *** (p<0.01).
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Table C.27: Self-Assigned Score: Teacher Gender x Teacher Score (5 domains)

Autonomy Cooperation Responsibility =~ Emotion  Thinking

Female Student -0.124 -0.088 -0.071 -0.253**%  _(),223%*
(0.085) (0.084) (0.080) (0.095) (0.096)
Female Teacher -0.207 0.139 -0.002 -0.286 0.185
(0.187) (0.158) (0.178) (0.177) (0.233)
Teacher Score 0.056 0.129 0.166* 0.062 0.014
(0.107) (0.115) (0.093) (0.112) (0.199)
Teacher Female x Teacher Score 0.133 0.003 -0.018 -0.025 0.017
(0.118) (0.129) (0.103) (0.127) (0.201)
Average Peer Score 0.307%** 0.3327%#* 0.394 % 0.379%%*  (.347+%*
(0.079) (0.081) (0.072) (0.095) (0.086)
Observations 493 583 647 434 423
Adj. R-squared 0.193 0.143 0.208 0.153 0.203

Notes: All regressions control for student background characteristics and school fixed effects. Robust standard errors in
parentheses. The dependent variable is self-assigned score. *p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.010.

Peer-assigned score
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Table C.28: Peer-Assigned Score - Autonomy

Y] 2 3) (C)] (5)
Female Student (f3;) 0.034 0.050 —0.082 —0.088 —0.086
(0.069) (0.072) (0.065) (0.065) (0.065)
Female Peer (3,) —0.212% —0.210** —0.225%* —0.235*** —0.207***
(0.065) (0.067) (0.063) (0.064) (0.064)
Female Student x Female Peer (f33) 0.438*** 0.423%%* 0.416** 0.446*** 0.454***
(0.084) (0.086) (0.082) (0.083) (0.084)
Peer’s Self Score 0.145*** 0.154*** 0.167*** 0.183***
(0.026) (0.025) (0.025) (0.026)
Student’s Teacher Score 0.416* 0.361%* 0.364***
(0.034) (0.038) (0.038)
Student’s Self Score 0.121** 0.116***
(0.040) (0.040)
Peer’s Teacher Score —0.083***
(0.028)
Student born in Spain 0.198** 0.185** 0.123 0.072 0.100
(0.090) (0.093) (0.077) (0.081) (0.081)
Student Caregiver 1: Born in Spain 0.202** 0.187* 0.103 0.111 0.110
(0.094) (0.100) (0.086) (0.084) (0.085)
Student Caregiver 2: Born in Spain 0.008 0.049 0.017 —0.002 —0.008
(0.098) (0.104) (0.088) (0.090) (0.091)
Stu CG1 went to uni 0.035 0.039 0.007 0.031 0.036
(0.069) (0.071) (0.067) (0.067) (0.068)
Stu CG1 uni edu not known —0.146* -0.167* —0.176** —0.152* —0.145*
(0.087) (0.090) (0.083) (0.086) (0.087)
Stu CG2 went to uni 0.147* 0.161** 0.115* 0.113* 0.122*
(0.070) (0.072) (0.066) (0.067) (0.068)
Stu CG2 uni edu not known 0.018 0.046 0.045 0.080 0.085
(0.085) (0.087) (0.077) (0.080) (0.081)
Peer born in Spain —0.089 —0.081 —0.108* —0.147* —0.158**
(0.061) (0.063) (0.062) (0.063) (0.064)
Peer Caregiver 1: Born in Spain 0.110 0.120 0.127 0.153* 0.167**
(0.079) (0.081) (0.079) (0.081) (0.080)
Peer Caregiver 2: Born in Spain —0.055 —0.089 —0.122 —0.119 —0.097
(0.081) (0.082) (0.079) (0.080) (0.080)
Peer CG1 went to uni 0.107** 0.105** 0.104** 0.093* 0.086*
(0.047) (0.050) (0.047) (0.048) (0.049)
Peer CG1 uni edu not known 0.024 —0.007 0.000 —0.011 —0.016
(0.057) (0.060) (0.056) (0.058) (0.058)
Peer CG2 went to uni -0.010 —0.036 —0.048 —0.064 —0.037
(0.051) (0.053) (0.051) (0.051) (0.052)
Peer CG2 uni edu not known —0.044 —0.021 —0.023 —0.033 —0.020
(0.057) (0.060) (0.057) (0.059) (0.060)
Constant —0.326™* —0.332** -0.113 —0.056 —0.113
(0.132) (0.134) (0.116) (0.120) (0.122)
Fem Peer: Fem vs Male Stu (81 + B3) 0.472 0.472 0.334 0.358 0.368
Fem Peer: P-val 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Classroom FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-squared 0.170 0.191 0.283 0.281 0.286
Observations 2420 2232 2184 2038 2006

Standard errors in parentheses and clustered at student level. * (p<0.10), ** (p<0.05), *** (p<0.01).
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Table C.29: Peer-Assigned Score - Cooperation

