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Neo-Pentecostalism is among the fastest-growing religious movements in the world.
We study how exposure to it shapes individual dispositions and economic behav-
ior using a randomized controlled trial in Kisumu, Kenya. Participants were ran-
domly assigned invitations to workshops hosted by Pentecostal churches, workshops
hosted by mainline Christian churches, or neither, followed by surveys and choice
experiments to elicit incentive-compatible economic behavior both one and twenty
months afterward. Assignment to either type of church reduces contributions to
a communal entrepreneurship fund by 16 percent relative to the control. Assign-
ment to Pentecostal churches also reduces reported financial transfers to family
and friends and increases men’s willingness to make interest-bearing investments
in the experimental game. Pentecostal assignment further lowers self-reported
grit and self-control, effects that persisted twenty months later and are consistent
with changing evaluative standards regarding personal success. By twenty months,
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treated respondents were less likely to identify as Pentecostal, with exploratory evi-
dence suggesting disillusionment when the material promises of its associated pros-
perity theology failed to emerge. Our findings provide causal evidence that religious
participation can reshape informal obligations and economic behavior, and that the
rapid growth of Pentecostalism may further amplify such effects with economically
meaningful implications for investment behavior. (JEL: Z12, 012, D91)



| Introduction

Weber (1930) argued that the Protestant Reformation instilled a distinctive ethic
that reoriented economic life in early modern Europe. Economists have since iden-
tified a multitude of ways in which religion reshapes values and economic activity,
both in how individuals relate to others, such as through public goods provision and
social capital accumulation (Iannaccone, 1992; Benjamin, Choi and Fisher, 2016;
Gershman, 2016; Murphy, Nourani and Lee, 2022; Le Rossignol, Lowes and Nunn,
2022), and in how they see themselves, such as by instilling moral values and aspi-
rations (Enke, 2019; Carvalho et al., 2023). Yet religious landscapes remain highly
dynamic, particularly in emerging economies (Lowes, Marx and Montero, 2025).
New doctrines spread rapidly, changing what congregants are actually taught. How
exposure to new doctrines shapes dispositions and economic behavior remains an
open question.

We study this question in the context of the rapid growth of Pentecostalism,
which has become the fastest-growing branch of Christianity across the globe (Hack-
ett and Grim, 2011). The rise of “Neo-Pentecostalism” has further popularized
teachings from the Prosperity Gospel that link divine favor and economic success
to individual faith and agency. Such doctrines are widely thought to promote as-
pirational and individualistic behavior that departs from the communal obligations
embedded in traditional kin-based societies (Freeman, 2015; McClendon and Riedl,
2016), a departure closely linked to economic growth (Nunn and Wantchekon,
2011; Gorodnichenko and Roland, 2017; Genicot and Ray, 2020; Bahrami-Rad
et al., 2022). The epicenter of this shift lies in sub-Saharan Africa, which recently

surpassed Europe in its share of the global Christian population (Hackett et al.,



2025). The continent has also seen a broader “Pentecostalization” of mainline de-
nominations, as Catholic and Anglican congregations adopt Pentecostal styles of
worship and emphases on personal faith and transformation, direct spiritual en-
counters, and divine rewards in this life (Hackett and Grim, 2011; Kobylinski,
2017). These developments have led scholars to ask whether a “Pentecostal Ethic”
is emerging for the continent as a modern counterpart to Weber’s Protestant Ethic
(Bialecki, Haynes and Robbins, 2008; Freeman, 2015).

Identifying the causal effects of religion is challenging, however, due to the en-
dogeneity of religious beliefs and participation. We address this challenge using a
randomized control trial that invited randomly assigned participants to attend two
full-day workshops hosted by churches that we randomly recruited within the in-
formal settlements of Kisumu, Kenya’s third-largest city. Kisumu, a fast-growing
urban center where churches are salient social institutions, exemplifies the con-
tours of Neo-Pentecostalism’s spread in sub-Saharan Africa — congregations grow
through revivals, open air rallies, and street preaching (Parsitau and Mwaura, 2010).
Because congregations are present throughout the city and are especially dense
within informal settlements, we could assign participants to existing neighborhood
churches. In this way, our randomized intervention closely mimics the actual expo-
sure to the evolving religious marketplace that individuals experience in their daily
life.

Our experimental design has two treatment arms. The first treatment assigns
individuals to workshops hosted by Pentecostal churches. The second treatment
assigns individuals to workshops conducted by local mainline denominations (An-

glican and Catholic churches). Each church was free to organize its workshops



independently. However, because the Prosperity Gospel is the defining theolog-
ical feature of the Neo-Pentecostal movement, we asked Pentecostal organizers
to include Prosperity Gospel themes if they deemed it appropriate and consistent
with their ministry. We use the first treatment arm to identify the causal effects of
exposure to Neo-Pentecostalism. The second treatment arm identifies the causal
effect of mainline Christian exposure. We also leverage the random assignment
across denominations to test whether the shifting denominational composition of
Christianity matters. If differences emerge, they capture the distinct influence of
Pentecostal messaging. If instead the arms are similar, this may reflect a gen-
eral “Christian exposure” effect, which we capture by pooling both arms. Given
the widespread “Pentecostalization” of mainline churches, however, similarity may
also indicate that both arms convey Pentecostal content, making this a conservative
test of whether Pentecostal teachings matter.!

To test whether and how Neo-Pentecostalism and Prosperity Gospel teachings
instill a “Pentecostal Ethic”’, we study three families of outcomes: psychological,
religious, and economic. Psychological outcomes include self-reported measures of
self-control, grit, and the extent to which individuals perceive that they can control
events that affect them (locus of control). Religious outcomes include both private
(intrinsic) and social (extrinsic) dimensions of religious engagement. Economic

outcomes include incentive-compatible choice experiments measuring each partic-

L Across churches, workshops combined worship, Bible study, testimonies, and sermons, with
Pentecostal churches favoring more experiential formats and mainline churches more formal ones.
Mainline workshops did not include prosperity theology, but many did emphasize individual spiritual
transformation, a direct relationship with God, and verses on receiving the Holy Spirit, suggesting a
diffusion of Pentecostal messaging into mainline Christianity. This pattern is consistent with Alfonsi
et al. (2024), who find that in western Kenya, near our study area, a substantial share of mainline
denomination members hold Pentecostal beliefs.



ipant’s willingness to engage in a range of economic activities, from charitable giv-
ing to investment and communal entrepreneurship. The latter resembles informal
collective investment groups common in the Kenyan context (“chamas”), where in-
dividuals pool resources to start a business venture and come to an agreement on
how to share the profits among all members. We collect data on these outcomes over
three surveys: a “baseline” survey with each randomly selected respondent prior to
the workshops, a post-treatment “endline” survey completed within a month of the
intervention, and a second post-treatment ‘“follow-up” survey conducted 20 months
after the intervention.” We use these data to estimate average treatment effects as
well as heterogeneous treatment effects by baseline religion and gender as specified
in our preanalysis plan (Bird et al., 2024).> Our preferred specification follows an
analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) framework following McKenzie (2012), which
we augment with prespecified and LASSO-selected controls.

We find that Pentecostal exposure durably changes how participants evaluate
themselves. In the one-month endline survey, assignment to the Pentecostal treat-

ment decreases the self-control index by 0.15 standard deviations (p < 0:05) and

2Compliance with treatment was generally good: we observe attendance for at least one day
of the two-day workshop for 74% of individuals assigned to the Pentecostal treatment and 68% of
individuals assigned to the Anglican/Catholic treatment. In the one-month endline survey, overall
attrition was just 3.1% (41 out of 1,309 original respondents) and did not vary by assignment to
treatment. In the twenty-month follow-up survey, overall attrition was 29.6% (387 out of 1,309
original respondents) and was greater among those assigned to treatment; we therefore report Lee
bounds in all follow-up results tables.

3The baseline and initial (one-month) endline surveys were included in the preanalysis plan
in our RCT registration. While the later follow-up survey was not part of the RCT registration, it
largely follows up on outcomes prespecified for the initial endline survey. Heterogeneity by both
gender and baseline religiosity is prespecified in our preanalysis plan. Given the number of tests
induced by subgroup analysis, we place weight on the consistency of the sign pattern and economic
magnitudes across outcome families rather than on any single coefficient. We report conventional
standard errors alongside randomization inference p-values and sharpened g-values to account for
multiple hypothesis testing.



the grit index by 0.10 standard deviations (p < 0:10), but has no significant effect
on locus of control. Many of the church workshops emphasized that individuals are
responsible for their own success and must identify the barriers holding them back.
These themes, common in Pentecostal and Prosperity Gospel teachings, may have
elevated the ideal standard of effort that participants use to evaluate themselves,
leading to lower reported self-control and grit. This interpretation is consistent with
a broader literature on response shifts and reference effects in self-reported psycho-
logical measures: interventions can recalibrate the internal standards respondents
use to assess themselves, changing the meaning of their self-evaluations (Sprangers
and Schwartz, 1999; Schwartz et al., 2022). A similar result appears in Bryan,
Choi and Karlan (2021), who find smaller declines in perceived self-control follow-
ing a 15-week Evangelical values curriculum in the Philippines, attributing this to
participants lowering their self-assessments relative to an ideal standard.* At the
endline, we estimate similar effects for the Pentecostal and mainline treatments,
consistent with a “Pentecostalization” of mainline denominations. In the twenty-
month follow-up survey, decreases in self-control and grit persist, but only for the
Pentecostal arm, which decreases the self control index by 0.20 standard deviations
(p < 0:05) and the grit index by 0.10 standard deviations (p < 0:10), while the
mainline arm is statistically indistinguishable from the control. Thus, while both
arms carried Pentecostal content and affected psychological outcomes in the short
run, the more explicitly Pentecostal message with its greater emphasis on prosperity

theology has more persistent effects, consistent with the Prosperity Gospel instilling

4Similar patterns have been documented specifically for self-control and grit in other contexts.
For example, students in higher-performing environments can report lower non-cognitive skills when
they evaluate themselves against more demanding standards, even as other measures of performance
improve (West et al., 2016; Lira et al., 2022).



a new ethic.

