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Abstract. The interaction between social norms and gender roles pre-
scribes gender-specific behaviors that influence moral judgments. Here, we
study how moral judgments are biased by the gender of the protagonist
of a story. Using data from /r/AITA, a Reddit community with 17 million
members who share first-hand experiences seeking community judgment
on their behavior, we employ machine learning techniques to match sto-
ries describing similar situations that differ only by the protagonist’s
gender. We find no direct causal effect of the protagonist’s gender on
the received moral judgments, except for stories about “friendship and
relationships”, where male protagonists receive more negative judgments.
Our findings complement existing correlational studies and suggest that
gender roles may exert greater influence in specific social contexts. These
results have implications for understanding sociological constructs and
highlight potential biases in data used to train large language models.
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1 Introduction

Social norms are the informal rules that govern behavior in groups and soci-
eties, and represent collective beliefs about which behavior is appropriate in
a given situation. Extensively studied in the social sciences [20, 51, 15], much
is known about their formation, persistence, evolution, function, effects, and
their link to social identity [63]. These norms are intimately connected to social
roles—behavioral archetypes that define specific expectations that individuals are
presumed to fulfill when they embody certain roles within a social unit [24, 62].
In particular, gender roles, as a subclass of social roles, prescribe gender-specific
behaviors [39, 53]. For instance, hand-kissing as a form of greeting is a social norm
intrinsically linked to gender roles, and serves as a vivid example of gender-specific
behaviors. The internalization of social and gender roles affects how individuals
make moral judgments, thus influencing people’s behavior via pressure to conform
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and sanctions such as isolation and ostracism [59]. Investigating how social and
gender roles influence moral judgments allows us to better understand human
decision-making processes.

Despite efforts in studying the impact of judges’ characteristics on the judg-
ment, fewer works have studied how moral judgments are shaped by the char-
acteristics of individuals involved in the moral dilemma. For instance, it has
been shown that old and female individuals are judged more mildly than young
and male ones [57, 13]. Such experiments employ vignettes, short stories based
on fictional or hypothetical scenarios [42, 12], to expose participants to moral
situations and ask for their judgment. Although this methodology allows the
experimenter to manipulate features of the moral dilemma to investigate how
they modulate moral judgments, such as the demographics of the actors involved
in the vignette, the stories may not reflect the complexity of real-world situations,
and this may limit the generalizability of the findings.

The present study uses stories coming from a popular online social forum,
Reddit, to address our main research question: “Does the declared gender of the
protagonist of a story affect the moral judgment they receive”? In particular, the
subreddit /r/AITA (Am I The Asshole) is one of several communities dedicated
to discussing conflicts that arise in everyday life and expressing moral judgments
on these situations. In this subreddit, users share stories describing a morally
ambiguous situation that they experienced and how they behaved in it. The
community then decides whether the protagonist of the story was in the wrong,
i.e., whether their behavior was deviant and violated a social norm. This collection
of moral judgments is invaluable to understanding social norms. In particular,
protagonists often self-disclose their demographic attributes (i.e., age and gender)
and the community expresses their judgment by using a defined set of tags, thus
enabling the collection of protagonists’ demographics and the moral judgments
they receive at scale. This information can then be used to study the interplay
between demographics and social norms across a wide spectrum of contexts.

Other studies have explored a similar setting on Reddit, albeit not in a causal
setting [11, 49, 44]. Specifically, multiple studies have observed the presence of a
gender disparity in the moral judgments received on Reddit [17, 9], where male
and older protagonists are judged more negatively. These studies are consistent
with the observations that men are more easily perceived as perpetrators while
women as victims [57, 2], however, they are correlational. While they propose
several hypotheses about the causal mechanisms behind this imbalance, they do
not provide any concrete evidence for them. The present work addresses this gap:
we design a causal observational study to understand the effect of the declared
gender on the moral judgments received. Compared to experimental studies, our
design allows reaching a much larger sample that is still ecologically valid. That
is, rather than using synthetic or manipulated stories, we focus on the real-world
narratives and judgments that originate from the community under study.

Two competing possible causes have been brought forward for the observed
disparity in negative judgments received by men and women, which are repre-
sented in the causal graph depicted in Figure 1. The first hypothesis is that
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judges are biased by the gender of the protagonist of the story, e.g., by gender
stereotypes or homophilic effects [13, 53]. In this first scenario, the gender of
the protagonist would have a direct effect on the judgment received (i.e., the
dashed line from “Gender” to “Judgment” in Figure 1). If such a hypothesis were
true, one would expect a bias according to which male protagonists receive more
negative judgments, as reported in prior observational [17] and experimental
studies [57]. The second hypothesis is that men and women might be differently
inclined to share morally ambiguous situations. For instance, men are known
to be more comfortable with risky situations [10, 5, 16] while women tend to
use online communities as support groups [34, 65, 4]. As a consequence, male
protagonists may be more likely to receive negative judgments because of their
greater propensity to share morally ambiguous situations. In this second case, the
reported situation acts as a mediator between the gender of the protagonist and
the judgments received (i.e., the path from “Gender” to “Judgment” that passes
through “Posting on /r/AITA”). Therefore, if such a hypothesis were true, no
effect of gender on moral judgments would be observed when measuring the effect
of gender on moral judgments by averaging the situations out. In other words, we
wish to verify whether the situation is a partial or full mediator between gender
and judgment.

Gender

Age

Experiencing
a situation

Posting on
r/AITA

Judgment

Fig. 1: Causal graph encoding our hypotheses on the judgment mech-
anism in /r/AITA. Given a submission, we assume that the type of
situation experienced (“Experiencing a situation”) is influenced by the
gender and age of the protagonist (“Gender” and “Age”). Then, these
three elements all affect the likelihood that the protagonist shares this
situation on /r/AITA (“Posting on /r/AITA). Finally, the moral judg-
ment received (“Judgment”) is caused by the gender of the protagonist
through two causal paths: directly, which reflects the first hypothesis,
and mediated by the type of situation described in the submission,
which refers to the second hypothesis. The dashed edge from “Gender”
to “Judgment” is the causal effect we aim to measure.
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To distinguish between these two competing hypotheses, our study design
matches pairs of stories that describe similar situations but whose protagonists
have different genders. Thus, we can estimate the causal effect of the gender
(treatment) on the judgment (outcome) by employing an approach based on
propensity score matching [61], which allows controlling for possible confounders.
We enforce matching between similar stories featuring male and female users
by using advanced machine-learned language models and computing document
embedding similarities. We also control for other factors such as the age of
the protagonist and the general topic of discussion. This design has two main
advantages. First, by leveraging easily-collected, observational data we have
access to a large sample of moral judgments. Second, these stories are organically
reported by the authors, and thus our results maintain ecological validity (which
is harder in a laboratory study). Finally, we hope that our study design can
provide an example of how to tackle such important causal questions and inspire
similar inquiries.

Our results indicate no significant direct causal effect between the gender of
the protagonist and the judgment of the community. When controlling for the
situation described in the story, male protagonists are no more likely to receive a
negative judgment than female ones. However, when disaggregating the results
by topic, we find a small but significant negative bias towards male protagonists
in only one of them: “friendship and relationships”. Possibly, the difference in
this specific topic is due to social norms that are more connected to gender roles
than in other contexts [71].

The question tackled in this work has clear societal implications, as it sheds
light on the interaction between fundamental sociological constructs. The fact
that this bias might be present within an online social platform such as Reddit
has additional relevance in an AI-focused era, as large language models use Reddit
extensively as training data. If such causal bias were evident, then models trained
on this data would be likely to reproduce and possibly amplify it further.