Y] 2 3) (C)] (5)
Female Student (f3;) 0.092 0.062 —0.117* —0.097* —0.112**
(0.057) (0.058) (0.054) (0.055) (0.056)
Female Peer (3,) —0.228** —0.242%* —0.257* —0.273** —0.293***
(0.055) (0.053) (0.050) (0.051) (0.053)
Female Student x Female Peer (f33) 0.338%** 0.362%** 0.376*** 0.390*** 0.406***
(0.070) (0.069) (0.066) (0.067) (0.068)
Peer’s Self Score 0.266*** 0.272%** 0.273*** 0.264***
(0.021) (0.019) (0.020) (0.021)
Student’s Teacher Score 0.401%** 0.351%% 0.349***
(0.033) (0.033) (0.033)
Student’s Self Score 0.088*** 0.091***
(0.029) (0.029)
Peer’s Teacher Score 0.019
(0.027)
Student born in Spain 0.227*** 0.222** 0.247*** 0.235** 0.242%**
(0.085) (0.086) (0.077) (0.080) (0.081)
Student Caregiver 1: Born in Spain 0.230" 0.251% 0.160** 0.1947* 0.206***
(0.081) (0.084) (0.077) (0.071) (0.070)
Student Caregiver 2: Born in Spain —0.043 —0.043 —0.065 —0.093 —0.113
(0.081) (0.083) (0.076) (0.073) (0.071)
Stu CG1 went to uni —0.068 —0.077 —0.065 —0.076 —0.087
(0.061) (0.062) (0.054) (0.055) (0.055)
Stu CG1 uni edu not known —0.190*** —0.221** —0.162*** —0.194** —0.196***
(0.070) (0.070) (0.062) (0.062) (0.062)
Stu CG2 went to uni 0.157** 0.151** 0.086 0.090 0.076
(0.063) (0.065) (0.057) (0.057) (0.057)
Stu CG2 uni edu not known 0.020 0.044 0.067 0.082 0.075
(0.068) (0.069) (0.062) (0.063) (0.063)
Peer born in Spain —0.153** —0.153** —0.175* —0.171* —0.164"*
(0.056) (0.052) (0.052) (0.054) (0.055)
Peer Caregiver 1: Born in Spain 0.041 0.034 0.034 0.018 0.019
(0.058) (0.058) (0.059) (0.060) (0.061)
Peer Caregiver 2: Born in Spain 0.103* 0.098* 0.096* 0.111* 0.109*
(0.059) (0.057) (0.056) (0.058) (0.058)
Peer CG1 went to uni 0.066 0.079* 0.062 0.055 0.063
(0.041) (0.042) (0.042) (0.042) (0.042)
Peer CG1 uni edu not known —0.020 —0.024 —0.019 —0.023 —0.023
(0.050) (0.049) (0.049) (0.050) (0.051)
Peer CG2 went to uni 0.068* 0.029 —0.000 —0.001 —0.016
(0.040) (0.040) (0.039) (0.039) (0.039)
Peer CG2 uni edu not known —0.007 0.044 0.012 0.009 0.006
(0.044) (0.044) (0.043) (0.044) (0.045)
Constant —0.286** —0.298** —0.163 —0.147 —0.121
(0.124) (0.127) (0.113) (0.118) (0.119)
Fem Peer: Fem vs Male Stu (81 + B3) 0.430 0.424 0.259 0.293 0.294
Fem Peer: P-val 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Classroom FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-squared 0.146 0.195 0.267 0.267 0.267
Observations 3297 3111 3040 2891 2842

Standard errors in parentheses and clustered at student level. * (p<0.10), ** (p<0.05), *** (p<0.01).
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Table C.30: Peer-Assigned Score - Responsibility

Y] 2 3) (C)] (5)
Female Student (f3;) 0.227*** 0.223%%* —0.047 —0.025 —0.019
(0.060) (0.061) (0.056) (0.056) (0.056)
Female Peer (3,) —0.197** —0.208*** —0.195** —0.201*** —0.156***
(0.056) (0.056) (0.051) (0.052) (0.055)
Female Student x Female Peer (f33) 0.261%* 0.244** 0.242%%* 0.246*** 0.232%%*
(0.074) (0.074) (0.068) (0.069) (0.070)
Peer’s Self Score 0.201*** 0.195*** 0.192*** 0.205***
(0.022) (0.020) (0.021) (0.021)
Student’s Teacher Score 0.466*** 0.414* 0.418**
(0.031) (0.030) (0.030)
Student’s Self Score 0.095*** 0.094***
(0.030) (0.030)
Peer’s Teacher Score —0.061**
(0.025)
Student born in Spain 0.281*** 0.297*** 0.160** 0.105 0.111
(0.091) (0.092) (0.073) (0.079) (0.078)
Student Caregiver 1: Born in Spain 0.114 0.109 0.013 0.034 0.032
(0.083) (0.085) (0.074) (0.073) (0.071)
Student Caregiver 2: Born in Spain 0.010 0.020 0.036 0.025 0.030
(0.081) (0.082) (0.071) (0.070) (0.068)
Stu CG1 went to uni —0.039 —0.078 —0.043 —0.051 —0.053
(0.070) (0.070) (0.060) (0.061) (0.061)
Stu CG1 uni edu not known —0.192** —0.235** —-0.177** —0.149** —0.151**
(0.081) (0.083) (0.069) (0.072) (0.072)
Stu CG2 went to uni 0.209*** 0.210%** 0.118** 0.113* 0.112*
(0.071) (0.072) (0.059) (0.060) (0.060)
Stu CG2 uni edu not known 0.085 0.104 0.108 0.078 0.077
(0.080) (0.082) (0.071) (0.072) (0.072)
Peer born in Spain —0.045 —0.064 —0.085 —0.102* —0.087
(0.054) (0.053) (0.053) (0.054) (0.055)
Peer Caregiver 1: Born in Spain 0.087 0.071 0.073 0.078 0.081
(0.059) (0.059) (0.057) (0.058) (0.059)
Peer Caregiver 2: Born in Spain 0.008 0.001 0.002 0.003 0.007
(0.061) (0.062) (0.060) (0.061) (0.061)
Peer CG1 went to uni 0.002 —0.007 —-0.014 —-0.014 —0.011
(0.043) (0.044) (0.042) (0.044) (0.044)
Peer CG1 uni edu not known 0.008 0.008 0.002 0.006 —0.001
(0.050) (0.050) (0.049) (0.051) (0.051)
Peer CG2 went to uni 0.030 —0.011 -0.019 —0.037 —0.022
(0.043) (0.042) (0.041) (0.042) (0.041)
Peer CG2 uni edu not known 0.027 0.025 0.040 0.042 0.042
(0.047) (0.047) (0.045) (0.046) (0.046)
Constant —0.437** —0.387*** -0.120 —0.052 —0.094
(0.129) (0.131) (0.110) (0.117) (0.118)
Fem Peer: Fem vs Male Stu (81 + B3) 0.488 0.467 0.195 0.221 0.213
Fem Peer: P-val 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000
Classroom FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-squared 0.124 0.151 0.262 0.259 0.263
Observations 3189 3055 3009 2791 2762