For religious outcomes, in the initial endline survey, we estimate no effects of
treatment, on average.” However we do find that individuals assigned to the Pen-
tecostal treatment are more likely to change which church they attend compared to
the control. In the twenty-month follow-up survey, denominational identification
moves in an unexpected direction. Assignment to the Pentecostal treatment lowers
the likelihood of identifying as Pentecostal. In exploratory analysis, we find that
this switching is stronger among those experiencing larger income declines between
survey waves, suggesting disillusionment as a possible mechanism: when realized
outcomes fall short of promised ones, individuals may be less inclined to identify
with the denomination that promised them. The decline in Pentecostal affiliation
is coupled with marginal increases in mainline Christianity, and identification with
other Christian denominations. Additionally, in the latter follow-up survey, both
treatments increase the general religion index, which captures factors ranging from
self-reported religiosity to how often they attempt to change someone else’s behav-
ior to be more Godly. Both treatments therefore shift affiliation toward mainline
Christianity while increasing general religiosity, suggesting that “Pentecostalized”
mainline churches may be positioned to recruit from Pentecostal congregations in
the evolving religious marketplace.

Finally, we estimate treatment effects on economic decision-making. In the ex-

perimental incentive-compatible game of the one-month endline survey, assignment

3This may reflect in part the limited scope for short-run change in a population that is already
highly observant, with 85% of our sample reporting that they attend church at least weekly at base-
line. Heterogeneity by gender however does suggest that men in both treatment arms report in-
creased prosperity beliefs, despite the absence of explicit prosperity messaging in mainline work-
shops, which we interpret as further evidence of a closer theological alignment than their denomi-
national labels would imply.



to the Pentecostal treatment decreases contributions to a communal entrepreneur-
ship fund by 16.1% (p < 0:05), indicating a lower willingness to engage in collec-
tive economic activity.® Turning to the mainline treatment, we find nearly identical
reductions in communal entrepreneurship investment, further suggesting a Pente-
costalization of mainline Christianity. Pentecostal-specific effects, however, emerge
by gender. Men in the Pentecostal treatment increase the amount they are willing
to make in interest-bearing investments by an economically and statistically signifi-
cant 30% relative to the control mean. This result complements Squires (2024), who
finds that male entrepreneurs in Kenya face strong kinship-based financial obliga-
tions that disincentivize private investment. The increased individualism promoted
by the Prosperity Gospel may allow men to justify withdrawing from these obli-
gations in a manner akin to hiding income from family. This suggests that Neo-
Pentecostalism may further amplify an individual accumulation-oriented economic
ethic, specifically among men.” While this change in investment behavior does not
occur in our follow-up experimental game, secondary outcomes do suggest that the
retreat from collective economic arrangements persists beyond the game behavior;
for men, both treatment arms decrease membership in informal savings groups and
the likelihood of giving money away in the previous week.

Taken together, our findings suggest that the growth of Christianity more broadly,

regardless of denomination, may lower participation in communal economic activ-

SExamining secondary outcomes from an expenditure survey specified in our preanalysis plan,
we find complementary evidence that assignment to the Pentecostal treatment led to economically
large but imprecisely estimated decreases in money given and received in the past week from their
community.

"This finding is consistent with broader tensions within African Pentecostal theology regarding
women’s empowerment and traditional gender roles (Dube, 2014; Soothill, 2015; Hackett, 2017;
Jacobs and Naidoo, 2025).



ity. Even brief exposure to explicitly Pentecostal teaching leads to durable shifts in
the internal standards against which individuals evaluate their self control and grit.
It further instills a distinct accumulation motive in terms of greater private savings
and investment concentrated among men, echoing the well-documented gender dif-
ferences in investment responses to economic interventions (De Mel, McKenzie and
Woodruff, 2009; Bernhardt et al., 2019; Squires, 2024). This retreat from collective
arrangements alongside a shift toward private accumulation could support the im-
personal financial institutions that kin-based systems often impede (Chen, Ma and
Sinclair, 2022), lending support to the notion of a “Pentecostal Ethic” parallel to
Weber (1930)’s Protestant Ethic (Freeman, 2015).

We contribute to the literature on religion and economic outcomes. While many
studies focus on how missionary activity or underlying religiosity impacts long run
economic outcomes (Becker and Woessmann, 2009; Campante and Yanagizawa-
Drott, 2015; Valencia Caicedo, 2019; Squicciarini, 2020; Becker, Rubin and Woess-
mann, 2024), we examine how exposure to a rapidly changing contemporary reli-
gious trend affects economic decision making. Further, we provide causal identifi-
cation of how such contemporary religious participation affects economic behavior,
addressing a core challenge in this literature where selection into religious partic-
ipation confounds causal inference. Related to our study, Bryan, Choi and Karlan
(2021) evaluate the impact of evangelical Protestant education on Filipino house-
holds. While their intervention trained pastors and specifically targeted ultrapoor
and religious households, we assign participants independently of their underlying
level of religiosity and income to existing churches in their own neighborhood with

no centralized curriculum. Further, by focusing on an informal settlement in an



urban setting, we capture a population that is understudied relative to its substantial
share of the global population (Marx, Stoker and Suri, 2019).8 In this way, our study
more closely mirrors the real-world exposure to Christian and Pentecostal teachings
that arise in these contexts.” A follow-up survey 20 months after treatment further
allows us to observe not only the immediate effects of religious exposure but which
of them persist once the salience of the exposure decays.

We also contribute to a literature studying the causes and consequences of in-
dividualistic and collective institutions by studying the role of a modern religious
movement. Schulz et al. (2019) and Schulz (2022) show that Christianity con-
tributed to the development of individualistic norms in medieval Europe by weak-
ening kin-based institutions. In contemporary African settings, Bergeron (2025)
finds that individuals residing closer to historical missions in the Congo exhibit
weaker communal norms and Carvalho et al. (2023) document a negative associa-
tion between Christianity and traditional beliefs that suppress individual effort and
achievement. Building on this work, our experiment provides contemporary causal
evidence that exposure to Christian messaging reduces participation in collective
economic arrangements, with explicitly Pentecostal and prosperity teaching further
increasing private accumulation.

We further contribute to a growing literature on Neo-Pentecostalism in the de-
veloping world. Previous work has found that human capital (Alfonsi et al., 2024)

and insurance against negative economic shocks (Auriol et al., 2020; Costa, Mar-

8In 2015, about 1 in 8 people globally lived in informal settlements, including at least 59% of
sub-Saharan Africa’s urban population (Habitat, 2016).

9Similarly in the Islamic context, Clingingsmith, Khwaja and Kremer (2009) exploit a lottery to
estimate how undertaking the Hajj pilgrimage affects participants religious practices and attitudes.



cantonio and Rocha, 2023) have played a key role in Pentecostalism’s rapid growth.!°
We extend this literature by studying the economic behaviors that may result from
this growth. Mello and Buccione (2023) find that increased exposure to Pentecostal
television may increase female labor force participation, fertility, and political par-
ticipation in Brazil, and closely related to our study, McClendon and Riedl (2015)
find that randomized exposure to recorded Pentecostal sermons that emphasize self-
affirmation and individual potential increase political engagement in Nairobi. We
build upon these studies by demonstrating how direct exposure to Pentecostal mes-
saging within local churches influences psychological and religious outcomes as
well as economic decision making with an experimental game in the field, and we

distinguish whether these specific effects differ from more mainline denominations.

Il Background

The Pentecostal and Charismatic movement (hereafter “Pentecostal”) emerged in
the early twentieth century out of the Holiness movement in the United States.'!
This movement emphasized post-conversion experiences as evidence of the cleans-
ing of sin. A defining feature of Pentecostalism was the emphasis on baptism by
the Holy Spirit, manifested through speaking in tongues (glossolalia) (Anderson,
2003). Although glossolalia is no longer a strict requirement, Pentecostalism re-

mains characterized by belief in the gifts of the Holy Spirit, miraculous healing,

10These studies build upon a previous literature finding similar insurance based drivers for re-
ligious participation more broadly (Gruber and Hungerman, 2007; Chen, 2010; Ager and Ciccone,
2018; Bentzen, 2019).

"The term “Charismatic” generally refers to Christians who share many Pentecostal beliefs but
remain within mainline denominations. While most mainline churches initially resisted Charismatic
adherents, since the mid-twentieth century many have incorporated Charismatic followers, giving
rise to Charismatic Protestants and even Charismatic Catholics (Robbins, 2004).

10



direct revelation from God, and the conviction that God actively intervenes in ev-
eryday life.

Neo-Pentecostal (NP) churches, which arose out of this movement, tend to be
decentralized and doctrinally flexible. NP churches embrace the teachings of the
“Prosperity Gospel”, which links health, wealth, and success as rewards from God
for their inner faith and hard work (Freeman, 2015; Wrenn, 2021). Scholars have
claimed that the Prosperity Gospel in particular leads to increased entrepreneurial
activity and savings (Freeman, 2015). Today, NP churches represent one of the
fastest-growing forms of Christianity worldwide, comprising roughly a quarter of
all Christians and on track to surpass Catholicism as the largest Christian denomi-
nation (Pew Research Center, 2011). Their rapid expansion in developing countries,
particularly in sub-Saharan Africa, is partly from their appeal to the economically
disadvantaged. Neo-Pentecostalism questions established authority systems and
prioritizes individualism, self-reliance, personal success, and breaking with tradi-
tional collective ties (Freeman, 2015; McClendon and Riedl, 2016), which is po-
tentially attractive to the large pool of underemployed in sub-Saharan Africa. By
promising economic rewards through individual faith and positive confession, NP
churches can provide a source of psychological relief, hope, and optimism about the
future given daily risk and uncertainty. Moreover, its focus on personal finance and
business encourages “hustling” and draws entrepreneurially-minded youth, who by
necessity and lack of formal job availability are often small business owners or
temporary workers (The Economist, 2025).