2 Results

We collect all submissions containing demographic information about their au-
thors. To assess the community judgment of these posts, we extract and count
community-specific judgment tags in the comments, which indicate whether the
protagonist was judged to deserve blame (see Methods for details). This process
results in a total of 33 421 submissions annotated for judgment and demographics:
21.612 authored by females (65%), while 7269 judged to deserve blame (22%).
Nearly half of the submissions are authored by users aged 19 to 26 for both male
and female authors (see Figure A.2 in the Appendix).
Male authors are more likely to be judged deviant. As described in
Figure 1 (dotted line), we first investigate the association between gender and
judgment. Previous studies report a significant correlation whereby male and
older authors are more likely to receive a negative judgment, although with
different magnitudes [71, 25, 17]. Our crude estimate aligns with these studies:
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male authors are approximately twice as likely as female ones to receive a
negative judgment from the community (OR = 2.21, 95% CI: 2.10–2.33, Fisher’s
exact test p-value < 0.001). This association is consistent across different topics,
as determined by the Latent Dirichlet Allocation (LDA) topic model [8] (see
Methods for details), and age groups (see Figures A.5 and A.6 in the Appendix,
respectively). Thus, we confirm that male authors receive negative judgments
more frequently compared to female authors, regardless of context and age.
However, it still remains unclear which of the two hypothesized mechanisms leads
to this association: Is this disparity due to a gender bias against male authors? Or
could it be that males are more confident in sharing morally ambiguous stories
they are involved in?

Matching approach for the comparison of similar situations. To test
whether judges are biased by the self-disclosed gender of the authors, we use
propensity score matching with caliper [58] to compare the moral judgments of
pairs of submissions that describe similar situations but have authors of different
genders. The concept of similarity between situations is admittedly blurry. While
the literature has produced several taxonomies to code a situation [50, 54, 66],
we found them not detailed enough to capture all relevant aspects to assess the
similarity between two stories. Additionally, these taxonomies are difficult to scale
by automation. Therefore, we choose a machine-learning approach to approximate
situational similarity using textual embeddings derived from transformer-based
Large Language Models (LLMs), which have been shown to outperform other
text representations in causal inference [70].

We employ a BERT model [19] as the propensity scorer, tasked with predicting
the self-disclosed gender of protagonists (i.e., the treatment assignment) based on
the text of their submissions (see Appendix B.1). To mitigate the model’s reliance
on gendered words as shortcuts for predicting authors’ gender (e.g., the expression
“my wife” being highly predictive of the protagonist being male), we implement
a “gender neutralization” strategy [43]. This strategy consists of swapping all
gendered words in a submission with a 50% probability during training (e.g., “wife”
changed to “husband”; see Appendix B.2 for additional details). This approach is
crucial because features that predict treatment assignment can be problematic
in causal inference [61].

Next, we define a distance measure between submissions that considers their
semantic similarity and other relevant covariates such as authors’ age and the
main topic of the submissions (LDA cluster), in addition to the propensity score.
Semantic similarity is obtained via a language model that encodes the content
of submissions into semantically meaningful embeddings [56]. Based on this
notion of distance, we match submissions by minimizing the pairwise semantic
distances between male- and female-authored submissions. Matches are accepted
if (i) the semantic distance is smaller than a threshold, (ii) the propensity score
difference is smaller than a caliper value, (iii) the age difference between the
authors is at most 5 years, and (iv) the submissions belong to the same topic
(see Methods for additional details). This approach allows us to compare similar
stories, thereby mitigating the contribution of factors that might correlate the
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gender of the author with the perceived deviance of the shared situation. Once
the matched pairs have been identified, our estimand of interest is the sample
average treatment effect on the treated (SATT) [33, 31], defined as:

SATT =
1

NT

NT

∑

i=1

Yi (M) − Yi (F )

where NT represents the number of treated submissions (i.e., written by male
authors) with a match, Yi (M) is the community judgment of the i-th treated
submission (1 if judged deviant, 0 otherwise), and Yi (F ) is the outcome of the
untreated submission (i.e., written by a female author) that has been matched
to the i-th treated submission. In other words, the SATT quantifies how the
community judges male authors when they share narratives akin to those shared by
female authors. Unlike the population average treatment effect, SATT estimates
the effect on a pruned sample of submissions for which we can find a match
satisfying the semantic constraints, and should not be used to infer the effect
on the larger population (i.e., the whole subreddit) [33, 27, 30]. In other words,
SATT estimates the effect in the population of submissions for which male and
female protagonists share comparable narratives, in line with the purpose of this
study.
Situations explain away the difference. Our analysis reveals weak to no
evidence supporting a gender bias in community judgments when the narratives
are similar. Figure 2a shows how the SATT varies for different values of the
maximum semantic distance. The effect of gender is small and not statistically
significant for small values of the maximum semantic distance. However, as the
maximum semantic distance increases, a small yet significant effect emerges
(SATT = 0.06, 95% CI: 0.02 – 0.10) in a matched sample composed of 699 pairs
of submissions (6% of submissions authored by male protagonists). For larger
maximum matching distances, the SATT does not increase further.

To contextualize the SATT obtained at a maximum semantic distance of
0.25, we repeat the initial association test on the subset of matched submissions.
Indeed, matching can be used as a preprocessing approach to clean the data by
selecting a subset of items such that treatment and control units are similar [29].
By doing so, we can assess how the association differs from the whole dataset.
In the matched sample, male protagonists are 1.52 times more likely to receive
a negative judgment (95% CI: 1.15–2.01, Fisher’s exact test p-value = 0.003),
compared to 2.21 in the whole dataset. This change indicates that our matching
approach has identified a subset of submissions where the association between
gender and judgment is 1.45 times smaller than in the whole dataset, thanks to
the selection of narratives shared by both male and female protagonists. The
difference between the two odds ratios is deemed significant according to the
Breslow-Day test (χ2

= 7.73, p-value = 0.005).
Next, we stratify the SATT across the topics identified by LDA to understand

if there is a differential contribution of the topic to the observed SATT. Similarly
to Figure 2a, we depict in Figure B.9 the SATT for each topic as a function
of the maximum semantic distance and in Figure 2b the values obtained for
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Fig. 2: Causal effect of the protagonist’s gender on moral judgment. (a)
Sample average treatment effect on the treated (SATT) for different
values of the maximum semantic distance. We report the SATT from
maximum semantic distance equal to 0.20 because of the small amount
of matches below this value (N < 120). (b) SATT for each topic corre-
sponding to the matches obtained with maximum semantic distance
equal to 0.25. Vertical bars correspond to bootstrap 95% confidence
intervals.

maximum matching distance equal to 0.25. For most of the topics, the SATT
consistently hovers around zero. The small sample sizes may hinder the ability to
measure small causal effects. For instance, topics such as “Eating and cooking” and
“On the move” comprise 29 and 16 matched pairs, respectively, for a maximum
semantic distance of 0.25. In contrast, topics like “Friendship and relationship”,
“Family”, and “Other” (i.e. a miscellaneous category including submissions that
do not belong to other topics) have a larger number of matches. Two of them
(“Friendship and relationship” and “Other”) align with the overall pattern of the
SATT depicted in Figure 2, where the SATT is not significantly different from
zero for small maximum semantic distances but becomes positive for thresholds
of 0.25 or larger. However, the SATT of the “Family” topic is not significantly
different from zero despite being the largest topic, suggesting that the small
observed gender bias may manifest differently depending on the context. Overall,
the SATT measured on the whole matched sample is mainly driven by one single
topic, “Friendship and relationship”.
The exceeding bias is due to more distant matches. Our findings illustrate
a weak or absent gender bias in moral judgment and rely on textual embeddings
derived from Large Language Models to identify pairs of similar submissions.
However, the quality of such pairs may confound our findings. Indeed, pairs
of submissions that do not represent similar situations might carry the crude
male-blame association observed in the whole dataset, thereby escaping our efforts
to control for biases. Matching methods typically check for covariate balance to
assess the quality of the matched sample [61], but encoding textual data into
high-dimensional spaces may invalidate these diagnostics [46]. Nonetheless, unlike
other types of data, texts can be easily interpreted by humans, thus allowing for
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the manual assessment of the quality of the matches by conceptualizing a notion
of similarity [33, 46], albeit introducing some subjectivity in the task.