Standard errors in parentheses and clustered at student level. * (p<0.10), ** (p<0.05), *** (p<0.01).
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Table C.31:

Peer-Assigned Score - Emotional Management

Y] 2 3) (C)] (5)
Female Student (f3;) 0.027 0.022 —0.058 —0.021 —0.044
(0.060) (0.060) (0.059) (0.058) (0.059)
Female Peer (3,) —0.223** —0.156"* —0.158** —0.190*** —0.231***
(0.050) (0.050) (0.051) (0.054) (0.056)
Female Student x Female Peer (f33) 0.270*** 0.288*** 0.310"** 0.332%% 0.357***
(0.070) (0.071) (0.072) (0.074) (0.076)
Peer’s Self Score 0.226*** 0.215%** 0.204*** 0.192***
(0.020) (0.020) (0.021) (0.020)
Student’s Teacher Score 0.277* 0.252%%* 0.281%**
(0.029) (0.028) (0.030)
Student’s Self Score 0.101*** 0.102***
(0.029) (0.030)
Peer’s Teacher Score 0.081%**
(0.025)
Student born in Spain 0.284*** 0.291*** 0.248*** 0.245** 0.240**
(0.097) (0.097) (0.089) (0.097) (0.095)
Student Caregiver 1: Born in Spain 0.2717 0.275% 0.2427* 0.275% 0.255%
(0.085) (0.086) (0.080) (0.090) (0.092)
Student Caregiver 2: Born in Spain —0.070 —0.057 —0.032 —0.081 —-0.077
(0.085) (0.085) (0.082) (0.094) (0.095)
Stu CG1 went to uni —0.183** —0.183** —0.129** —0.118** —0.120**
(0.060) (0.061) (0.057) (0.059) (0.060)
Stu CG1 uni edu not known —0.226*** —0.233** —0.163** —0.183*** —0.183***
(0.072) (0.071) (0.068) (0.068) (0.070)
Stu CG2 went to uni 0.221%%* 0.243%* 0.170** 0.127** 0.119*
(0.062) (0.062) (0.061) (0.060) (0.061)
Stu CG2 uni edu not known —0.079 —0.077 —0.044 —0.070 —0.078
(0.065) (0.065) (0.063) (0.060) (0.062)
Peer born in Spain 0.110* 0.095* 0.107* 0.093 0.076
(0.056) (0.056) (0.058) (0.062) (0.063)
Peer Caregiver 1: Born in Spain 0.076 0.153*** 0.158*** 0.147** 0.113*
(0.057) (0.056) (0.055) (0.057) (0.058)
Peer Caregiver 2: Born in Spain —0.217* —0.282*** —0.304** —0.287** —0.273**
(0.063) (0.062) (0.062) (0.066) (0.067)
Peer CG1 went to uni —0.011 —0.023 -0.019 —0.044 —0.048
(0.043) (0.044) (0.045) (0.047) (0.049)
Peer CG1 uni edu not known 0.073 —0.016 —0.000 —0.005 —0.001
(0.049) (0.049) (0.051) (0.054) (0.055)
Peer CG2 went to uni 0.050 —0.029 —0.029 —0.029 —0.032
(0.045) (0.045) (0.046) (0.048) (0.050)
Peer CG2 uni edu not known —0.086™* —0.049 —0.078* —0.096"* —0.097**
(0.043) (0.043) (0.045) (0.047) (0.047)
Constant —0.277** —0.266* —0.232* —0.153 —0.099
(0.140) (0.139) (0.133) (0.139) (0.130)
Fem Peer: Fem vs Male Stu (81 + B3) 0.297 0.310 0.252 0.311 0.312
Fem Peer: P-val 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Classroom FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-squared 0.143 0.184 0.229 0.233 0.238
Observations 3003 2831 2592 2337 2239

Standard errors in parentheses and clustered at student level. * (p<0.10), ** (p<0.05), *** (p<0.01).
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Table C.32: Peer-Assigned Score - Thinking Abilities