Although NP churches are often portrayed as promoting “get-rich-quick™ doc-

trines, scholars of African Pentecostalism emphasize that prosperity teachings are

11



often more nuanced. They stress moral discipline, hard work, and faith in God as
prerequisites for success, and caution that material wealth must not eclipse spiri-
tual devotion (McClendon and Riedl, 2016). Nevertheless, NP churches’ emphasis
on individual autonomy and personal achievement, combined with an accommoda-
tion of certain traditional beliefs, is thought to be more effective than earlier waves
of Christianity in enabling individuals to break away from traditional collectivist
ties and to embrace behaviors and attitudes that are more conducive for economic
growth (Freeman, 2015). This has led some scholars to draw parallels between We-
ber’s “Protestant Ethic”” and what they describe as an emerging “Pentecostal Ethic”
in Africa. For instance, Bialecki, Haynes and Robbins (2008) write that the Pros-
perity Gospel brings a “new Protestant ethic to match a new, neoliberal spirit of
capitalism” in their review of the Anthropology of Christianity, and Robbins (2004)
notes that the question of whether Pentecostalism establishes a parallel to “Protes-
tant Work Ethic” as a key debate regarding Pentecostal economic culture.!?
Similar to many countries in the Global South, Kenya has experienced rapid
growth in NP churches in recent decades. High quality national data are scarce, but
in 2006 it was estimated that 7 in 10 protestants in Kenya were Pentecostal (Pew
Research Center, 2010). Other papers with samples geographically proximate to
Kisumu, the location of this study, show high rates of NP affiliation. In a random
sample of 884 individuals in 2016 in villages centered around Bungoma, Kenya
(approximately 65 miles north of Kisumu) but extending to Busia and Kakamega

counties, NP church members compose a plurality of respondents, making up 43%

120thers highlight important theological distinctions. For example, Meyer (2007) argues that
whereas Calvinist doctrine viewed material success as a sign of predestined salvation, Neo-
Pentecostalism presents prosperity as a reward for faith and diligence in this life.

12



of those sampled (Murphy, Nourani and Lee, 2022). Follow-up data collected in
2021 on those surveyed as children from Miguel and Kremer (2004) in Busia show
50 percent are affiliated with Pentecostal churches (an increase from 22 percent in
1998) compared to 42 percent who report attending a traditional Christian church
(Alfonsi et al., 2024). As further described below, we find very similar shares of
respondents reporting to attend a NP church in our baseline sample (52%), which
is composed exclusively of those residing within informal settlements of Kisumu.

However, while there has been a significant shift in membership from tradi-
tional to NP churches over the past two decades, there has also been a shift in be-
liefs among those still attending traditional churches. This “Pentecostalization” of
traditional churches, as mentioned earlier, is often overlooked but is just as signifi-
cant. For example, in Alfonsi et al. (2024)’s sample, which is near our study area,
24% of surveyed Catholics and 40% of Anglicans report their religious services
include speaking in tongues or prophesying, while an equal share of Anglicans rel-
ative to Pentecostals (81%) and nearly as many Catholics (75%) believe that “God
will grant material prosperity to all believers who have enough faith”. In addition,
both Catholics and Anglicans are nearly as likely as Pentecostals to report that “God
will grant health and relief from sickness to believers who have enough faith” (89%
compared to 92%; Alfonsi et al. (2024), Appendix A3). Similarly, in our religious
belief indices discussed in detail below, for the most part, there are no significant
differences in beliefs between those of different baseline religious affiliation.

What has caused the diffusion of beliefs from NP churches to traditional denom-
inations? One explanation is increasing number of NP churches and their mission

of evangelism. NP churches face few institutional barriers to entry given their de-
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centralized and usually non-denominational nature.!3> There are often no formal
educational or other requirements for pastors, and thus small, one room churches
can easily be established close to potential members (Murphy, Nourani and Lee
(2022) show distance to a church is highly correlated with attendance in this con-
text). As anecdotal evidence from Parsitau and Mwaura (2010) report, perhaps with
some hyperbole, in urban areas of Kenya “there are more than 50 houses of worship
(some very tiny) crowded within a few meters of each other.... [with] the same trend
visible in Nakuru, Nairobi, Eldoret, Kisumu, and Nyeri”. These churches often in-
corporate street preaching, open-air revivals, and other overt missionary activities,

which attract new members while spreading beliefs more generally.

11 Sample Selection, Intervention, and Experiment

The location of this project, Kisumu, is the third-largest city in Kenya. It is lo-
cated in the west of the country on Lake Victoria and is predominantly composed
of those of the Luo ethnic group. Like other cities in Kenya, informal settlements
have emerged on the city’s periphery in recent decades as rural to urban migration
has risen. This study takes place in two of the larger informal settlement areas:
Manyatta, located on the eastern side of the city, and Nyalenda on the southern
side. Each of these localities is divided into two sub-localities of roughly similar
size: Manyatta A and B, and Nyalenda A and B. Homes and businesses in these in-
formal settlements are generally constructed with non-permanent material and lack
indoor plumbing, but nearly all have electricity. Residents are relatively econom-

ically disadvantaged, but this setting represents a substantial component of urban

B3Decentralization has been linked to growth for US Protestant denominations globally (Hanson
and Xiang, 2013) and for Presbyterian congregations in colonial Korea (Becker and Won, 2024).
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life in the region, as over half of the urban population of sub-Saharan Africa live in
slums or informal settlements (Habitat, 2016).

Given the geographic size of the localities, there is a high density of churches in
these informal settlements.!* We conducted a comprehensive census of churches in
these localities in May, 2024 and found 309 different churches, ranging from single
room Pentecostal churches to large, established mainline denomination churches
(e.g. Roman Catholic, Anglican). In line with the project preanalysis plan (Bird
et al., 2024), we randomly selected a total of five churches from each sublocality:
four Pentecostal churches and one mainline Christian church (Catholic or Anglican)
using a random number generator. A church was included in the pools of potential
participating Pentecostal and mainline churches if it had the following characteris-
tics: 1) it was large enough to hold a sufficient number of people for the intervention
workshops, and 2) it did not have its main weekly service on Saturdays (as work-
shops were scheduled to occur on Saturdays). We include a map of the sublocalities
and locations of the randomly selected participating churches in Appendix Figure
1.

In this project, we aimed for 1400 participants — 350 per sublocality. We split
the 350 in each sublocality between the treatment (200 individuals) and the control
(150 individuals), with the treatment further divided into two equal treatment arms
(we discuss the intervention further below). We used the following procedure to
select households: First, we generated 450 random spatial points on a map of the
sublocality. The first 100 randomly located points we assigned to Treatment Arm 1,

the second 100 points to Treatment Arm 2, the next 150 points were assigned to the

“Manyatta is approximately 4.6 square kilometers and Nyalenda is 2.1 square kilometers, by the
authors’ calculations.
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control, and points 351 to 450 were “replacement points.” Project staff, composed
of 16 enumerators (four per sublocality), visited the approximate location of the first
350 points to recruit an adult living at that location to participate in the project. If
no one was living at a household at the point, or if the point fell on a non-residential
address, roads, or vacant land, the project staff discarded that point and visited the
next replacement point on the list (i.e., the 351st point). Project staff followed this
procedure until they recruited the full sample.!>

Immediately upon obtaining informed consent and recruiting an individual for
participation, the enumerator conducted a baseline survey and choice experiment
with that individual. The baseline survey, which was conducted between July 2 and
18, 2024, was short and consisted of questions to obtain basic demographic char-
acteristics, current work/business activity and income, food expenses, savings, and
gifts given and received, and alcohol consumption. It asked basic questions related
to religious activity, affiliation, and beliefs, which serve as important baseline in-
dicators for the later analysis. We find that the baseline sample composed of 1309
individuals is generally well balanced between treatment arms and control, as we
illustrate in Appendix Tables 1 and 2.16 There is a significant difference at the 5 per-

cent level in only one baseline characteristic (food expenditures in the last week),

ISWe set the minimum distance between points to be 15 meters to avoid multiple points falling
on the same building. Project and IRB guidelines required age restrictions of 18 to 55 years old
of invited participants and excluded non-Christians — a small minority in this area. Odd numbered
points indicated that project staff invited the primary adult man from the household to participate
in the project, and even numbered points meant the primary adult woman was invited. If the req-
uisite gendered adult did not exist at the location, project staff then invited the available gendered
individual.

16The total baseline sample is only N=1309 as we needed to drop all surveyed individuals of one
of the 16 enumerators as our spot checks revealed data falsification and fraud by this enumerator. In
addition, we further dropped data of nine individuals who enumerators surveyed but were outside
the allowed age range (18 to 55).

16



where those in the second treatment arm spent about 300 KSh less on average in the
past week than those assigned to the control. The F-statistic of joint significance
reveals that there is overall balance between those assigned to the treatment arms
and those assigned to the control.

At the conclusion of the baseline survey, the respondent was given 125 Kenyan
Shillings (approximately 1 USD) and the enumerator read the following statement
in either English or Kiswahili (depending on the preference of the respondent):

“Here is 125 Kenyan Shillings. This is your money and yours to keep and do
with it as you would like. It is part of the compensation for your participation in
the survey. I will now read several scenarios to you. You will be able to use this
money you have received in the scenarios, although you do not need to. Think
carefully about each scenario because one, and only one, scenario will be selected
as binding after the activity is complete and you will be obligated to provide any
money you indicated in that scenario if selected as binding. However, you do not
need to indicate that you will provide any money for any of the scenarios, if you do
not wish. The maximum amount that you can choose to give for each scenario is
125 KSh.”