To evaluate the quality of matched pairs, we conduct a manual evaluation of
the matches obtained with a maximum matching distance of 0.25. This threshold
represents the most conservative value that produces a significant gender bias
in judgments. Five raters familiar with the r/AITA dataset annotated a random
sample of 100 matches (16% of the matched submissions), with each match
annotated by 3 different annotators (see Methods section for additional details).
We employ a five-points Likert scale, ranging from 1 (“Very dissimilar ”) to 5
(“Very similar ”), to evaluate the similarity between the situations described in each
pair of submissions. The inter-annotator agreement, measured by Krippendorff’s
alpha (α = 0.42), indicates agreement to some extent among annotators despite
the subjective nature of the task. After aggregating the scores, 63% of matched
pairs received a score of 4 or higher (i.e., “Somewhat similar ” or “Very similar ”),
while 28% scored 2 or lower (i.e., “Somewhat dissimilar ” or “Very dissimilar ”),
with the remainder scoring 3 (i.e., “Neither dissimilar nor similar ”). The result
of the manual evaluation indicates that the situations described in the matched
pairs of submissions are similar in most of the cases. We provide examples of
matches submissions for different levels of similarity as assessed by the annotators
in Table C.3 and additional analyses in Appendix C.2.

To further understand if the matching procedure effectively reflects the con-
cept of situational similarity, we measure the correlation between the semantic
distance and the scores given by annotators. Figure 3 shows the joint distribution
of annotators’ judgments (disaggregated) and the semantic distance between the
matched submissions. For small distances, the evaluations concentrate around
“Very similar ” and “Somewhat similar ” (i.e., 5 and 4 on the Likert scale), indi-
cating that the similarity between situations is effectively captured by a small
semantic distance between the submissions. Instead, dissimilar pairs start to
be matched for semantic distance larger than 0.20. A correlation test between
semantic distance and human evaluations finds no evidence for such a relationship
(Kendall Tau-b = −0.10, p-value = 0.17), suggesting no significant relationship
between the similarity of situations and the semantic distance. However, the
matching procedure is still able to identify effectively similar situations.

Despite the majority of pairs representing similar situations, the presence
of a 37% of dissimilar ones may distort the SATT towards positive values. To
test this intuition, we estimate the SATT for the similar and dissimilar pairs of
submissions separately. As expected, we observe that similar matches produce a
SATT that is not statistically different from zero (SATT=0.03, 95% C.I. -0.10 -
0.16), whereas dissimilar ones result in a positive effect (SATT=0.30, 95% C.I.
0.14 - 0.46), as shown in Figure 3. Therefore, the positive and significant gender
bias observed for the semantic distance threshold at 0.25 or higher is likely a
residual effect due to the presence of dissimilar matched pairs, which contribute
positively to the SATT. Thus, these observations point to a lack of gender bias
in moral judgments on /r/AITA.
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Fig. 3: Joint distribution of annotator judgments and distance between
matched submissions obtained with maximum matching distance at
0.25. Dots correspond to single annotations of matched submissions
(not the aggregated judgment through median aggregation) and the
joint plot is obtained through kernel density estimation. Colors range
from purple (low density) to yellow (high density). The marginal
distributions are shown on top and on the right. On the right, SATT
and 95% confidence interval obtained separately for the matched pairs
evaluated as similar or dissimilar.

3 Discussion

In this study, we measure the causal relationship between the self-disclosed gender
of users sharing morally ambiguous situations and the moral judgment received by
the Reddit community. Our study design leverages moral judgments from /r/AITA,
which has two main advantages. First, Reddit users are likely to share sensitive
stories and honest judgments as their accounts are pseudonymous [18, 1, 3].
Second, the voting mechanism of /r/AITA taps into the wisdom of the crowd and
allows a large number of users to express their opinions on the specific situation
depicted in the submission. This, in turn, provides the analysis with a large
sample of judgments. We have found that most of the apparent effect that makes
male protagonists more likely to receive a negative judgment [17, 9, 71] disappears
when controlling for the situation described in the post. That is, disclosing the
gender of the author does not directly affect the judgments received. This effect
survives only in the subset of submissions related to friendship and relationships.
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Our results contradict the expected gender bias under the moral typecasting
framework [26]. This framework has important implications in the real world
regarding gender biases [57], such as the fact that men are more likely seen as
perpetrators of moral violations than women because the former are more likely
to be seen in roles of power [2, 37]. In our case, the situation described instead
captures most of the differences in judgments between the genders.

One likely explanation for our result is that males tend to describe ‘riskier’ sit-
uations than females. Indeed, the financial and economic literature has repeatedly
observed that “women are more risk-averse than men” [16]. Similar results have
been found by sociologists and psychologists [21, 10]. If we assimilate disclosing
a personal story that might violate social norms and cause discomfort with risk-
taking, then our result is understandable. Women would self-censor more than
men in situations that they consider crossing the line. Indeed, there is evidence
that men are more overconfident in their behavior, and this overconfidence trans-
lates into a lower return on their investments [5, 32]. A similar phenomenon might
be at play in our case: men are overconfident in their understanding of social
norms. This overconfidence causes them firstly to put themselves in ‘dubious’
situations and secondly to be more likely to share them, thus receiving an overall
more negative judgment. Therefore, the apparent difference in judgments is not
due to bias from the judges.

A complementary explanation stems from differences in how women and
men use online fora. Broadly speaking, and conscious of the risk of stereotyping,
men tend to use online groups primarily for information seeking, while women
for encouragement and support while sharing their personal experiences [34].
Indeed, women offer more social support on online social networks [65], and
engage more often with coping strategies when dealing with distress, e.g., through
verbal expression of emotions to seek social support [64]. Women also more easily
provide social support, whereas men (who emphasize achievement, autonomy, and
emotional control) have a harder time in seeking and obtaining social support [4].
Moreover, men are less likely to provide or seek social support, and when they do
engage in social support it is less likely to involve emotion-focused support [73].
Males and females may manifest stress differently in their relationships, women
tend to perceive/report higher levels of stress, and at the same time, they tend
to provide and seek more social support [35]. Furthermore, social support is
more effective for women [68]. People who express more emotion online receive
more support [72, 38], and women tend to express their emotions more than
men in their language [47]. These differences might explain both why males are
overconfident and how women use the community as a social support group [17].
Indeed, the community is aware of the tendency to use the subreddit for validation,
and has been actively discussing it.4

Our findings and the supporting literature should also be considered in light
of the emerging trends of AI assistants based on LLMs [48, 52, 6]. These models
are trained on publicly available user-generated data such as Reddit. As with

4 https://www.reddit.com/r/AmItheAsshole/wiki/faq/#wiki_this_subreddit_
is_a_validation_circle-jerk._where_are_the_assholes.3F

https://www.reddit.com/r/AmItheAsshole/wiki/faq/#wiki_this_subreddit_is_a_validation_circle-jerk._where_are_the_assholes.3F
https://www.reddit.com/r/AmItheAsshole/wiki/faq/#wiki_this_subreddit_is_a_validation_circle-jerk._where_are_the_assholes.3F
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every algorithmic automation, a chatbot assistant trained on biased data would
amplify and reinforce existing behaviors unfair towards specific subpopulations.
Clearly, this can be harmful per se. Still, the scenario might further spiral down
as more automatically generated text (trained on biased data) will be used to
train novel LLMs with even stronger biases. Thus, our study highlights additional
potential risks in deploying and using LLMs to augment, or even automate mental
health support services [60]. At the same time, using a causal approach in the
machine-learned model might be a viable strategy to remove the apparent bias.