Y] 2 3) (C)] (5)
Female Student (f3;) —-0.012 —0.024 —0.214** —0.109 —0.110
(0.067) (0.070) (0.067) (0.069) (0.069)
Female Peer (3,) —0.337* —0.278** —0.273* —0.275** —0.205***
(0.059) (0.062) (0.062) (0.065) (0.067)
Female Student x Female Peer (f33) 0.384*** 0.403*** 0.411%% 0.414** 0.415%*
(0.075) (0.080) (0.078) (0.080) (0.081)
Peer’s Self Score 0.223*** 0.223*** 0.231** 0.250***
(0.025) (0.023) (0.025) (0.026)
Student’s Teacher Score 0.429*** 0.382%** 0.370%**
(0.037) (0.036) (0.036)
Student’s Self Score 0.162*** 0.172**
(0.031) (0.031)
Peer’s Teacher Score —0.145%*
(0.030)
Student born in Spain 0.347*** 0.345*** 0.255** 0.298*** 0.296***
(0.105) (0.110) (0.103) (0.101) (0.101)
Student Caregiver 1: Born in Spain 0.2427 0.246" 0.104 0.117 0.112
(0.087) (0.095) (0.092) (0.095) (0.097)
Student Caregiver 2: Born in Spain —0.037 —0.027 0.003 —0.041 —0.030
(0.096) (0.103) (0.095) (0.097) (0.102)
Stu CG1 went to uni —0.124* —0.122% —0.122% —0.124** -0.119*
(0.069) (0.071) (0.064) (0.062) (0.062)
Stu CG1 uni edu not known —0.288*** —0.282** —0.146* —0.132* —0.134*
(0.084) (0.087) (0.076) (0.078) (0.078)
Stu CG2 went to uni 0.175** 0.159** 0.066 0.066 0.080
(0.072) (0.073) (0.062) (0.064) (0.065)
Stu CG2 uni edu not known —0.007 —0.021 —0.053 —0.029 —0.018
(0.080) (0.082) (0.068) (0.069) (0.069)
Peer born in Spain 0.013 —0.012 —0.050 —0.026 0.001
(0.054) (0.054) (0.052) (0.059) (0.059)
Peer Caregiver 1: Born in Spain 0.070 0.057 0.071 0.082 0.127*
(0.063) (0.067) (0.063) (0.066) (0.066)
Peer Caregiver 2: Born in Spain —0.137* —0.085 —0.131* —0.128 —0.142*
(0.072) (0.077) (0.076) (0.078) (0.079)
Peer CG1 went to uni 0.115** 0.080* 0.103** 0.110** 0.096**
(0.044) (0.046) (0.044) (0.046) (0.047)
Peer CG1 uni edu not known 0.218*** 0.124** 0.158*** 0.150*** 0.086
(0.051) (0.052) (0.049) (0.053) (0.056)
Peer CG2 went to uni —0.028 —0.044 —0.093** —0.069* —0.031
(0.044) (0.044) (0.040) (0.042) (0.042)
Peer CG2 uni edu not known —0.174** —0.114** —0.161*** —0.138"* —0.119**
(0.048) (0.049) (0.045) (0.048) (0.048)
Constant —0.291** —0.306** —0.040 —0.155 —-0.222
(0.147) (0.148) (0.148) (0.157) (0.157)
Fem Peer: Fem vs Male Stu (81 + B3) 0.371 0.379 0.197 0.306 0.305
Fem Peer: P-val 0.000 0.000 0.008 0.000 0.000
Classroom FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-squared 0.172 0.196 0.291 0.297 0.303
Observations 2737 2479 2359 2097 2065

Standard errors in parentheses and clustered at student level. * (p<0.10), ** (p<0.05), *** (p<0.01).
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Table C.33: Peer-Assigned Scores with Female Tch: All 5 dimensions

Autonomy Cooperation Responsibility Emotion  Thinking

Female Student (f31) -0.075 -0.115%* -0.023 -0.049 -0.137%*
(0.069) (0.058) (0.060) (0.060) (0.066)
Female Peer (3,) -0.226%%%  -(.345%** -0.197] *** -0.230%** (). 254 %%
(0.066) (0.055) (0.059) (0.056) (0.069)
Female Student x Female Peer (83)  0.454%%* 0.46] *** 0.287%%: 0.336%**  (.470%%**
(0.091) (0.074) (0.075) (0.077) (0.083)
Peer’s Self Score 0.182%:%: 0.270%:*:* 0.199% 3 0.196%** () 238%%*:*
(0.027) (0.021) (0.022) (0.021) (0.026)
Teacher Score 0.570%*:* 0.367%*:* 0.383 %% 0.316%**  (,395%**
(0.079) (0.080) (0.062) (0.082) (0.107)
Teacher Female x Teacher Score -0.272%** -0.080 0.005 -0.056 -0.025
(0.084) (0.085) (0.071) (0.086) (0.113)
Student’s Self Score 0.132%:** 0.089%:** 0.095°%:** 0.107%**%  (,170%**
(0.040) (0.027) (0.030) (0.030) (0.031)
Peer’s Teacher Score -0.105%** -0.014 -0.067** 0.063**  -(0.142%**
(0.029) (0.027) (0.026) (0.025) (0.032)
B1+ B3 0.379%:%: 0.346%*:* 0.265%%: 0.287%%*% () 333%%:*
Observations 1721 2389 2292 2112 1707
Adj. R-squared 0.258 0.245 0.243 0.205 0.302

Note: All regressions control for student and peer background characteristics, and school fixed effects. Standard errors clustered
at student level in parentheses. The dependent variable is peer-assigned score. *p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
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Table C.34: Autonomy: Separate Regressions for Peer FE and Student FE

Peer FEs Peer FEs Peer FEs Student FEs Student FEs Student FEs
Fem Student x Fem Peer ~ (0.320%** (,323%** 0.272%*3 0.399%**
(0.074) (0.091) (0.063) (0.101)
Male Student x Male Peer 0.003 0.323%** 0.127 0.399%**
(0.076) (0.091) (0.081) (0.101)
Female Student -0.003
(0.076)
Male Student -0.320%**
(0.074)
Female Peer -0.127
(0.081)
Male Peer -0.272%%*
(0.063)
Peer Controls No No No Yes Yes Yes
Student Controls Yes Yes Yes No No No
Observations 2264 2264 2264 2373 2373 2373
Adj. R-squared 0.524 0.524 0.524 0.574 0.574 0.574