In this baseline experiment, there were four options in which they could allocate
funds: (1) “How much money would you like to throw in the garbage?”; (2) “How
much money would you like to donate to charity?”; (3) “How much money would
you like to give as a gift to your ward representative?”’; and (4) “How much money
would you like to send to your mother (if mother no longer alive, indicate female
relative)”. Options (1) and (3) were designed to teach the respondent that allocating

zero may be appropriate and is allowed. We use options (2) and (4) as baseline
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controls in the estimations using endline experiment results as outcomes. Each
option was presented, and at the end of the experiment, a random number from
1 to 4 was drawn to determine which option was binding. The enumerator made
sure that the respondent understood that each option was independent, such that for

example, the respondent would allocate up to 125 KSh for each option.

A Intervention

Prior to recruitment, we randomly assigned workshop locations to those in the treat-
ment conditional on sublocality, utilizing the spatially random nature of the house-
hold points. During recruitment and baseline surveys, enumerators came prepared
with invitations (in color) that indicated the time and dates of the workshops, name
of the church, a contact phone number, a map of the church location, and notice
that lunch would be provided at the workshop. They provided the invitation to
the randomly assigned Pentecostal church to individuals in Treatment Arm 1, or
the mainline church randomly selected for that sublocality if assigned to Treatment
Arm 2.

The workshops took place over two full days (Friday, July 19 and Saturday, July
20, 2024). Churches were given full discretion in how to organize their activities.
The only explicit guidance was provided to the Pentecostal organizers, who were
encouraged, if appropriate and consistent with their ministry, to include messaging
related to prosperity teachings in at least some sessions.!” An enumerator attended
each workshop on both days to monitor attendance and record detailed notes on the

daily activities. Most workshops included a combination of worship services, Bible

17We note that although church recruitment was randomized, all Pentecostal churches we visited
already adhered to prosperity teachings prior to this request.
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studies, personal testimonies, and sermons. Some denominational differences were
evident in style and tone. Several Pentecostal churches incorporated more lively
and experiential elements such as extended singing and dancing (in one case lasting
over three hours) and, in one instance, an altar call where a participant “received
Jesus”. In contrast, the mainline churches more often featured hymns and choir-led
worship within more formal formats.

Based on the enumerator notes, messaging in the Pentecostal churches varied
across the churches, but consistent themes emerged. Sermons emphasized individ-
ual affirmation, achievement, and baptism by the Holy Spirit. While “prosperity”
was often among the central themes, it was framed as both a spiritual and mate-
rial pursuit, consistent with McClendon and Riedl (2016)’s analysis of Pentecostal
sermons in Nairobi. One pastor described poverty as a mindset to be overcome
through faith. Preachers urged members to use their God-given potential responsi-
bly and to prioritize God above wealth, encouraging the pursuit of material success
while stressing humility and recognition that success is ultimately a gift from God.
Verses such as Malachi 3:10-13 and Luke 6:38 reinforced the idea that giving brings
blessing, echoing Freeman (2015)’s observation that Pentecostal churches ask that
participants share their new found wealth with the church. Overall, prosperity was
presented as an individual spiritual goal, with material success viewed as its natural
complement.

Mainline churches focused on God’s omnipresence, repentance, and moral dis-
cipline. Although they did not invoke prosperity teachings, their messages re-
flected elements of the broader Pentecostalization of mainline Christianity. Ser-

mons emphasized personal faith and individual transformation, with some referring
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to verses that explicitly mention receiving the Holy Spirit (e.g., John 20:22-23; Acts
2:38-42). A large emphasis was on the inner person, spiritual transformation, and
the believer’s direct relationship with God. In Appendix A, we include examples of
program activities as recorded by enumerators at the intervention activities.
Attendance at the workshops across the two days was generally good. The
top panel of Appendix Table 3 shows that 278 (74%) and 255 (68%) individuals
assigned to Treatment Arm 1 and Treatment Arm 2, respectively, attended a work-
shop on either of the two days. In addition, the bottom panel of the table shows that
127 (34%) and 117 (31%) individuals assigned to Treatment Arm 1 and Treatment
Arm 2, respectively, attended both days of the workshop. Attendance was far higher
on Saturday than Friday (503 people compared to 293), given that fewer of those
invited had conflicting work responsibilities on Saturday. After the workshops and
going through the attendance sheets, we discovered that 10 of the 560 individuals
assigned to the control group attended a workshop. Follow-up investigation found
that this was due to their prior membership to that particular church, which led them
to learn about the activities through their church network. We retain these individ-
uals in the analysis according to their randomized assignment. Their attendance

represents a small degree of contamination of the control group.

B Attrition, Experiment, and Summary Statistics

After the intervention, between July 22 and August 27, 2024, we attempted to
resurvey all original respondents in a random order. Enumerators successfully
resurveyed 1268 of the 1309 original respondents (96.9%). Table 4 shows that

attrition was generally balanced, both across treatment groups and baseline char-
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acteristics. In the table, the two intervention arms are pooled in odd-numbered
columns and separated in the remainder. Estimations without controls and fixed ef-
fects (Columns 1-2), or including fixed effects for sublocality (Columns 3-4) reveal
no statistically significant average differences between attrited and non-attrited in-
dividuals. Columns 3-4 show moderate imbalance with respect to baseline weekly
food expenditures (p < 0:05) and Anglican religious identification (p < 0:05), such
that those with greater baseline food expenditures and Anglicans were more likely
to be resurveyed. These statistical imbalances are not present, however, when con-
trolling for interactions between treatment assignment and baseline characteristics
(Columns 7-8). Attritors were also a small share of the sample (3.1%), increasing
the likelihood that imbalance would exist between these 41 individuals and the rest
of the sample.

The endline survey included many of the same questions as the baseline sur-
vey but added additional modules related to religious practices and beliefs, alcohol
consumption, and questions to gauge self-perceptions of locus of control, grit, and
self-control, among others. We included a time-use module following Field et al.
(2023), in which enumerators ask respondents to divide up their last 24 hours into
various categories including sleep, leisure, and those related to work in various
types of formal or informal employment (additionally, in our survey we add a sepa-
rate category for time spent in religious activities). In the bottom panel of Appendix
Table 5, we show that, on average, respondents spent 4.5 hours the previous day in
leisure, 1.9 hours working for a wage, 3.4 hours in self-employment, just over an

hour caring for others, and just under an hour in religious activity.'8

8Surveys were generally conducted between Monday and Saturday, and the enumerators note
the day of the interview and we control for the survey day in the relevant estimations.
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The endline survey included a highly detailed module on religion, including
questions related to their current church of attendance, frequency of attendance,
and other additional religious institutions they recently attended. In Appendix Table
6, we indicate the stated religious affiliation of respondents in the baseline, in the
baseline excluding attritors, and at the endline. At the endline, slightly more than
half the sample identify as a Pentecostal Christian. The second largest affiliation
in the sample, Roman Catholic, is just under a quarter of respondents, followed
next by Seventh Day Adventists and Anglicans. It is interesting to note that there
were respondents who identified as a different Christian denomination between the
two surveys. For example, those identifying as Pentecostal fell among non-attrited
individuals from 651 to 639, and those identifying as Roman Catholic increased
from 302 to 311 individuals and those identifying as Anglican increased from 101
to 107.

In the survey, we also included questions designed to generate indices of reli-
gious beliefs and practices, many of which are adapted from Altemeyer and Huns-
berger (2004), Gorsuch and McPherson (1989), and Bryan, Choi and Karlan (2021).
The questions relate to six different dimensions of religious beliefs and behavior:
general, extrinsic, intrinsic, fundamentalist, government, and prosperity, and the

questions and summary statistics are in Appendix Table 6.!° These questions about

19 An intrinsic religious index, measures a respondent’s depth and personal connection to their
faith. The extrinsic religious index, on the other hand, measures a respondent’s use of religion to
advance their social goals, to obtain material gain, or to garner community approval. The general
religious index includes questions that do not fall into either the intrinsic or extrinsic category, such
as “To what extent do you consider yourself to be a religious person?” and “How often to do you
attend your religious institution?” To create the fundamentalism index, we ask questions to gauge
a respondent’s affinity for certain traits associated with rigidity in beliefs, literal interpretations of
scripture, and exclusivity as the true faith. The government index is based on the answers to two
questions designed to identify how strongly the respondent beliefs that religion and government
should overlap, and the prosperity index is based on a single question asking whether the respondent
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religious beliefs (and self-perceptions, as described below) ask respondents to in-
dicate their agreement with a given statement using a Likert scale of 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). As shown in the table, average responses vary
across questions. For example, while the average response to “There is only one
true, perfectly correct religion” is a 2.14 (s.d. 1.36), the average response was 4.56
(s.d. 0.75) for “I enjoy thinking about my religion.”

We also include questions about psychological mechanisms through which the
religious intervention could affect economic decision making. In particular, we
include survey modules designed to create indices for measures of self-perceived
locus of control (powerful others, internality, and chance), grit, and self-control.
We focus on these particular mechanisms because they are the psychological mech-
anisms affected by the religious intervention studied by Bryan, Choi and Karlan
(2021).2° We include these questions and associated summary statistics in Ap-
pendix Table 7.

At the conclusion of the survey, enumerators conducted another experimental
game with the respondents, which was similar to what they experienced in the base-
line survey. Instead of only four scenarios, the respondent now faced eight, which
were presented in a random order.?! After receiving 875 Kenyan Shillings (about
1.5 times the daily wage), the enumerator read the following statement, again either
in English or Kiswahili depending on the preference of the respondent:

“Here is 875 Kenyan Shillings. This is your money and yours to keep and do

believes that “God will grant material prosperity to believers with enough faith.”

20In addition to these mechanisms, Bryan, Choi and Karlan (2021) also studies the effect of a
religious intervention on social capital and optimism but the intervention does not affect either of
those outcomes.