We have found that disclosing the gender of the author does not affect the
moral judgment received, so where does the observed male-blame association come
from? Based on our causal assumptions depicted in Figure 1, the other causal path
from the author’s gender to judgment passes through the likelihood of sharing a
specific situation based on the authors’ gender. A hint for this mechanism being
in place comes from secondary findings derived from the manual annotation,
where we observe that male authors are more agentic than female ones (see
Appendix C.2). In other words, this observation points to male protagonists
being more responsible for the event than female ones, and possibly for a higher
likelihood of males sharing morally ambiguous situations, if we assume that
deviant behavior correlates with higher agency. Testing this mechanism is a
promising direction for future work, which requires quantifying the level of
agency of protagonists at scale.

While many gender biases remain [22, 23, 36], our result contributes to a
body of hopeful results that show their absence [28]. We may speculate that a
generational change affects these biases, as “Gen Z”, which composes the primary
user base of Reddit, is known to be more sensitive to gender issues [40]. Overall,
our results have important implications for gender studies, the study of social
norms, and the understanding of socio-technical systems.
Limitations. As with any empirical study, our work comes with its limitations.
We wish to emphasize that our result pertains specifically to the community
under study. This fact has several implications.

First, it only applies to online interactions on a forum mediated via text.
In face-to-face interactions, the situation might be different due to a plethora
of other factors such as verbal and body language, visual and social cues, and
interactive dynamics.

Second, among online communities, Reddit provides specific affordances that
might influence the social processes on it (e.g., echo chambers are less likely to
appear on a forum than a social network [14, 45]). The specific demographic
composition of the /r/AITA community should be also taken into account, as its
user base is particularly young, female, and US-dominated.5

Third, there might be some unobserved confounders that hinder our causal
analysis. For instance, gender homophily might play a role in the determination
of judgments (e.g., male judges being more lenient towards male authors). The
demographic characteristics of the judges are not readily available, but it is
possible to make an educated guess from their posting habits [67], and this is
5 https://imgur.com/a/POhgZsh (accessed on 20/03/2024).

https://imgur.com/a/POhgZsh
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a promising line of inquiry for future work. Nevertheless, the final judgment is
determined by upvotes, which are completely anonymous. This limitation can
only be overcome via an experimental study with volunteers.

4 Methods

The AITA dataset. /r/AITA is a subreddit where users submit real-life experi-
ences to seek feedback on their actions from the community. Community members
reply to submissions and eventually vote on the protagonist’s behavior by using
judgment tags. These tags—Not The Asshole (NTA), No Assholes Here (NAH),
You’re The Asshole (YTA), and Everyone Sucks Here (ESH)—are commonly
used in the community and listed in the voting guidelines of the subreddit. In
addition, community members can upvote comments they agree with (while
downvotes are reserved for off-topic discussions or spam). The difference between
upvotes and downvotes is shown in Reddit comments and is known as the “score”
of the comment. /r/AITA uses a bot to automatically assign a final judgment
based on the judgment tag contained in the highest-scoring comment 18 hours
after the submission is posted.

We collected all submissions posted on /r/AITA between 2014 and 2020,
retrieving all the comments containing one of the judgment tags from the Pushshift
Reddit data collection [7]. Since we are interested in the community judgment
towards the protagonist of the submission, we merge YTA with the ESH tag, and the
NTA with the NAH tag, as they convey the same judgment towards the protagonist.
These new tags are named AH and N_AH respectively. After discarding content
authored by bot accounts, the AITA dataset is composed of 250770 submissions
and 6 891 476 comments (see Appendices A.1 and A.2 for additional details about
the data collection).

Identifying the main topics. The submissions in the AITA dataset cover a wide
range of subjects such as stories about parenting, work, or issues related to living
with other people, just to mention a few. We identify the main topics to achieve
two goals: (i) to obtain a coarse-grained clustering of the submissions for exploring
the dataset, and (ii) to use these topics in the matching algorithm. In addition,
the division of submissions into topics allows us to assess the consistency of the
observed bias across different subjects. We train a Latent Dirichlet Allocation
(LDA) topic model [8] on all the submissions to estimate the probability that
a submission belongs to each of NT = 6 topics. The number of topics is chosen
by minimizing the perplexity on a held-out set of submissions in a 5-fold cross-
validation setting (see Figure A.1 and Appendix A.3 for additional details). Then,
we assign each submission to the topic with the highest probability, provided
that this probability is higher than the threshold 0.4. Submissions not meeting
this threshold are assigned to a topic called “Other”, which includes submissions
whose topic is either not well identified or a combination of the other topics.

Extraction of judgments and demographics. To determine the community
judgment for each submission we extract judgment tags from comments (see
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Appendix A.2 for additional details). We then weight the judgment tags under
each submission by the comment’s score (i.e., the difference between upvotes and
downvotes) and assign the judgment corresponding to the tag with the largest
weighted score to the submission. This approach considers all the comments
that express a judgment, including all users who upvoted such comments. We
discard submissions whose weight is lower than 10 to exclude submissions with
few judgments.

To infer the author’s gender and age, we extract specific demographic tags
commonly employed by users to provide more context to the community. For
instance, “F26” denotes that the author identifies as a female aged 26, whereas
“22 M” refers to a male aged 22. We use a regular expression to extract this
information from the AITA dataset if such tags occur in the proximity of first-
person singular pronouns, which indicates that the tags refer to the author of the
submission (see Appendix A.4 for additional details). We identify the age and
gender of the author in 15.6% of the submissions. We also verify that topics have
a uniform distribution of submissions with available demographics to confirm
that the self-disclosure of gender does not depend on the topic (see Figure A.4).

Propensity score matching. The observed correlation between the received
moral judgment and the self-disclosed gender may be biased by other factors. To
measure the direct effect of gender on moral judgments, we make assumptions
about the possible causes that lead the community to judge a submission, summa-
rized in the causal graph shown in Figure 1. The gender and age of the protagonist
can affect both the type of situations they can experience (i.e., the arrow from
“Gender” and “Age” to “Experiencing a situation”) and the likelihood of sharing it
on r/AITA (i.e., the arrow from “Gender” and “Age” to “Posting on r/AITA”). For
instance, users might not be equally likely to tell morally ambiguous stories. As
suggested by De Candia et al. [17], male authors may feel more comfortable in
sharing more controversial situations, whereas female authors may be more likely
to seek for validation by sharing stories where they clearly do not deserve blame.
This effect could introduce a reporting bias affecting the association between
gender and judgment. In addition, the age and gender of the protagonist can
influence the spectrum of situations they experience (i.e., the demographic of
a person affects the likelihood of experiencing specific situations). For instance,
pregnancy-related situations experienced by women, or work-related situations
less likely to be experienced by teenagers. The judges deliberate based on the
submission they read (i.e., the arrow from “Posting on r/AITA” to “Judgment”)
and the demographic information of the author (i.e., the arrow from “Gender”
and “Age” to “Judgment”). The latter causal link is the effect we aim to estimate
by controlling for the context of the stories told by their protagonists.

This conceptualization reflects two assumptions needed to clarify which are
the observable and unobservable confounders. First, we consider the judgment of
the community to be derived solely from the information accessible in the text
of the submission. We believe this to be a reasonable assumption since judges
have no additional information to consider. In other words, only the content of
the submission affects the moral judgment of the community, which includes
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the demographic attributes disclosed by the protagonist. Second, we assume all
submissions are judged by a homogeneous jury. That is, the set of judges on any
given story is a random sample from the population of judges. It follows that the
moral judgment does not depend on the specific set of users who contribute to
the judgment of the submission. An intrinsic limitation of Reddit requires this
assumption, as the platform does not provide access to the identities of the users
who upvote comments, thus making it impossible to identify the judges.