Note: Columns 1-3 (Peer FE) report regressions of the Autonomy score on studentxpeer gender interaction and main effects, controlling
for the Student’s Teacher score, Self score, and background characteristics; standard errors are clustered at the student level. Columns
4-6 (Student FE) report analogous regressions with all controls at the peer level, also clustering SEs by student. *p<0.10, ** p<0.05,
*##% p<0.010. Standard errors in parentheses.
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Table C.35: Robustness Check with EO Scores - Peer-Assigned Score: Peer FE vs. Student FE Across 5 Domains

Autonomy Cooperation
Peer FE Student FE Peer FE Student FE

Responsibility
Peer FE Student FE

Emotion Mngt. Thinking Ab.
Peer FE Student FE Peer FE Student FE

Fem Student x Fem Peer  0.363%%3* 0.136 0.341%** 0.078

0.328%* 0.013

0.276%* 0.173 0.464 %% 0.084

(0.104) (0.119) (0.088) (0.101) (0.103) (0.095) (0.114) (0.110) (0.144) (0.152)
Male Student x Male Peer 0.030 0.091 -0.048 0.243%* -0.227%** 0.086 -0.152 -0.164 -0.010 0.333%*
(0.135) (0.131) (0.104) (0.106) (0.101) (0.101) (0.110) (0.120) (0.150) (0.160)
EO Score 0.183%** -0.062 0.152%* 0.022 0.226%%* -0.028 0.083 -0.053 0.131 -0.012
(0.075) (0.040) (0.069) (0.048) (0.054) (0.047) (0.058) (0.054) (0.080) (0.067)
Self Score 0.131* 0.153%** 0.112%* 0.245%%* 0.118** 0.222%%%  (0,204%**  (.283%** () 3]0%**  (228%**
(0.076) (0.046) (0.054) (0.042) (0.056) (0.050) (0.067) (0.045) (0.066) (0.067)
Peer Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Student Controls Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Observations 1068 1127 1435 1519 1590 1691 1153 1253 892 964
Adj. R-squared 0.644 0.453 0.601 0.359 0.598 0.400 0.594 0.301 0.646 0.367

Note: Standard errors in parentheses and clustered at the student level. The dependent variable is peer-assigned score. Under Peer FEs, the EO and Self Score refers to student’s scores and under

Student FEs, these refer to the peer’s scores . *p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.010.
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Table C.36: Lab-in-the-field: Peer FE vs. Student FE with Peer-Assigned Score

Autonomy Cooperation Responsibility Emotion Mngt. Thinking Ab.
Peer FE Student FE Peer FE Student FE Peer FE Student FE Peer FE Student FE Peer FE Student FE
Fem Student x Fem Peer  (0.184%%* 0.171%* 0.327#:%:* 0.114 (.29 s 0.058 0.054 0.081 0.21 %% 0.124
(0.071) (0.077) (0.076) (0.079) (0.069) (0.077) (0.071) (0.087) (0.078) (0.085)
Male Student x Male Peer 0.047 -0.044 -0.049 0.145* -0.016 0.144* -0.085 0.037 0.032 0.080
(0.064) (0.078) (0.061) (0.080) (0.064) (0.079) (0.064) (0.086) (0.063) (0.080)
EO Score 0.304 %% -0.055 0.278%#:*:* 0.043 0.319%:** -0.028 0.195%:*:* 0.036 0.315%** -0.041
(0.030) (0.034) (0.043) (0.043) (0.040) (0.043) (0.039) (0.048) (0.038) (0.045)
Self Score 0.135%** (), 354%%** 0.074%** 0.453 %% 0.098%** 0.439%#:*:* 0.044 0.313%*%* (. 135%*% () 377%**
(0.038) (0.042) (0.036) (0.045) (0.040) (0.047) (0.034) (0.040) (0.034) (0.038)
Peer Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Student Controls Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
Observations 2093 2112 2090 2109 2095 2114 2073 2093 2076 2098
R-squared 0.671 0.689 0.703 0.687 0.719 0.690 0.676 0.626 0.699 0.662

Note: Standard errors in parentheses and clustered at the student level. The dependent variable is peer-assigned score. Under Peer FEs, the EO and Self Score refers to student’s scores and under

Student FEs, these refer to the peer’s scores . *p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.010.



Robustness: Descriptive statistics of the lab-in-the-field survey

Table C.37: Summary Statistics: Lab-in-the-field Self-Evaluation

Female Male Total
Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD Min Max N
Autonomy 3.9 JI8 494 3.84 .84 515 3.86 .81 1 5 1044
Cooperation 399 78 496 3.86 .84 514 3.92 .81 1 5 1045
Responsibility 425 .74 498 412 76 514 417 .77 1 5 1047
Emt. Mngt. 372 .85 498 3.8 .86 512 376 .85 1 5 1045
Thk. Abi. 3.65 9 494 374 .89 514 3.69 9 1 5 1043

Table C.38: Unequal variance t-test (Female vs. Male): Lab-in-the-field Self-Evaluation

Variable Diff SE p-value
Autonomy 0.06 0.05 0.218
Cooperation 0.13** 0.05 0.011
Responsibility  0.12*%** 0.05  0.008
Emt. Mngt. -0.09  0.05 0.109
Thk. Abi. -0.09*  0.06  0.095
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Table C.39: Summary Statistics: Lab-in-the-field Peer Evaluations

Female Students Male Students Total

Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD Min Max N

Peer Evalrs/ Student 2.79 0.53 488 2.78 055 510 2.78 054 1.00 5.00 1037

Panel A: All Peers

Autonomy 4.01 0.87 1342 3.84 098 1408 391 094 1.00 5.00 2858
Cooperation 3.98 0.89 1340 3.77 0.99 1407 3.86 095 1.00 5.00 2853
Responsibility 4.18 0.81 1342 3.89 1.01 1408 4.02 094 1.00 5.00 2858
Emt. Mngt. 3.89 0.88 1331 3.77 097 1398 3.82 093 1.00 5.00 2834
Thk. Abi. 3.89 091 1336 3.75 1.00 1392 3.81 097 1.00 5.00 2833