21The respondent picked face-down playing cards one at a time (Ace through 8) to determine the
order of the eight questions.
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with as you would like. It is a payment for your participation in the survey. I will
now read several scenarios to you. You will be able to use this money you have
received in the scenarios, although you do not need to. Think carefully about each
scenario because one, and only one, scenario will be selected as binding after the
activity is complete and you will be obligated to provide any money you indicated in
that scenario if selected as binding. However, you do not need to indicate that you
will provide any money for any of the scenarios, if you do not wish. The maximum
amount that you can choose to give for each scenario is 875 KSh.”

We preselected the scenarios to explore a variety of traits that may have been
affected by the workshops. Four scenarios considered donations to different charita-
ble organizations: One specifically Roman Catholic, another specifically Anglican,
a third was a generic Christian charity, and a fourth was a Muslim charity. A fifth
asked the respondent how much money they would like to give to their spouse, with
a randomly selected incentive add-on of between 7.5% and 25%. A sixth scenario
asked how much they would like to donate to their preacher (control group) or the
preacher organizing their assigned workshop (either treatment arm). In the seventh
scenario, the respondent was offered the ability for the enumerator to withhold any
amount of the 875 KSh and return it after one month via mpesa with added interest
of between 7.5 and 25%, randomly chosen.?? This scenario was intended to mea-
sure whether the treatment affected respondents’ interest or willingness to save or

invest. In the eighth scenario, the respondent was offered the ability to contribute to

22Mpesa is a system of mobile phone money that enables the owner of the phone and money
account to transfer money to others or pay for goods at participating business for a small fee. In
Kenya, adoption of mpesa is nearly universal. In our sample, 96 percent of respondents had a
personal mpesa account. If a respondent did not have mpesa, we offered to either return the money
in person or to transfer the funds to a spouse or other family member.
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a communal entrepreneurship fund. In this scenario, if they contributed a positive
amount and this scenario was selected as binding, they would participate in future
group meetings to decide on a group business plan or investment to use for the
pooled funds collected from the experiment.?? In the top panel of Appendix Table
5, we show summary statistics from this experimental game, where, on average, a
respondent was willing to give the most money when the funds would be transferred
to the spouse (mean of 171 KSh), and gave the least when the scenario was to do-
nate to a Muslim charity (44 KSh). The latter result is expected, as a condition for
being surveyed was identifying as Christian. The purpose of this particular scenario
was to identify any differences in interfaith generosity due to treatment assignment.

Finally, we attempted to resurvey respondents a final time between March and
May 2026, approximately 20 months after the randomized intervention, in what
we refer to as a follow-up survey.”* Enumerators successfully resurveyed 922 of
the 1,309 original respondents (70.4%). Appendix Table 8 shows that attrition was
greater among those assigned to treatment; we therefore report Lee bounds in all
follow-up results tables. The follow-up survey included the same questions as the
endline survey, with three exceptions. First, several lengthy survey modules from

the endline survey were dropped in the follow-up survey due to budget constraints

2The text read to the respondent was: “If selected and positive amounts are allocated, your
name and contact information would be shared with others in the program who also contributed
funds. If you do not wish your information to be shared, you can choose to contribute zero. At the
conclusion of the project, those for whom this was a binding scenario and deposited funds will be
notified of a group meeting to take place. These individuals will then decide how the funds will be
spent, and the logistics coordinator will make the purchase for the group with the funds. From this
point, the group will elect a leader who will manage the entrepreneurship project together with the
full group.” The logistics coordinator held the first of these meetings in January 2025, where the
participants decided to start a juice business with the funds.

2*In the follow-up survey, we randomly selected 50% of the sample to be interviewed by phone,
with the other 50% selected for in-person surveys. We control for survey method in the estimations.
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(locus of control, religious fundamentalism, and time use). Second, the follow-up
survey included an experimental game with just two allocation scenarios, one to
a general charity and another to individual savings. Third, we added two ques-
tions about respondent participation in informal savings groups, known locally as

“chamas”.

IV Treatment Effect Estimates

Our empirical methodology is conducted in accordance with our preanalysis plan
(Bird et al., 2024). The primary analysis of the data uses an Analysis of Covariance
(ANCOVA) method that controls for baseline measures of the outcome of interest
following McKenzie (2012). Our model of an outcome for individual i at time (¢)

is:
Y, =a + b Treat; + b,yY;, + b3 F; + Riy, b} + Xibl +g +e; (1)

where Y;; is an outcome for individual i in a post-treatment time period (¢), and Yy, is
the version of the corresponding outcome in the baseline, if it exists. Vector Treat;
includes indicators of assignment to each treatment. Variable F; indicates whether
the individual is female, Rjt, represents a vector of dummy variables indicating re-
ligion at baseline (Anglican, Catholic/Orthodox, or Other/None (Pentecostal as the
left out group)), g are enumerator and sublocality fixed effects, and X is a list of
other household and demographic controls selected using a LASSO algorithm from

a pool of potential controls;> estimates without LASSO-selected controls are in

Z3This pool includes the following: whether household is polygamous, whether at baseline the
respondent: believed in miracles, experienced a direct revelation from God, believed in the rapture
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Appendix B.2® Additionally, we conduct the same estimates but pooling our two
treatment arms (Pentecostal and mainline). In line with our preanalysis plan, we
also conduct estimates of local average treatment effects using treatment assign-
ment as an instrument for attendance at a workshop; we present these estimates
in Appendix D. We estimate standard errors that are robust to heteroskedasticity;
we also report randomization inference p-values, specifically “randomization-t” p-
values following Young (2019), and account for multiple hypothesis testing with
sharpened g-values that control false discovery rate following Anderson (2008).
We study three families of outcomes (¥j;): psychological, religious, and eco-
nomic. In each of the following tables, results with both treatment arms separately
estimated are in the top panel, while results with pooled assignment to any treatment
are in the bottom panel. We also present estimates of prespecified heterogeneous ef-
fects, where we interact treatment indicators in Eq. (1) with indicators for baseline

religion and gender.?’

A Psychological Outcomes

Table 1 presents average effects of random assignment to treatment on psychologi-

cal outcomes in the one-month endline survey. The Pentecostal treatment does not

(separate indicator for each), participated in social activities at their religious institution at baseline,
number of nights away from home in week prior to the survey at baseline, money given away at
baseline, money received at baseline, total weekly income at baseline, years of education, age,
weekly food expenses at baseline, money saved at baseline, whether attend their church at least
weekly at baseline, whether attend their church more than weekly at baseline, whether drank in past
week at baseline, whether respondent has never married, an asset index, household size, as well as
binary and quadratic transformations.

201n general, estimates are similar whether or not we include LASSO controls in the estimated
model.

2TWe have balance tables for Pentecostals (Table 9), mainline Christians (Table 10), other reli-
gions (Table 11), women (Table 12), and men (Table 13).
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affect locus of control as measured by indices for powerful others, internality, or
chance; average treatment effect estimates are not large and do not differ from zero
at conventional significance levels. The Pentecostal treatment does, however, de-
crease self-perceptions of both grit and self control. Self-perceived grit decreases
0.10 standard deviations (p < 0:10) relative to the control. This finding contrasts
with that of Bryan, Choi and Karlan (2021), which finds that a longer-run religious
intervention increased grit, measured in the same way as this study. Bryan, Choi
and Karlan (2021)’s much longer structured curriculum emphasized Protestant val-
ues of salvation by God’s grace alone, how to persevere through setbacks, and that
suffering has meaning through God, things that may positively affirm self perceived
grit. In contrast, many of our churches emphasized that individuals are responsible
for their own success and must identify the barriers holding them back. In addition,
assignment to the Pentecostal treatment decreases perceived self control 0.15 stan-
dard deviations relative to those assigned to the control (p < 0:05). These estimates
are of the same sign but of a larger magnitude than the estimates in Bryan, Choi
and Karlan (2021), which may be due to the high salience of the workshop at the
time of the endline survey period. Average treatment effects are very similar for the
mainline treatment, consistent with “Pentecostalization” of mainline denominations
in this setting.

The effect of the Pentecostal workshops on grit and self control is both sizable
and persistent: in the twenty-month follow-up survey, the Pentecostal treatment has
very similar results to the endline survey, decreasing grit 0.10 standard deviations
(p <0:10) and self control 0.20 standard deviations (p < 0:01) relative to the control

(Table 2), although the former do not survive Lee Bounds or multiple hypothesis
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testing.?® In contrast, although the mainline treatment had similar effects to the
Pentecostal treatment at endline, the mainline treatment had no effect on grit and
self control at the time of the follow-up survey. Messaging from a Pentecostal
church appears to have a durable effect on perceived grit and self control whereas
messaging from a mainline church does not.

Religious messaging may be more salient for individual self-assessments among
individuals already affiliated with a church denomination. Figure 1 reports hetero-
geneity by baseline religion. For these figures, we pool baseline Anglicans and
Catholics into a “mainline Christianity” category to match the classification for
Treatment 2 and to aid interpretation; heterogeneity split more granularly by base-
line Anglican and Catholic separately is presented in Appendix Section E. We find
that the effects on grit and self-control are generally stronger among those assigned
to their own denomination: the Pentecostal treatment drives reductions among base-
line Pentecostals, while the mainline treatment drives reductions among baseline
mainline adherents. This pattern suggests an identity-salience mechanism akin to
Benjamin, Choi and Fisher (2016) and Auriol et al. (2021), in which priming reli-
gious identity shifts how individuals evaluate themselves against the standards of
their own tradition.

Further, heterogeneity by gender suggests that shifts in evaluations are driven by
men. For example, among those assigned to the Pentecostal treatment arm, while
we find that reductions in grit do not vary by gender, reductions in self control are

driven by men (Figure 2, Panel E and Appendix Table G48). Men assigned to the

28We did not measure locus of control due to a limited survey budget, high costs of including
questions for the locus of control indices in the survey, and we did not expect to see effects at 20
months given the null effects at 1 month.
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Pentecostal treatment decrease their self perception of their own self control by 0.23
standard deviations relative to men assigned to the control (p < 0:05). Among men
assigned to the mainline treatment, we find that reductions in both self perceived
grit and self control are driven by men, with reductions of 0.29 standard deviations

for both outcomes (Panel D and E, respectively, p < 0:05 for both).