We employ propensity score matching to reduce biases in the estimation
of the causal effect [61]. To define the distance between two submissions, we
use a combination of coarse matching and semantic distance matching within
propensity score calipers. Specifically, we use a document embedding model,
SBERT [56], to encode submissions into a semantically meaningful vector and
compute document pairwise similarity through cosine distance.6 Then, after
having trained the propensity scorer (see Appendix B.1), we define the distance
between two submissions i and j as:

Di,j =

⎧
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎩

1 − cos (⃗i, j⃗) , if ∣e (i) − e (j)∣ < c
∧ 1 − cos (⃗i, j⃗) ≤Dmax

∧ τi = τj

∧ ∣age (i) − age (j)∣ ≤ δ

+∞, otherwise

where cos (⃗i, j⃗) is the cosine similarity between the submission embeddings of i
and j obtained via SBERT, e (i) is the logit of the propensity score of submission
i, τi is the topic of submission i, c is the caliper, Dmax is the maximum matching
distance, age (i) is the age of the author of submission i, and δ = 5 is the maximum
difference in age between authors of submissions. The caliper is determined as

c = 0.2×

√

σ2
T
+σ2

U

NT+NU−2
, where σ2

T (σ2
U ) is the variance of the distribution of the logit

of the propensity score of treated (control) submissions [69]. Once all pairwise
distances between treated and untreated submissions are computed, we obtain 1:1
matches without replacement via the minimum weight matching algorithm, which
minimizes the sum of the distances between the matched submissions. We opt
for 1:1 instead of 1:many matching because it simplifies the manual evaluation.
We consider different values of Dmax from 0.15 to 0.35.

We evaluate the matches by assessing the covariate balance through two
measures [61]: standardized difference of means of the propensity score and the
ratio of the variances of the propensity score in the treated and control groups.
All the configurations displayed in Figure 2 results in a satisfactory covariate
balance according to the two measures. Specifically, the standardized difference
6 Model card of the pre-trained model used: https://huggingface.co/sentence-
transformers/all-mpnet-base-v2 Even though SBERT is designed for sentence
embeddings, this particular model was trained on a dataset that includes a relevant
fraction of data from Reddit.

https://huggingface.co/sentence-transformers/all-mpnet-base-v2
https://huggingface.co/sentence-transformers/all-mpnet-base-v2


Moral Judgments in Online Discourse are not Biased by Gender 15

of means results smaller than 0.25 and the ratio of the variances between 0.5 and
2.0. However, despite the commonplace use of these measures in the literature,
texts are embedded in high-dimensional vector spaces, which might hinder finding
similar documents across all the dimensions. Another valid balance check consists
of a manual evaluation of the similarity of the matched pairs of submissions,
given the ease of interpretation of textual data [46].

Evaluating the quality of matched submissions. We employ a manual
annotation process to evaluate the quality of the matched submissions obtained
with maximum semantic distance of 0.25. Five raters, familiar with the data,
annotated a random sample of 100 matched pairs of submissions for the evaluation
(14% of the total matched pairs), with each pair evaluated by three different
annotators.

The annotation consists of three steps for each pair of submissions. In the
first and third steps, the annotator is asked to assess the level of agency of
the two protagonists. After reading the title and body of each submission, the
annotator is asked to reply to the question “How much of the whole event in
the text is caused/initiated by the author? ” [66] on a 5-point Likert scale ranging
from Not caused by the author to All caused by the author. The interest in this
information is related to the second hypothesis about the observed association
between gender and judgment. That is, if male protagonists share more morally
ambiguous situations than female ones, we should expect male protagonists to
express a higher level of agency.

In the second step, the annotator is asked to evaluate the similarity between
the two stories on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from Very dissimilar to Very
similar. Since the concept of similarity is not well defined, the annotators refined
their common understanding of similarity by discussing it in a preliminary stage
in which they annotated a small set of pairs. Our operationalization of similarity
accounts for different narrative elements such as individuals involved in the story
(e.g., family members, friends, colleagues), the nature of the actions, the roles of
each participant, and the setting when relevant. For example, a story in which
the protagonist yells at a family member is deemed dissimilar from one where a
family member yells at the protagonist: despite the individuals involved and the
action being the same, the roles are reverted. As another example, consider a pair
of stories consisting of one where the protagonist yells at a friend at home while
the other where the protagonist yells at a friend in a public place like a restaurant.
Here, the similarity of characters and actions is outweighed by the difference in
places where the action unfolds, so the stories are considered dissimilar.

We ask annotators to evaluate the similarity of the two stories between the
assessment of each submission for two main reasons. First, since the submissions
can be quite long and convoluted, we prefer to minimize the interval between
reading the two stories to increase the recall of details. Second, we wish to avoid
the judgment of the similarity between the two stories to be influenced by the
annotations applied to each story separately.

To make a final assessment of the quality of the matched submissions, we
employ median aggregation to the ratings on the similarity between the pairs.
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That is, given the annotations from the three raters to each pair of submissions,
we discard the two most extreme judgments. In cases where the aggregation
resulted in “Neither dissimilar nor similar”, the authors of this study engaged in
conflict resolution (12 out of the 100 evaluated matches). This process led to 2
pairs becoming “Somewhat similar", 3 pairs becoming “Somewhat dissimilar", and
7 pairs remaining “Neither dissimilar nor similar" (i.e., there was no agreement
after the conflict resolution). This evaluation resulted in 29% “Very similar", 32%
“Somewhat similar", 14%“Neither dissimilar nor similar", and the remaining 25%
“Somewhat dissimilar". Overall, 61% of the submissions were rated as “Somewhat
similar" or higher.
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A Dataset creation

A.1 Bot detection

We discard content published by bot accounts.7 We refer to the subreddit
r/BotDefense, where users report other users exhibiting suspicious behavior and
the subreddit assigns a flag to the reported user if it meets certain criteria. We
collect all the submissions in this subreddit and classify as bots all the users
for which the service assigned the flair “banned”, “declined”, or “service”. This
amounts to 2604, 429, and 98 users respectively. We discard all the contents
produced by this set of users (i.e., both submissions and comments).

A.2 Data collection

We collect all the submissions and comments on /r/AITA from the beginning
of 2014 to the end of 2020 from the Pushshift Reddit data collection [7]. We
filter out all submissions whose title does not start with “AITA” (i.e., “Am I the
asshole”) or “WIBTA” (i.e., “Would I be the asshole”), since authors who want
to receive community judgment must start the tile with such tags according to
community guidelines. In addition, we discard submissions whose final judgment
is “NFO”, indicating that the author did not provide enough information to let
the community deliberate. Submissions whose body was deleted or removed are
discarded as well. Then, we collect the comments under the filtered submissions
containing at least one judgment tag. After the removal of contents published by
bot accounts, the dataset contains 252269 submissions and 8191812 comments.

In the next step, we extract the judgment tags from the comments. Users do
not always use judgment tags only to express their judgment. For example, they
can discuss the behavior of the author and use judgment tags as abbreviations,
instead of using them with intent of expressing their judgment. In addition, the
“NAH” tag may be confused with the informal spelling of “no”, since users use
tags with various case variants (e.g., “NAH” as well as “Nah” and “nah”). To
extract judgment tags from comments whose intent is to cast a judgment on the
behavior of the author, we develop a set of rules by considering where the tag
occurs within the comment:

1. The tag is the only word in a line, irrespective of the case. In this case, the
tag is separated from the comment body and we can safely assume that the
judge intends to use it to express their vote. This is the only case in which
we considered the tag even in the presence of other tags in the comment.

2. The tag is the only word of a sentence, irrespective of the case. Similarly to
the previous rule, the author chooses to isolate the tag from the body of the
comment. In this case, we do not consider the tag “Nah” and “nah” because
of the ambiguity with the informal spelling of the word “no”. However, this
happens only in approximately 8k comments.