Panel B: Female Peers

Autonomy 410 083 674 3.83 098 633 3.95 093 1.00 5.00 1369
Cooperation 4.07 0.86 674 3.73 1.00 632 3.89 095 1.00 5.00 1366
Responsibility 4.23 0.81 673 3.88 1.02 632 4.05 094 1.00 500 1367
Emt. Mngt. 3.93 0.85 667 3.77 0.91 626 3.85 0.89 1.00 5.00 1352
Thk. Abi. 3.95 0.89 671 3.70 1.02 623 3.81 097 1.00 5.00 1354

Panel C: Male Peers

Autonomy 390 092 615 3.84 099 735 3.86 096 1.00 5.00 1392
Cooperation 3.89 0.91 614 3.78 099 735 3.82 096 1.00 5.00 1391
Responsibility 4.11 083 616 3.88 1.02 736 3.98 094 1.00 5.00 1394
Emt. Mngt. 3.84 0.91 614 3.74 1.02 733 3.78 097 1.00 5.00 1389
Thk. Abi. 3.83 093 613 3.79 099 730 3.80 097 1.00 5.00 1385

Table C.40: Unequal variance t-tests (Female vs. Male Students): Lab-in-the-field Peer Evaluations

Diff SE  p-value
Panel A: All Peers

Autonomy 0.17*%** 0.04  0.000
Cooperation 0.21*%** 0.04 0.000
Responsibility  0.29*** 0.03  0.000
Emt. Mngt. 0.12%*%* 0.04  0.000
Thk. Abi. 0.14***% 0.04  0.000
Panel B: Female Peers

Autonomy 0.27*** 0.05 0.000
Cooperation 0.34*** 0.05 0.000
Responsibility  0.36*%** 0.05  0.000
Emt. Mngt. 0.16%** 0.05 0.001

Thk. Abi. 0.25**%% (.05 0.000
Panel C: Male Peers
Autonomy 0.07 0.05 0.205

Cooperation 0.10** 0.05 0.044
Responsibility  0.23*** 0.05  0.000
Emt. Mngt. 0.09%* 0.05 0.075
Thk. Abi. 0.04 0.05 0.482
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Table C.41: Summary Statistics: Lab-in-the-field EO Evaluations

Female Students Male Students Total

Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD Min Max N

EOs/Student 1.06 0.24 440 1.06 024 447 1.07 025 1.00 200 919

Panel A: All EO

Autonomy 3.12 092 466 2.93 096 474 3.02 094 1.00 500 975
Cooperation 2.89 0.74 467 2.74 0.83 474 2.82 079 1.00 500 976
Responsibility 3.71 0.72 467 3.41 1.01 474 3.58 090 1.00 500 978
Emotional Management 3.13 0.77 465 3.00 0.86 468 3.07 0.81 1.00 500 968
Thinking Abilities 2.84 0.78 466 2.67 0.80 474 2.75 079 1.00 500 975

Panel B: Female EO

Autonomy 3.13 096 352 2.98 096 362 3.04 097 1.00 500 739
Cooperation 2.85 0.78 353 2.80 0.86 362 2.83 0.82 1.00 500 740
Responsibility 3.81 0.73 353 3.47 1.01 362 3.63 090 1.00 500 742
Emotional Management 3.19 0.76 351 3.02 0.86 356 3.11 0.82 1.00 500 732
Thinking Abilities 2.81 0.80 352 2.72 0.80 362 2.76 0.80 1.00 450 739

Panel C: Male EO

Autonomy 3.12 0.80 114 2.75 091 112 2.94 0.86 1.00 500 236
Cooperation 3.01 059 114 2.55 071 112 2.79 0.69 1.00 450 236
Responsibility 3.64 0.68 114 3.19 098 112 3.41 087 1.00 500 236
Emotional Management 2.96 077 114 2.92 0.84 112 2.95 0.80 1.00 500 236
Thinking Abilities 2.92 072 114 2.50 075 112 2.71 075 1.00 500 236

Table C.42: Welch Unequal-Variance t-tests (Female vs. Male) for Lab-in-the-field EO Evaluations

Diff (F-M) SE p-value

Panel A: All EO

Autonomy 0.20*%**  0.06 0.001
Cooperation 0.15%*%* 0.05 0.003
Responsibility 0.36*%**  0.06  0.000
Emotional Management 0.13%* 0.05 0.012
Thinking Abilities 0.17#*%* 0.05 0.001
Panel B: Female EO

Autonomy 0.15%%* 0.07 0.042
Cooperation 0.05 0.06 0.374
Responsibility 0.34**% 0.07  0.000
Emotional Management ~ 0.16%**  0.06  0.007
Thinking Abilities 0.09 0.06 0.145
Panel C: Male EO

Autonomy 0.36¥**  0.11  0.002
Cooperation 0.46***  0.09 0.000
Responsibility 0.45*%** 0.11  0.000
Emotional Management 0.04 0.11  0.703
Thinking Abilities 0.42*%** 0.10 0.000
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Robustness: BESSI Descriptive Statistics

Table C.43: BESSI Summary Statistics

Self Peer Teacher
Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N
Self Management 348 0.68 643 335 085 1787 3.21 1.00 553
Social Engagement 320 078 643 331 0.83 1787 3.13 0.87 552
Cooperation 365 0.65 643 343 081 1786 336 0.74 552
Emotional Management 3.21 0.81 643 3.33 0.80 1784 3.31 0.77 552
Innovation 335 0.72 643 330 0.82 1781 325 0.77 553

Robustness: BESSI Self-assigned Score

Table C.44: BESSI Self-Assigned Score Treated Group (Endline) - Student’s Self Score

(1 (2) 3)
Female Student —0.213*** —0.300*** —0.309***
(0.066) (0.069) (0.069)
Student’s Teacher Score 0.348*** 0.298***
(0.044) (0.051)
Student’s Avg Peer Score 0.148*
(0.072)
Student Background Controls Yes Yes Yes
Classroom FE Yes Yes Yes
R-squared (adj.) 0.034 0.137 0.146
Observations 596 509 509
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Note: Robust standard errors are in parenthesis. *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01.