B Religious Outcomes

Table 3 presents average effects of random assignment to treatment on religious
outcomes in the one-month endline survey. Treatment assignment does not affect
these religious outcomes — average treatment effect estimates are small and statisti-
cally indistinguishable from zero. Furthermore, we do not find differences between
the average effects of the Pentecostal and mainline treatments across outcomes. We
do, however, find that individuals assigned to the Pentecostal treatment are more
likely to change which church they attend relative to the control (Appendix Table
J63). We did not pre-specify this outcome, and we report it as exploratory.

Gender heterogeneity provides evidence of a “Pentecostalization” of mainline
churches. Although the mainline churches did not explicitly teach prosperity the-
ology, men assigned to that arm increase their agreement with the statement “God
will grant material benefits to those with enough faith” by 0.23 standard deviations
(Figure 6, panel B and Appendix Table G50, bottom panel, column (10); p < 0:05).
Men assigned to the Pentecostal treatment increase their likelihood of agreeing with
the statement by a statistically insignificant 0.18 standard deviations.

One notable average treatment effect emerges for general religiosity in the twenty-

month follow-up survey. While we estimate null effects on general religiosity at
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endline, at follow-up, assignment to the Pentecostal treatment increases the general
religiosity index by 0.158 standard deviations relative to the control (Table 4, top
panel, column 4; p < 0:05); the mainline treatment has a comparable effect of a
0.134 standard deviation increase (p < 0:10).

A second notable estimate in Table 3 is that the Pentecostal treatment reduces
self-identification as Pentecostal at endline by 3.1 percentage points, a 6% decline
relative to the control mean of 52.9% (top panel, column 1). Panel A of Figure 5
indicates that this is driven by respondents who identified as Catholic or Anglican
at baseline, suggesting that the treatment forestalls conversions that would other-
wise have occurred. The effect grows by the twenty-month follow-up: Pentecostal
affiliation falls by 8.3 percentage points (Table 4, top panel, column 1, p < 0:01),
and the estimate is robust to Lee bounds. Unlike at the one-month endline, this
de-identification now also occurs among baseline Pentecostals (Figure 7). Panel
A of Figure J2 reports estimates from our main specification with indicators for
identifying as Pentecostal, mainline Christian, or other Christian. Assignment to
the Pentecostal treatment lowers Pentecostal identification and raises mainline and
other Christian identification, though the latter two are not individually distinguish-
able from zero. The pattern is therefore suggestive of switching within Christianity
rather than exit from religion.

Several mechanisms could generate this pattern. One is that the charismatic
movement has become increasingly non-denominational (Robbins, 2004), meaning
that this could just suggest less identification with a specific denomination. We
offer suggestive evidence on another possible mechanism: disillusionment. If Pen-

tecostalism and prosperity theology promise material rewards in this life in return
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for work and faith, then respondents for whom those rewards fail to materialize may
become disillusioned with the denomination. To test this, we interact both treatment
arms with an indicator for reporting lower total income at the twenty-month follow-
up than at the one-month endline. Neither treatment arm predicts income loss, so
the interaction is not simply picking up a treatment effect on income itself. Panel
B of Figure J2 reports coefficients on the same three dependent variables in Panel
A, estimated separately for those who did and did not experience an income loss
between waves. The decline in Pentecostal identification is concentrated almost
entirely among those who experienced a loss. Because income loss is realized af-
ter randomization, these subgroups are not themselves experimentally comparable,
and we read Panel B as descriptive heterogeneity consistent with a disillusionment

channel.

C Economic Outcomes

In Table 5, we present the average effects of random assignment to treatment on ex-
perimental allocations (amounts). The first four columns illustrate that assignment
to a treatment in many cases decreases the amount given to charities, although these
effects are not statistically significant at conventional levels. The effects are gen-
erally similar when analyzed by disaggregated specific treatment assignment (top
panel). Assignment to the Pentecostal treatment decreases giving to Anglican and
Catholic charities by 11.7 and 6.9 KSh (12.5% and 7.5%), respectively (top panel,
columns 1 and 2), while assignment to the mainline treatment has no influence on
giving to Anglican charities, and decreases giving to the Catholic charity by 8.8

Ksh (9.6%). Of particular note, assignment to the mainline treatment decreases
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giving to a generic Christian charity by 15.7 KSh (16.3%) (bottom panel, Column
6; p <0:10). These patterns are consistent with treatment either decreasing al-
truism or revealing substitution between church attendance and charitable giving,
where both can be seen as “spiritual insurance” (Auriol et al., 2020). Furthermore,
while assignment to the Pentecostal treatment decreases average giving to a Muslim
charity by a small 3.1 KSh relative to those in the control, the mainline treatment
assignment decreases giving to this charity by a larger 8.3 KSh (17.8%) on average.

We do not find strong evidence that assignment to a treatment affects giving to
spouses (column 5). We do find that assignment to the mainline treatment results in
a 12.5 KSh (12.3%) decrease in the average amount given to the workshop pastor,
relative to those in the control who were giving to their own pastor (top panel;
column 6; p < 0:10). While this result may be expected given that one may give
less to a pastor with whom they have only recently become acquainted rather than
their own pastor, we do not find a statistical difference between those assigned to the
Pentecostal treatment and the control on this measure. Additionally, we do not find
strong evidence that assignment to a treatment affects the amount that respondents
immediately forgo to save/invest (column 7).

By far the largest effect of treatment assignment on this set of outcomes is in-
vestment in the communal entrepreneurship fund. Average treatment effect esti-
mates for assignment to either the Pentecostal or mainline treatment are remark-
ably similar: relative to those in the control, those assigned to the Pentecostal
treatment had a 20.4 KSh (16.1%) lower average contribution to the communal
entrepreneurship fund (top panel, column 8; p < 0:05) and those assigned to the

mainline treatment had a 20.9 KSh (16.5%) lower average contribution to the com-
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).29 Relative to those

munal entrepreneurship fund (top panel, column 8; p < 0:05
in the control, those assigned to any treatment had a 20.6 KSh (16.3%) lower av-
erage contribution to the communal entrepreneurship fund (bottom panel, column
8; p <0:05). As expected, LATE estimates in Appendix Table D26 show a greater
magnitude on this outcome as a result of attending the workshop (29.9 KSh lower
average contributions or 23.6%). Together with the effects on charitable giving,
these estimates are consistent with the treatment leading to greater individualism
and lower interest in collective action and in building social capital.

Figure 10 illustrates the results of a gender heterogeneity analysis for the exper-
imental allocations (amounts). In particular, we find a notable result with respect to
investment behavior. Recall that during the choice experiment, respondents could
choose to allow the enumerator to withhold an amount of money, which would
be sent back to the respondent after one month with an additional random amount
added. Men in the Pentecostal treatment increase the amount that the enumerator
withholds by an economically and statistically significant 30% relative to men in
the control, with no similar effect for men in the mainline treatment (Panel G. De-
tailed results in the bottom panel of Appendix Table G52, Column 14; p <0:05). In
contrast, women assigned to the Pentecostal treatment reduce savings by a smaller
in magnitude 25 shillings (p < 0:10). There is no similarly strong effect from the
mainline treatment, although the coefficient signs match the same pattern. These
results may suggest that the Pentecostal intervention increased economic individu-

alism among men.

2The results are also similar if we use Tobit estimates, which account for censoring, as respon-
dents could not allocate more than 875 KSh in any scenario (results in Appendix Tables J61 and J62
for pooled and non-pooled treatment assignment, respectively).
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In addition to the experimental allocations, the endline survey included modules
on expenditures, savings, and time use. Although these may represent important
economic outcomes for the population we study, we designated them as secondary
outcomes in our pre-analysis plan because we expected them to be less likely to re-
spond to treatment over the relatively short period between the intervention and the
endline survey. The results, however, suggest that the treatment may have affected
these outcomes as well.

Appendix Table C23 presents average effects of random assignment to treatment
on time use. We find no effect of any meaningful magnitude on time spent in
church, farm work, or care for others. Assignment to the Pentecostal treatment
decreases self-employment (i.e., informal labor) by nearly half an hour per day, or
12% (bottom panel, column 10; p < 0:10), and increases leisure and wage work
(i.e., formal employment) by 0.28 and 0.12 hours, respectively, though neither is
statistically significant (top panel, columns 2 and 8). This shift is driven primarily
by men: among men, the Pentecostal treatment reduces self-employment by 1.5
hours per day (Appendix Table H55, top panel, column 10; p < 0:01) and raises
leisure by 1.1 hours (Appendix Table HSS5, top panel, column 2; p < 0:05), with a
similar if smaller pattern under the mainline treatment. We interpret this cautiously.
Respondents often treated leisure as a residual category for any activity that was not
strictly labor, so time spent searching for formal employment would be recorded as
leisure. Under that reading, the shift reflects movement toward wage work rather
than away from work altogether.

Finally, in the twenty-month follow-up survey, we included two experimental

allocation scenarios, the module on expenditures and savings, and two questions
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about participation in informal savings groups. In the experimental allocations, we
do not estimate large or statistically significant effects of treatment on charitable
giving or individual savings, whether on average (Table 6), by religion (Figure 11),
or by gender (Figure 12). Secondary outcomes, however, do suggest that the re-
treat from collective economic arrangements found in the endline survey persists
beyond the game behavior. In particular, for men, both treatment arms decrease the
likelihood of giving money away in the previous week (Appendix Table H54) and

membership in informal savings groups (Appendix Table J70).

V Conclusion

Neo-Pentecostalism is among the fastest-growing religious movements in the world,
and its central doctrine makes explicit claims about the relationship between faith,
individual effort, and material reward. Anthropologists and sociologists of religion
have documented these claims extensively and argued that they reshape how believ-
ers relate to kin and community, particularly in sub-Saharan Africa. Yet it has been
difficult to establish whether exposure to this doctrine changes behavior, because
religious exposure is endogenous and is correlated with many of the outcomes it is
thought to affect.