7 Two bot users are used by /r/AITA moderators to perform automatic tasks:
AutoModerator and Judgement_Bot_AITA. We consider them as bots as well.
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3. The tag is the first word of a line and written in upper case, or it is followed
by some special characters irrespective of the case. In this scenario, the upper
case or the presence of a special character isolates the tag from the rest of the
comment, similar to the previous cases. The special characters we consider
are: “.”, “-”, “(space)-”, “;”, “:”, “(space):”, “(double space)”.

4. The tag is written in upper case in a sentence composed of at most 6 words.
This rule covers a non-negligible fraction of cases in which the judge wants
to emphasize their judgment. For example, “OP, you are clearly NTA!”, “Uh
yeah, YTA”, and “I think ESH”. As an exception to this rule, we discard all
cases where the short sentence contains the word “if” or ends with a question
mark, as in these two cases the sentence may be hypothetical or a question.

Each rule is responsible for selecting 17%, 31%, 32%, and 5% of comments,
respectively, while the remaining 15% of comments are discarded. Approximately
half of the discarded comments are removed because they have a negative score
(difference between upvotes and downvotes). We decided to remove them as they
are likely to violate the rules of the community. Finally, after having removed
submissions with no evaluations, our dataset comprises 250770 submissions and
6891476 judgments.

A.3 Topic detection

To get a first coarse division of submissions into topics, we employ a topic
modeling technique, LDA [8], to assign a distribution of topics to each submission.
We use the text of the submissions as input for LDA after a preprocessing step,
described next. First, we discard submissions that are either too long (more than
3000 words, according to subreddit length rules) or too short (less than 100 words,
corresponding to the 5-th percentile of the distribution of submissions’ word
length), which encompasses 9.8% of submissions overall. Then, we lemmatize and
remove stopwords from the submissions. We discard lemmas occurring in more
than 50% and in fewer than 10 submissions since those are not informative for
topic attribution as either too frequent or too rare. These preprocessing steps
result in 226229 submissions used to train the LDA topic modeling.

We use the LDA implementation by the Gensim library [55] with a number
of topics ranging from 2 to 30. We select the optimal number of topics by
minimizing the perplexity computed in a 5-fold cross-validation setting. As shown
in Figure A.1, the perplexity is minimized with six of topics. We then train LDA
on the whole set of documents with the optimal number of topics to obtain a
topic distribution for each submission. Table A.1 shows the 15 most important
words for each topic. We interpret and give a title to each topic by looking at this
table and reading the 5 submissions with the highest probability for each topic.

A.4 Extraction of author demographics

We extract the demographic information of the authors from their submissions.
Authors often use demographic tags to provide more context to their stories. We
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Table A.1: Top 10 words for the identified topics.
Topic Top 10 words

Eating and cooking eat, food, wear, buy, thing, dinner, hair, drink, cook, feel

On the move play, car, game, drive, walk, start, minute, leave, phone, watch

Flatmates and
neighbors dog, room, house, live, home, leave, sleep, day, clean, roommate

Friendship and
relationship friend, feel, talk, thing, good, people, start, year, day, girl

Family mom, family, dad, sister, year, parent, brother, kid, mother,
husband

Work and money work, pay, money, job, day, week, year, month, buy, school
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Fig.A.1: Perplexity on held-out set. Circles indicate the mean and
vertical bars indicate the standard error of the mean of the perplexity
obtained in a 5-fold cross-validation.

develop a regular expression to extract tags that contain information about the
author’s age and gender. The regular expression selects demographic tags in the
proximity of first-person singular pronouns (e.g., “I am a F26 [...]”, “My (F26)
[...]”) and handles variations of the patterns such that the gender tag can be before
or after the age, and possibly separated by a whitespace (e.g., “F 26”, “26 F”, or
“26F”). In total, 39005 submissions contain this demographic tag, accounting for
15.6% of the submissions.

To account for other gender identities, we modify the regular expression to
find strings containing a two-digit number (representing the age) followed or
preceded by up to four capital letters, which might potentially refer to other
gender tags. We manually inspect tags occurring more than 2 times, and find
acronyms related to non-binary genders (NB) and transgender (MTF or FTM,
meaning users transitioning from male to female or female to male respectively),
just to name a few. After including also case-insensitive versions (e.g., MtF)
and variations (e.g., M2F), we identified 309 additional submissions with other
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gender tags. Since these constitute less than 1% of the total users with available
demographic information, we consider only the binary categorization of gender
(M and F) due to the limited data on other gender identities.

A.5 Basic statistics of the dataset

The final dataset consists of the submissions for which we are able to extract
the judgment tag and the demographic information of the protagonist, which
comprises 35375 submissions. After discarding submissions with fewer than 10
judgments, the final dataset has 33421 submissions. Protagonists have a median
age of 22 years (IQR: 19-26), which is homogeneous across male and female
protagonists. Figure A.2 shows the distribution of protagonists’ age, stratified by
gender.
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Fig.A.2: Fraction of male and female authors for different ages. The
top plot shows the aggregate distribution of authors’ age.

The most frequent topic is about friendship and relationships, followed by
family, as shown in Figure A.3. These two topics account for 55% of submissions.

Since the dataset results from the availability of different information, we
verify to what extent the fraction of submissions with available demographic
information is uniform across topics. The top panel of Figure A.4 shows that
for most of the topics, the fraction of submissions with available demographics
ranges from 15% to 17%. The topics whose fractions differ the most are “On
the move” (10%), “Work and money” (12%), and “Family” (19%). This result
indicates that authors self-disclose their demographic information evenly across
topics. The fraction of male authors is also homogeneous across topics, as shown
in the bottom panel of Figure A.4, except for the topic “On the move”.
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Fig. A.3: Distribution of topics in the AITA dataset as returned by the
LDA topic model. Submissions are assigned to the topic with highest
probability if higher than ttopic = 0.40. Otherwise, they are assigned to
the “Other” topic.
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Fig. A.4: Distribution of submissions with available demographics (top)
and male authors (bottom) for each topic identified by LDA. The black
dashed line refers to the fraction of submission from which it has been
possible to extract the demographic tag (top) and the fraction of male
authors (bottom).

B Estimation of gender bias with propensity score
matching

B.1 Training the propensity scorer

To train the propensity score model, which should predict the “treatment as-
signment of a submission” (i.e., the self-disclosed gender of its author), we train
a BERT model (https://huggingface.co/google-bert/bert-base-uncased)
to predict the self-disclosed gender of the protagonist. The input to the model
consists of the concatenation of the title and text of the submission. Since the
gender of the protagonist is extracted from the demographic tags present in the

https://huggingface.co/google-bert/bert-base-uncased
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Fig. A.5: Odds ratio of receiving a negative judgment given the gender
of the author for each topic separately. Results show separately the
associations for the whole dataset (blue lines) and the matched sample
(red lines). Horizontal bars refer to 95% confidence intervals. Empty
markers indicate lack of significance at 0.05 level.
♢ : p < 0.05, 2 : p < 0.01, ◯ : p < 0.001
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Fig. A.6: Odds ratio of receiving a negative judgment given the gender
of the author for different age groups. Horizontal bars refer to 95%
confidence intervals. Empty markers indicate lack of significance at
0.05 level.
♢ : p < 0.05, 2 : p < 0.01, ◯ : p < 0.001

text, we remove all the demographic tags from the text to prevent information
leakage.

We train the propensity scorer for three epochs using a learning rate of 2×10−5,
batch size 64, weight decay 0.01, linear warm-up for 10% of training steps, and
class weighting reflecting the relative fraction of male- and female-authored
submissions in the training set. We employ an early stopping strategy on 10%
of the training set. Such parameters were chosen after a 5-fold cross-validation
on the learning rate (2 × 10−5, 5 × 10−5) and the number of epochs (3, 5), which
resulted in negligible differences.
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B.2 Gender neutralization strategy

The propensity score estimates the probability of a submission to be treated
(i.e., written by a male protagonist) from its textual content. In other words, it
estimates the “gender typicality” of a specific situation from the dataset. This
allows the matching procedure to match pairs of situations having similar gender
typicality, although the gender of their authors is different. At the same time,
it prevents matching pairs of submissions whose gender typicality is extreme,
as a situation that is extremely typical for only one gender is unlikely to be
experienced by someone of the other gender.