Table C.45: BESSI Self-Assigned Score Treated Group (Endline) - Student’s Self Score

(1) (2) (3)
Female Student —0.085 —0.146** —0.162***
(0.055) (0.061) (0.060)
Student’s Teacher Score 0.213*** 0.169***
(0.047) (0.053)
Student’s Avg Peer Score 0.132**
(0.063)
Student Background Controls Yes Yes Yes
Classroom FE Yes Yes Yes
R-squared (adj.) 0.012 0.055 0.065
Observations 596 509 509

Note: Robust standard errors are in parenthesis. *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01.

Table C.46: BESSI Self-Assigned Score Treated Group (Endline) - Student’s Self Score

(1) (2) 3)
Female Student —0.420"** —0.459*** —0.467**
(0.067) (0.072) (0.073)
Student’s Teacher Score 0.207*** 0.180***
(0.052) (0.062)
Student’s Avg Peer Score 0.071
(0.081)
Student Background Controls Yes Yes Yes
Classroom FE Yes Yes Yes
R-squared (adj.) 0.065 0.097 0.097
Observations 596 509 509

Note: Robust standard errors are in parenthesis. *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01.
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Table C.47: BESSI Self-Assigned Score Treated Group (Endline) - Student’s Self Score

(1) (2) (3)
Female Student —0.075 —0.220"** —0.229***
(0.059) (0.063) (0.064)
Student’s Teacher Score 0.232%** 0.199***
(0.035) (0.047)
Student’s Avg Peer Score 0.071
(0.073)
Student Background Controls Yes Yes Yes
Classroom FE Yes Yes Yes
R-squared (adj.) —0.008 0.078 0.079
Observations 596 510 510

Note: Robust standard errors are in parenthesis. *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01.

Table C.48: BESSI Self-Assigned Score Treated Group (Endline) - Student’s Self Score

(1) (2) 3)
Female Student 0.135** 0.086 0.060
(0.063) (0.068) (0.069)
Student’s Teacher Score 0.222*** 0.155***
(0.048) (0.060)
Student’s Avg Peer Score 0.139*
(0.067)
Student Background Controls Yes Yes Yes
Classroom FE Yes Yes Yes
R-squared (adj.) —0.001 0.048 0.056
Observations 596 510 510

Note: Robust standard errors are in parenthesis. *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01.
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Robustness: BESSI Peer-assigned Score

Table C.49: BESSI Peer-Assigned Score (Endline): Full specification

Self Mngt Social Engt Cooperation Emotional Mngt Innovation

Female Student -0.047 -0.078 -0.024 -0.055 0.022
(0.078) (0.078) (0.068) (0.081) (0.075)
Female Peer -0.296%** -0.130 -0.189** -0.2571 %% -0.095
(0.074) (0.081) (0.073) (0.081) (0.076)
Female Student x Female Peer  0.413%** 0.281%** 0.337%** 0.385%** 0.262%*
(0.112) (0.120) (0.107) (0.115) (0.111)
Peer’s Self Score 0.288*** () 227%*** 0.437%%* 0.248%%** 0.243%%*
(0.045) (0.042) (0.051) (0.043) (0.041)
Student’s Teacher Score 0.442%** () 3]7*** 0.326%** 0.367*%** 0.477%**
(0.035) (0.043) 0.041) (0.044) (0.043)
Student’s Self Score 0.038 0.095** 0.165%** 0.079* 0.104%**
(0.048) (0.044) (0.049) (0.041) (0.036)
Peer’s Teacher Score -0.090%%** -0.050 -0.015 -0.054 -0.076*
(0.031) (0.040) (0.047) (0.044) (0.039)
Bi1+ B3 0.366%** 0.203%* 0.312%** 0.330%** 0.284%**
Male x Male Mean 3.36 3.35 3.46 3.38 3.19
Observations 743 739 738 738 741
Adj. R-squared 0.402 0.211 0.292 0.252 0.307

Note: All regressions control for student and peer background characteristics, and classroom fixed effects. Standard errors are in
parentheses and clustered at student level. The dependent variable is peer-assigned score. *p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.

Table C.50: BESSI Peer-Assigned Score (Endline) - Social Engagement

QY] () 3) (4) (5)
Female Student —0.009 —0.025 —0.045 —0.021 —0.078
(0.056) (0.055) (0.057) (0.057) (0.080)
Female Peer —0.267** —0.222%* —0.192*** —0.202%* —0.130
(0.058) (0.057) (0.057) (0.057) (0.082)
Female Student x Female Peer 0.303*** 0.316"* 0.263*** 0.278*** 0.281**
(0.083) (0.082) (0.083) (0.083) (0.123)
Peer’s Self Score 0.241%* 0.231%* 0.231% 0.227**
(0.029) (0.029) (0.029) (0.042)
Student’s Teacher Score 0.336"* 0.303"** 0.317*
(0.028) (0.030) (0.042)
Student’s Self Score 0.101" 0.095**
(0.031) (0.042)
Peer’s Teacher Score —0.050
(0.041)
Constant 3.126% 2.362% 1.570"* 1.315% 1.628**
(0.109) (0.137) (0.159) (0.181) (0.275)
Student Background Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Peer Background Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Classroom FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-squared 0.128 0.172 0.277 0.284 0.303
Observations 1544 1544 1292 1290 739

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses and clustered at student level. The dependent variable is peer-assigned score. *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01.