This paper provides causal evidence on how exposure to religious messaging af-
fects economic outcomes in sub-Saharan Africa, the region with the fastest growth
of Pentecostal churches. Our study design leverages existing religious congrega-
tions to randomly assign exposure to messages from these congregations to individ-
uals within these communities. In this way, our study closely mimics the religious

messaging that individuals encounter in their daily lives and draws on how religion
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is practiced in these communities. By including two treatment arms, we are able
to test for differential effects of different doctrines within a religion, in our case
Neo-Pentecostal and mainline Christian denominations.

We find that both treatments reduced incentive-compatible investment in a com-
munal entrepreneurship fund. That the two treatments moved this outcome simi-
larly is consistent with the documented “Pentecostalization” of Christianity across
denominations, in which beliefs and practices associated with Pentecostalism are
taken up by congregants of non-Pentecostal churches. Notably, however, men as-
signed to the Pentecostal treatment increased interest-bearing savings by 30 percent
relative to the control mean, with no comparable effect in the mainline arm, sug-
gesting that Neo-Pentecostalism may promote economic individualism particularly
among men.

We also find reductions in self-reported grit and self-control under both treat-
ments, with these reductions persisting through the twenty-month follow-up only
among those assigned to the Pentecostal treatment. We interpret these effects as
shifts in the standards against which respondents evaluate themselves rather than as
declines in the underlying traits. This interpretation is consistent with the literature
on reference effects and response shifts, as well as with the absence of correspond-
ing changes in behavioral measures. Assignment to either treatment also increased
general religiosity over the same horizon. Identification with Pentecostalism, how-
ever, declined, with the decrease driven by those assigned to the Pentecostal treat-
ment. We provide suggestive evidence that this pattern may partly reflect disillu-
sionment: the reduction in Pentecostal affiliation is concentrated among those who

experienced lower income between survey waves.
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The results from this study have important implications for religion’s role in
economic development in sub-Saharan Africa. While conversion to Christianity
broadly may reduce participation in traditional communal economic structures, our
results suggest that the Prosperity Gospel’s emphasis on individual responsibility
and material success could foster certain economically productive behaviors, par-
ticularly savings and investment among men. This aligns with arguments for a
“Pentecostal Ethic” analogous to Weber’s Protestant Work Ethic, though with no-
table gender differences. Our paper also contributes to a growing literature on the
relationship between culture, policy, and economic development (Bau, Lowes and
Montero, 2025). As Neo-Pentecostalism continues to expand across the region, un-
derstanding how changes in religious beliefs interact with economic behavior and

development interventions will become increasingly important.

Bates College
Maseno University
Florida State University

Colgate University
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TABLE 1

SELF PERCEPTION OUTCOMES BY TREATMENT

Powerful others Locus: internal Locus: chance Grit Self-control
Assigned to Treatment 1 -0.063 -0.032 -0.032 -0.104 -0.145
(0.057) (0.051) (0.055) (0.057) (0.059)
Assigned to Treatment 2 0.002 -0.030 0.013 -0.139 -0.148
(0.055) (0.053) (0.056) (0.057) (0.060)
Constant -0.374 1.132 0.816 0.168 -0.308
(0.328) (0.271) (0.279) (0.276) (0.320)
RI p-value (T1) 0.277 0.544 0.590 0.088 0.017
RI p-value (T2) 0.963 0.576 0.827 0.021 0.020
Sharpened g-value (T1) 0.498 0.794 0.794 0.183 0.076
Sharpened g-value (T2) 1.00 0.794 1.00 0.076 0.076
Mean of dep. var. (control) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Observations 1268 1268 1268 1268 1268
Powerful others Locus: internal Locus: chance Grit Self-control
Assigned to any treatment -0.031 -0.031 -0.010 -0.121%%  -0.147%%*
(0.046) (0.043) (0.046) (0.048) (0.050)
Constant -0.377 1.132%%* 0.813%*:* 0.170 -0.307
(0.329) (0.271) (0.279) (0.276) (0.320)
RI p-value 0.507 0.466 0.843 0.016 0.007
Sharpened g-value 0.614 0.614 1.00 0.037 0.037
Mean of dep. var. (control) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Observations 1268 1268 1268 1268 1268

Notes: Treatment 1 is assignment to a Pentecostal workshop and Treatment 2 is assignment to a mainline Christian workshop. Outcomes are
indices standardized by differencing out the mean of dep. variable (control) and dividing by the standard deviation of dep. variable (control).
Included in estimations as covariates but not shown on table: sublocality fixed effects, enumerator fixed effects, gender, baseline religious
affiliation, and LASSO-selected controls. Heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors in parentheses. Significance: * = 10%, ** = 5%, *** = 1%.
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TABLE 2
SELF PERCEPTIONOUTCOMES BY TREATMENT, TWENTY-MONTH SURVEY

Grit Self control

Assigned to Treatment 1 -0.104 -0.200
(0.057) (0.063)
Assigned to Treatment 2 0.019 0.037
(0.056) (0.057)
Constant -1.190 -1.857
(0.175) (0.187)
Lee UB (Treat 1) 0.015 -0.073
Lee LB (Treat 1) -0.186 -0.319
Lee UB (Treat 2) 0.070 0.087
Lee LB (Treat 2) -0.002 0.007
RI p-value (T1) 0.077 0.006
RI p-value (T2) 0.725 0.550
Sharpened g-value (T1) 0.131 0.025
Sharpened g-value (T2) 0.569 0.569
Mean of dep. var. (control)  0.000 0.000
Observations 920 920
Grit Self control
Assigned to any treatment -0.042 -0.078
(0.048) (0.051)
Constant -1.188*+* -1, 845***
(0.175) (0.186)
Lee UB (Treat) 0.025 -0.001
Lee LB (Treat) -0.113 -0.162
RI p-value 0.436 0.154
Sharpened g-value 0.446 0.446
Mean of dep. var. (control) 0.000 0.000
Observations 920 920

Notes:Treatment 1 is assignment to a Pentecostal workshop and Treatment 2 is assignment to a mainline Christian workshop. Outcomes are
indices standardized by differencing out the mean of dep. variable (control) and dividing by the standard deviation of dep. variable (control).
Included in estimations as covariates but not shown on table: sublocality xed effects, enumerator xed effects, gender, baseline religious

af liation, and LASSO-selected controls. Heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors in parentheses. Signi cance: * = 10%, ** = 5%, *** = 1%.
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TABLE 4
RELIGIOUS OUTCOMES BY TREATMENT, TWENTY-MONTH SURVEY

Pentecostal Extrinsic Intrinsic  General Government Prosperity
Assigned to Treatment 1 -0.083 -0.030 -0.064 0.158 -0.070 -0.090
(0.028) (0.075) (0.069) (0.070) (0.087) (0.077)
Assigned to Treatment 2 -0.004 0.086 0.075 0.134 0.033 -0.071
(0.030) (0.077) (0.067) (0.073) (0.086) (0.076)
Constant 0.850 -1.225 -1.756 -1.445 -0.608 -0.088
(0.104) (0.239) (0.242) (0.498) (0.282) (0.246)
Lee UB (Treat 1) -0.064 0.195 0.046 0.345 0.120 0.042
Lee LB (Treat 1) -0.111 -0.207 -0.234 0.076 -0.294 -0.296
Lee UB (Treat 2) -0.010 0.162 0.105 0.204 0.076 -0.052
Lee LB (Treat 2) -0.022 0.028 0.026 0.114 -0.042 -0.142
RI p-value (T1) 0.003 0.678 0.359 0.025 0.471 0.265
RI p-value (T2) 0.878 0.280 0.291 0.080 0.712 0.336
Sharpened g-value (T1) 0.038 1.000 0.678 0.160 0.891 0.678
Sharpened g-value (T2) 1.000 0.678 0.678 0.364 1.000 0.678
Mean of dep. var. (control) 0.576 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Observations 920 920 920 920 920 920
Pentecostal Extrinsic  Intrinsic General Government Prosperity
Assigned to any treatment -0.048** 0.034 0.015 0.152*** -0.018 -0.083
(0.024) (0.064) (0.058) (0.059) (0.071) (0.064)
Constant 0.852*%+* .1 .222%* .1 753** -1.459**  -0.603** -0.087
(0.104) (0.238) (0.242) (0.497) (0.283) (0.246)
Lee UB (Treat) -0.031 0.170 0.065 0.254 0.091 -0.012
Lee LB (Treat) -0.072 -0.073 -0.101 0.083 -0.167 -0.224
RI p-value 0.042 0.618 0.808 0.011 0.817 0.204
Sharpened g-value 0.118 0.691 0.691 0.071 0.691 0.374
Mean of dep. var. (control) 0.576 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Observations 920 920 920 920 920 920

Notes:Treatment 1 is assignment to a Pentecostal workshop and Treatment 2 is assignment to a mainline Christian workshop. “Pentecostal” is a

0/1 indicator for religious af liation; all other outcomes are indices standardized by differencing out the mean of dep. variable (control) and

dividing by the standard deviation of dep. variable (control). Included in estimations as covariates but not shown on table: sublocality xed effects,

enumerator xed effects, gender, baseline religious af liation, self-reported baseline religiosity, frequency of baseline religious attendance, and
LASSO-selected controls. Heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors in parentheses. Signi cance: * = 10%, ** = 5%, *** = 1%.
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TABLE 6
EXPERIMENTAL ALLOCATIONS (KSH) BY TREATMENT, TWENTY-MONTH
SURVEY