Analyzing the results, we noticed that our first propensity scorer (“base”
model) relies on the presence of gendered words in the text to predict the gender
of the author instead of focusing on the gender typicality of the situation. Let
us consider the two examples reported in Table B.2. The first example is about
pregnancy and the propensity score returned by the base model is 3%, meaning
that the author of the submission is very likely a woman. If we swap all gendered
words in the text, the predicted propensity score remains equal to 3% (see the
“Gender swap” column under the base model in Table B.2). Thus, the base
propensity scorer is not sensitive to the changed words. The second example
has a propensity score of 96%, indicating that the author is very likely a male
according to the model. Differently from the previous example, by replacing the
only word “wife” with “husband”, the propensity score changes dramatically to
5%. This large change in the propensity score is likely the result of spurious
correlations that relate certain gendered words to the gender of the author of
the text. In this specific case, “my wife” indicates that according to the model
the author has to be a male likely because in most of the submissions of the
AITA dataset, the marriage relationship holds between a man and a woman.
Given our goal of pairing similar situations that differ in the author’s gender, the
occurrence of specific words correlating strongly with the authors’ gender poses
a problem for our methodology. Indeed, the strong difference in the propensity
score of such a pair of submissions, one with the word “wife” and the other one
with the word “husband”, would prevent them from being matched, even though
they are a hypothetically perfect match.

To mitigate the dependence of the model on these spurious correlations, we
apply a gender neutralization strategy during the training of the propensity
scorer [43]. This strategy consists of identifying all the gendered words in a
submission and swapping them with 50% probability dynamically during training
to neutraliza all male-female biases for gendered words. We use the pairs of
gendered words by Lu et al. [41]. When the gender neutralization strategy is
applied to train a new model, the propensity of the second example discussed
above does not change substantially under the replacement of the word “wife”
(see the right part of Table B.2). In addition, it returns a less extreme gender
typicality for the submission that opens the possibility of finding a match for
this story.

Figure B.7 shows the distribution of propensity score for all submissions in
the dataset separately by the gender of the author. The gender neutralization
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Table B.2: Effect of gendered words on the propensity score. The
table shows the propensity score of submissions obtained from the
base and the gender-neutralized models. The “Original text” column
refers to the propensity score of the original text, while the “Gender
swap” column refers to the text where gendered words were swapped.
The swapped words are underlined and in bold. We rephrase and
summarize the content of the submissions to ensure anonymity.

Submission body

Model Prop. scorer
base

Prop. scorer
gender neutralized

Original
text

Gender
swap

Original
text

Gender
swap

I am pregnant and live in a different country from

my mom. Due to the pandemic, we can’t visit each

other, and she feels like she’s missing out on my

pregnancy. We’ve been in touch daily through calls,

texts, and emails. She wants to video chat to see my

baby bump, which makes me uncomfortable as it trig-

gers past anorexia-related anxieties. I’ve explained

this to her, but she keeps asking. Given her history

of encouraging my past eating disorder, WIBTA if I

set a firm boundary and refused to share baby bump

pictures or video chats?

0.03 0.03 0.02 0.03

My dad recently passed away, possibly due to alcohol

abuse. I had a strained relationship with him, unlike

my younger sister W and older half-sister MJ, who

were very close to him. He favored them and was dis-

appointed in my life choices, eventually kicking me

out when I was 18. I’ve since turned my life around,

but now S wants me to attend his funeral. I’m con-

flicted because I don’t want to go, but my wife thinks

I should support W and introduce our daughters to

the family. WIBTA if I refused?

0.96 0.05 0.26 0.25

strategy results in a desirable increase of overlap between the two distributions,
suggesting that gendered words have a non-negligible correlation with the gender
of authors in the /r/AITA dataset. Figure B.8 shows the estimate of the causal
effect obtained with both propensity score models. There are no major differences
in the SATT between the two models.

C Manual evaluation

C.1 Examples of matched submissions
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Fig. B.7: Distribution of the propensity score of male- and female-
authored submissions obtained with the base (left) and gender neu-
tralized propensity scorer (right).
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Table C.3: Examples of matched submissions. The third column reports
the evaluations given by the annotators.

Submission 1 Submission 2 Evaluations
Today, my mom [38F] asked me [17M] for

50PLN. It’s a lot for me since I have limited

pocket money. She’s unemployed and looking

for a part-time office job. She avoids telling

me why she needs money, often for cigarettes,

which I refuse to support. She already owes

me 730PLN and hasn’t repaid for over a year.

When I offered to buy groceries instead, she

stopped talking to me. She borrows from fam-

ily and lenders but pays them back, making

me feel unimportant. After confronting her, she

accused me of thinking she’s a failure. Am I

wrong for refusing? How can I avoid worsening

the conflict?

I (18F) work part-time at minimum wage and

still live at home. My mom often borrows my

car or money. I lent her $30 last week, but she

complains whenever I ask for it back. Today, she

messaged me saying a family member can’t fly

in for Thanksgiving without $100 for luggage

and asked if I could spare it until next Friday.

I told her no, and she called me a shitty person.

Am I the asshole?

Very similar

Very similar

Very similar

Before my best friend (17F) got a boyfriend,

we hung out all the time. But after she started

dating, she began ignoring me to spend time

with him and his friends. When I talked to her

about it, she accused me of being jealous and

left college to be with him, leaving me alone.

As we grew distant, we argued more. I started

spending time with other friends, and she got

upset, accusing me of excluding her. She blocked

me on everything and convinced our friends to

drop me. I sent her a message saying I was tired

of her behavior, only for her to call me a "shit

friend." Am I wrong for feeling this way?

I (17M) had a close friendship with a girl (18F)

who recently started getting close to a guy I

dislike. We’ve texted every day for years and

could always talk out our problems. Now, she’s

phasing me and other friends out to spend time

with him. I told her it upset me, but she ignored

my messages. On a recent free day, she acted

like she didn’t know me. When I sent a "we need

to talk" text, she left me on read. Frustrated,

I messaged, "I’m just gonna assume you didn’t

have time to answer so I don’t get really pissed

off." She blocked me without replying. Mutual

friends think I’m overreacting, but it feels like I

always make sacrifices in our friendship. I don’t

think I deserved to be blocked for wanting to

talk. Am I the asshole for being upset she’s

willing to throw away our years of friendship

for a guy she hardly knows?

Very similar

Very similar

Very similar

Continued on next page
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Table C.3 – continued from previous page
Submission 1 Submission 2 Evaluations

Last week, I (16M) visited home and spent time

with my girlfriend (16F) for the first time in

two months. The last night I could see her was

Saturday, but she chose to go to a party instead.

She invited me, but I declined because I don’t

enjoy parties. I told her I wanted to spend that

night together since it would be a month before

we saw each other again. She declined, saying

the party had been planned for weeks, which she

only informed me of the night before. I was up-

set because of our limited time together, while

she was upset that I expected her to devote the

whole week to me. Am I the asshole for wanting

to spend time with her before I leave despite

her plans?

My girlfriend (19F) and I (19F) haven’t seen

much of each other in 3 months due to her

externship. She got back a few days ago, but

we’ve both been busy with work and family.

Today, she was supposed to get off work at

9pm. I planned to see the new Star Wars movie

with my family and be home by 10pm, hoping

we’d spend some time together before bed. After

the movie, I saw she went out with a mutual

friend instead. I don’t mind her hanging out

with others, but now she won’t be home for

hours, and I’ll likely be asleep when she gets

back. Am I the asshole for being upset she went

out instead of coming home?