82



Table C.51: BESSI Peer-Assigned Score (Endline) - Cooperation

(¢Y] 2 (3) (4) %)
Female Student 0.062 0.035 0.015 0.026 —0.024
(0.056) (0.053) (0.056) (0.055) (0.072)
Female Peer —0.266** —0.228** —0.186** —0.194** —0.189**
(0.058) (0.054) (0.055) (0.055) (0.075)
Female Student x Female Peer 0.332%* 0.343% 0.255%* 0.263" 0.337%
(0.081) (0.077) (0.080) (0.080) (0.110)
Peer’s Self Score 0.395%* 0.380"** 0.392%* 0.437%
(0.034) (0.034) (0.034) (0.049)
Student’s Teacher Score 0.361"** 0.337*** 0.326"*
(0.031) (0.032) (0.044)
Student’s Self Score 0.132%** 0.165**
(0.034) (0.048)
Peer’s Teacher Score —0.015
(0.046)
Constant 3317 1.905*** 0.882*** 0.429** 0.551
(0.110) (0.154) (0.179) (0.218) (0.363)
Student Background Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Peer Background Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Classroom FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-squared 0.138 0.226 0.314 0.323 0.375
Observations 1543 1543 1291 1289 738

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses and clustered at student level. The dependent variable is peer-assigned score. *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01.

Table C.52: BESSI Peer-Assigned Score (Endline) - Emotional Management

QY] ) 3) (4) (5)
Female Student 0.028 0.024 —0.013 0.030 —0.055
(0.058) (0.056) (0.059) (0.060) (0.083)
Female Peer —0.343%* —0.235%* —0.238*** —0.241% —0.251%*
(0.059) (0.058) (0.058) (0.058) (0.081)
Female Student x Female Peer 0.318*** 0.319** 0.324*** 0.334** 0.385%**
(0.082) (0.079) (0.081) (0.080) (0.116)
Peer’s Self Score 0.250*** 0.237** 0.241* 0.248"**
(0.029) (0.029) (0.029) (0.041)
Student’s Teacher Score 0.366"* 0.345% 0.367"*
(0.030) (0.031) (0.044)
Student’s Self Score 0.101*** 0.079**
(0.028) (0.039)
Peer’s Teacher Score —0.054
(0.044)
Constant 3.466** 2.620"** 1.518"** 1.220%** 1.680"**
(0.110) (0.144) (0.171) (0.186) (0.316)
Student Background Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Peer Background Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Classroom FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-squared 0.123 0.174 0.291 0.298 0.339
Observations 1542 1542 1290 1288 738

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses and clustered at student level. The dependent variable is peer-assigned score. *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01.
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Table C.53: BESSI Peer-Assigned Score (Endline) - Self Management

(¢Y] 2 (3) (4) %)
Female Student 0.237%* 0.229*** —0.012 —0.005 —0.047
(0.058) (0.057) (0.057) (0.058) (0.076)
Female Peer —0.385"* —0.380%* —0.364** —0.366** —0.296%**
(0.059) (0.058) (0.055) (0.055) (0.078)
Female Student x Female Peer 0.403** 0.401* 0.357"* 0.363" 0.413%
(0.083) (0.082) (0.078) (0.078) (0.112)
Peer’s Self Score 0.217% 0.229* 0.230"* 0.288**
(0.034) (0.032) (0.032) (0.044)
Student’s Teacher Score 0.451** 0.438"** 0.442%**
(0.022) (0.023) (0.033)
Student’s Self Score 0.062* 0.038
(0.033) (0.044)
Peer’s Teacher Score —0.090**
(0.031)
Constant 3.182% 2.452%* 1.279*** 1.095%** 1.379***
(0.113) (0.161) (0.158) (0.184) (0.273)
Student Background Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Peer Background Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Classroom FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-squared 0.184 0.211 0.429 0.431 0.472
Observations 1544 1544 1294 1292 743

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses and clustered at student level. The dependent variable is peer-assigned score. *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01.

Table C.54: BESSI Peer-Assigned Score (Endline) - Innovation

1 ) 3) (4) (5)
Female Student 0.271%* 0.245%** 0.146** 0.120** 0.022
(0.058) (0.056) (0.057) (0.058) (0.076)
Female Peer —0.133** —0.176** —0.140** —0.162** —0.095
(0.060) (0.058) (0.058) (0.057) (0.077)
Female Student x Female Peer 0.212** 0.231%* 0.212%* 0.240** 0.262**
(0.084) (0.082) (0.080) (0.080) (0.113)
Peer’s Self Score 0.267* 0.231*** 0.241* 0.243%*
(0.030) (0.030) (0.030) (0.042)
Student’s Teacher Score 0.467** 0.443% 0.477*
(0.029) (0.030) (0.041)
Student’s Self Score 0.122%* 0.104**
(0.028) (0.035)
Peer’s Teacher Score —0.076*
(0.040)
Constant 3,124 2.258*** 1.039*** 0.669*** 1.045%*
(0.111) (0.148) (0.162) (0.180) (0.267)
Student Background Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Peer Background Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Classroom FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-squared 0.146 0.194 0.346 0.356 0.387
Observations 1539 1539 1290 1288 741

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses and clustered at student level. The dependent variable is peer-assigned score. *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01.
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Appendix D

Photos of the Standardized Activity

Figure D.1: Students constructing marshmallow towers

Figure D.2: Students constructing marshmallow towers
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