Very similar

Somewhat
similar

Somewhat
similar

I (19F) was in a relationship with a girl for a

year and a half. Things were mostly fine, but

by June, I felt my romantic feelings for her had

faded. I decided to be honest and told her I

wanted to remain friends. She blocked me but

later unblocked and sent messages saying she

hated me and felt abandoned. She accused me

of making her suicidal and not caring about her

during her rough patch. Both of us have strug-

gled with depression, and her messages blam-

ing me were affecting my own mental health. I

stepped away to protect myself from the con-

stant negativity. Am I selfish or an asshole for

stepping away even though I initially wanted to

be there for her?

I’ve been struggling with severe depression and

anxiety after failing my exams and not get-

ting into university. My girlfriend (19F) broke

up with me after I told her she was the only

thing stopping me from seriously hurting my-

self. We’re part of a small friendship group that

supported our relationship. When she went to

university, she kissed someone else and said she

felt "trapped." I had a mental breakdown dur-

ing a visit, and she later ended things, saying I

needed to help myself first. I told her I need to

distance myself for my mental health, but this

means avoiding our entire friend group. Am I

the asshole for wanting to cut them out of my

life until I feel better, even if it seems selfish?

Neither
dissimilar
nor similar

Somewhat
similar

Somewhat
dissimilar

Resolved as:
Neither

dissimilar
nor similar

Continued on next page
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Table C.3 – continued from previous page
Submission 1 Submission 2 Evaluations

I’m (20F) socially anxious and often use sar-

casm to cope. A friend (23M) I’ve had an on-off

friends-with-benefits relationship with recently

told me my sarcastic attitude was giving him

anxiety. I decided to be vulnerable and open

about my feelings, despite feeling uncomfort-

able. Mid-conversation, he blocked me on that

platform. I felt ashamed and embarrassed, like

I was coerced into vulnerability only to be hurt.

A few days ago, he said he wanted to know if

he upset me, so I messaged him on our usual

platform, asking what happened. This led to

an argument where he felt I was blaming him

for being uncomfortable. Am I the asshole for

being upset and wanting to discuss my feelings,

or am I being selfish and playing the victim?

Me (M22 at the time) and my best friend (M26

at the time) haven’t spoken for 3 years because

I cut him off. In 2017, we were inseparable.

When my mother was diagnosed with cancer,

I withdrew to spend time with her. He was

supportive. After my mother passed, he made

an offensive mom joke within 3 months. When

I told him it was not cool, he dismissed it as

"just something dudes do." I sought an apology,

but he insisted it meant nothing. I cut him off

and distanced myself from our mutual friends.

Recently, he lost his job due to COVID, and I’m

considering recommending him for a job. Am I

the asshole for cutting him off and distancing

myself from others, and would it be too much

to offer him a job interview now?

Very
dissimilar

Somewhat
dissimilar

Somewhat
dissimilar

I’m 17M, and my stepsister is 18F. We’ve known

each other for years but aren’t close. She moved

out recently, and our parents are going on va-

cation soon. They want her to come back and

look after me. I don’t mind her coming, but

it’s a 4-5 hour drive, and she just moved out.

I feel bad making her do this just so our par-

ents can force us to bond. I tried to convince

my parents it’s unnecessary, but they insist she

comes so I won’t be lonely. When I asked my

stepsister, she said she doesn’t want to but feels

obligated because our parents pay for her phone

and car. I feel guilty that she’s being forced into

this. AITA for trying to tell my parents that

my stepsister looking after me is unnecessary?

I (19F) live with my boyfriend, best friend, and

her girlfriend. We split the rent. Recently, my

stepsister got accepted to a college nearby and

wants to move in with us. My dad and his wife

offered to pay her share of the rent, thinking

it would help us bond, but I said no. My dad’s

wife called, saying it was wrong and cruel to

turn her away and that her daughter wanted

to bond as adults since we never had a sibling

relationship growing up. I told her I didn’t want

to live with my stepsister and wanted to keep

my current living situation. AITA for saying

no without consideration? My dad and his wife

think I’m being unfair, but I don’t see her as

family or a friend, so I don’t feel bad.

Somewhat
dissimilar

Somewhat
dissimilar

Somewhat
dissimilar

C.2 Additional results of the manual evaluation

The main purpose of the manual evaluation is to validate the matching procedure
that identifies submissions describing similar situations. In addition to this, we ask
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the annotators to evaluate the level of agency of the authors of the submissions,
as described in the Methods section. The analysis of the authors’ agency in
relation to their gender and moral judgment provides validation to the manual
annotation and supports the discussion of our findings.

First, we test to what extent the level of agency is related to the self-disclosed
gender of the author and the moral judgment received. We fit two linear mixed-
effects models:

Initiator_score ∼ Gender ∗ isDissimilar + (1∣Annotator)

Initiator_score ∼ Judgment ∗ isDissimilar + (1∣Annotator)

where isDissimilar is a dummy variable that has value 1 if the submission belongs
to a match evaluated as dissimilar, the term (1∣Annotator) refers to a random
intercept associated to each annotator, and the “∗” indicates that the model
considers both variables and their interaction. The isDissimilar variable indicates
whether the submission belongs to the group of submissions that have a match
considered to be similar. The coefficient corresponding to the interaction term
estimates the differential effect of the predictor (i.e., gender and judgment) in
the subset of submissions that result from a wrong match.

We present the result of the first model in Table C.4. Although the model
returns no significant overall contribution of the gender (“Gender”), the interaction
term between gender and isDissimilar has a positive and statistically significant
coefficient (“Gender:isDissimilar”), meaning that male authors have a higher
initiator score when the submission belongs to a match judged to be dissimilar.
In plain terms, there is no significant difference in the level of agency of male
and female authors for submissions judged to be similar, whereas male authors
have a higher level of agency for dissimilar submissions. This result suggests that
the level of agency of the protagonist is effectively controlled in the subset of
correctly matched submissions, whereas male protagonists are more agentic than
female ones in the subset of submissions with a dissimilar match.

Table C.5 reports the result of the second model. Here, negative moral
judgment is associated to a higher level of agency (“Judgment”), while there is no
significant differential effect with respect to the fact that the submission belongs
to a match judged dissimilar (“Judgment:isDissimilar”). This result points to
higher levels of agency associated to a higher likelihood of receiving a negative
moral judgment.
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Table C.4: OLS regression model of author’s gender on initiator score.

Model: MixedLM Dependent Variable: Initiator_score
No. Observations: 600 Method: REML
No. Groups: 5 Scale: 1.1004
Min. group size: 120 Log-Likelihood: -889.0219
Max. group size: 120 Converged: Yes
Mean group size: 120.0

Coef. Std.Err. z P> ∣z∣ [0.025 0.975]
Intercept 1.567 0.159 9.884 0.000 1.256 1.877
Gender 0.095 0.108 0.883 0.377 -0.116 0.307
isDissimilar -0.262 0.126 -2.078 0.038 -0.508 -0.015
Gender:isDissimilar 0.427 0.177 2.409 0.016 0.080 0.775
Group Var 0.096 0.071

Table C.5: OLS regression model of moral judgment on initiator score.

Model: MixedLM Dependent Variable: Initiator_score
No. Observations: 600 Method: REML
No. Groups: 5 Scale: 1.0612
Min. group size: 120 Log-Likelihood: -877.7939
Max. group size: 120 Converged: Yes
Mean group size: 120.0

Coef. Std.Err. z P> ∣z∣ [0.025 0.975]
Intercept 1.482 0.152 9.741 0.000 1.184 1.781
Judgment 0.692 0.135 5.128 0.000 0.428 0.957
isDissimilar -0.019 0.097 -0.201 0.841 -0.209 0.170
Judgment:isDissimilar-0.101 0.227 -0.444 0.657 -0.545 0.344
Group Var 0.098 0.074
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