Charity  Savings

Assigned to Treatment 1 -1.657 6.256
(3.682) (4.796)
Assigned to Treatment 2 -5.365 -5.575
(3.548) (4.312)
Constant 24526 41.572
(17.518) (22.857)
Lee UB (Treat 1) 10.918 21.034
Lee LB (Treat 1) -6.602 1.968
Lee UB (Treat 2) -2.714  -0.984
Lee LB (Treat 2) -6.975 -6.206
RI p-value (T1) 0.655 0.202
RI p-value (T2) 0.148 0.196
Sharpened g-value (T1) 0.369 0.369
Sharpened g-value (T2) 0.369 0.369
Mean of dep. var. (control) 47.276  46.902
Observations 920 920

Charity  Savings

Assigned to any treatment  -4.109 0.355
(3.071) (3.784)

Constant 24.307 41.049*
(17.218) (22.734)
Lee UB (Treat) 5.875 10.604
Lee LB (Treat) -6.604 -2.611
RI p-value 0.192 0.932
Sharpened g-value 0.624 0.873
Mean of dep. var. (control) 47.276  46.902
Observations 920 920

Notes: Treatment 1 is assignment to a Pentecostal workshop and Treatment 2 is assignment to a mainline Christian workshop. Outcomes in
Kenyan shillings. Included in estimations as covariates but not shown on table: sublocality xed effects, enumerator xed effects, gender, baseline
religious af liation, baseline allocation to charity, baseline allocation to mother, and LASSO-selected controls. Heteroskedasticity-robust standard
errors in parentheses. Signi cance: * = 10%, ** = 5%, *** = 1%.
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(A) Powerful Others (B) Internality

(c) Chance (D) Grit

(E) Self Control

FIGURE 1: Self Perception Outcomes by Treatment Religious Heterogeneity

Notes:This gure reports point estimates and 95% con dence intervals for the effect of assignment to a Pentecostal church (left) and to a mainline
Christian church (right) by baseline religion. Baseline religion is grouped into three categories: Pentecostal, mainline Christian (Catholic and
Anglican pooled), and other Christian. Estimates come from a single speci cation interacting each treatment indicator with indicators for baseline
religion category, including the baseline religion main effects. Outcomes are self-perception indices (powerful others, internality, chance, grit, and
self-control), standardized relative to the control group mean and standard deviation. Estimations also include sublocality xed effects, enumerator
xed effects, gender, frequency of baseline religious attendance, and LASSO-selected controls. Con dence intervals are constructed from

heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors.
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(A) Powerful Others (B) Internality

(c) Chance (D) Grit

() Self Control

FIGURE 2: Self Perception Outcomes by Treatment Gender Heterogeneity

Notes: This gure reports point estimates and 95% con dence intervals for the effect of assignment to a Pentecostal church (left) and to a mainline
Christian church (right) by gender. Estimates come from a single speci cation interacting each treatment indicator with an indicator for female,
including the female main effect. Outcomes are self-perception indices (powerful others, internality, chance, grit, and self control), standardized
relative to the control group mean and standard deviation. Estimations also include sublocality xed effects, enumerator xed effects, baseline
religious af liation, self-reported baseline religiosity, frequency of baseline religious attendance, and LASSO-selected controls. Con dence
intervals are constructed from heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors.
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(A) Grit (B) Self Control

FIGURE 3: Self Perception Outcomes by Treatment Religious Heterogeneity,
Twenty-month Survey

Notes:This gure reports point estimates and 95% con dence intervals for the effect of assignment to a Pentecostal church (left) and to a mainline
Christian church (right) by baseline religion. Baseline religion is grouped into three categories: Pentecostal, mainline Christian (Catholic and
Anglican pooled), and other Christian. Estimates come from a single speci cation interacting each treatment indicator with indicators for baseline
religion category, including the baseline religion main effects. Outcomes are self-perception indices (grit and self-control), standardized relative to
the control group mean and standard deviation. Estimations also include sublocality xed effects, enumerator xed effects, gender, frequency of
baseline religious attendance, and LASSO-selected controls. Con dence intervals are constructed from heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors.

(A) Grit (B) Self Control

FIGURE 4: Self Perception Outcomes by Treatment Gender Heterogeneity,
Twenty-month Survey

Notes:This gure reports point estimates and 95% con dence intervals for the effect of assignment to a Pentecostal church (left) and to a mainline
Christian church (right) by gender. Estimates come from a single speci cation interacting each treatment indicator with an indicator for female,
including the female main effect. Outcomes are self-perception indices (grit and self-control), standardized relative to the control group mean and
standard deviation. Estimations also include sublocality xed effects, enumerator xed effects, baseline religious af liation, self-reported baseline
religiosity, frequency of baseline religious attendance, and LASSO-selected controls. Con dence intervals are constructed from
heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors.
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(A) Pentecostal (B) Prosperity (€) Intrinsic

(D) Extrinsic (E) General (F) Fundamentalist

(G) Government

FIGURE 5: Religious Outcomes by Treatment Religious Heterogeneity

Notes:This gure reports point estimates and 95% con dence intervals for the effect of assignment to a Pentecostal church (left) and to a mainline
Christian church (right) by baseline religion. Baseline religion is grouped into three categories: Pentecostal, mainline Christian (Catholic and
Anglican pooled), and other Christian. Estimates come from a single speci cation interacting each treatment indicator with indicators for baseline
religion category, including the baseline religion main effects. Outcomes are self-perception indices (grit and self-control), standardized relative to
the control group mean and standard deviation. Estimations also include sublocality xed effects, enumerator xed effects, gender, frequency of
baseline religious attendance, and LASSO-selected controls. Con dence intervals are constructed from heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors.
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(A) Pentecostal (B) Prosperity (€) Intrinsic

(D) Extrinsic (E) General (F) Fundamentalist

(G) Government

FIGURE 6: Religious Outcomes by Treatment Gender Heterogeneity

Notes:This gure reports point estimates and 95% con dence intervals for the effect of assignment to a Pentecostal church (left) and to a mainline
Christian church (right) by gender. Estimates come from a single speci cation interacting each treatment indicator with an indicator for female,
including the female main effect. “Pentecostal” is a 0/1 indicator for endline religious af liation; all other outcomes are indices standardized by
subtracting the control-group mean and dividing by the control-group standard deviation. Speci cations also include sublocality xed effects,
enumerator xed effects, self-reported baseline religiosity, frequency of baseline religious attendance, and LASSO-selected controls. Con dence
intervals are constructed using heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors.
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(A) Pentecostal (B) Prosperity (€) Intrinsic

(D) Extrinsic (E) General (F) Government

FIGURE 7: Religious Outcomes by Treatment Religious Heterogeneity, twenty-
month Survey

Notes:This gure reports point estimates and 95% con dence intervals for the effect of assignment to a Pentecostal church (left) and to a mainline
Christian church (right) by baseline religion. Baseline religion is grouped into three categories: Pentecostal, mainline Christian (Catholic and
Anglican pooled), and other Christian. Estimates come from a single speci cation interacting each treatment indicator with indicators for baseline
religion category, including the baseline religion main effects. “Pentecostal” is a 0/1 indicator for endline religious af liation; all other outcomes
are indices standardized by differencing out the mean of dep. variable (control) and dividing by the standard deviation of dep. variable (control).
Estimations also include sublocality xed effects, enumerator xed effects, gender, frequency of baseline religious attendance, and
LASSO-selected controls. Con dence intervals are constructed from heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors.
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(A) Pentecostal (B) Prosperity (€) Intrinsic

(D) Extrinsic (E) General (F) Government

FIGURE 8: Religious Outcomes by Treatment Gender Heterogeneity, twenty-
month Survey

Notes:This gure reports point estimates and 95% con dence intervals for the effect of assignment to a Pentecostal church (left) and to a mainline
Christian church (right) by gender. Estimates come from a single speci cation interacting each treatment indicator with an indicator for female,
including the female main effect. “Pentecostal” is a 0/1 indicator for endline religious af liation; all other outcomes are indices standardized by
differencing out the mean of dep. variable (control) and dividing by the standard deviation of dep. variable (control). Estimations also include
sublocality xed effects, enumerator xed effects, self-reported baseline religiosity, frequency of baseline religious attendance, and
LASSO-selected controls. Con dence intervals are constructed from heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors.
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(A) Anglican Charity (B) Catholic Charity (c) Generic Christian

(D) Muslim charity (E) Give to Spouse (F) Donate Preacher

(G) Savings (H) Communal Entrepreneur-
ship

FIGURE 9: Experimental Allocations by Treatment Religious Heterogeneity

Notes:This gure reports point estimates and 95% con dence intervals for the effect of assignment to a Pentecostal church (left) and to a mainline
Christian church (right) by baseline religion. Baseline religion is grouped into three categories: Pentecostal, mainline Christian (Catholic and
Anglican pooled), and other Christian. Estimates come from a single speci cation interacting each treatment indicator with indicators for baseline
religion category, including the baseline religion main effects. Outcomes in Kenyan shillings. Estimations also include sublocality xed effects,
enumerator xed effects, gender, frequency of baseline religious attendance, and LASSO-selected controls. Con dence intervals are constructed

from heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors.
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(A) Anglican Charity (B) Catholic Charity (c) Generic Christian

(D) Muslim charity (E) Give to Spouse (F) Donate Preacher

(G) Savings (H) Communal Entrepreneur-
ship

FIGURE 10: Experimental Allocations by Treatment Gender Heterogeneity

Notes:This gure reports point estimates and 95% con dence intervals for the effect of assignment to a Pentecostal church (left) and to a mainline
Christian church (right) by gender. Estimates come from a single speci cation interacting each treatment indicator with an indicator for female,
including the female main effect. Outcomes in Kenyan shillings. Estimations also include sublocality xed effects, enumerator xed effects,
self-reported baseline religiosity, frequency of baseline religious attendance, and LASSO-selected controls. Con dence intervals are constructed

from heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors.
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(A) Charity (B) Savings

FIGURE 11: Experimental Allocations by Treatment Religious Heterogeneity,
twenty-month Survey

Notes:This gure reports point estimates and 95% con dence intervals for the effect of assignment to a Pentecostal church (left) and to a mainline
Christian church (right) by baseline religion. Baseline religion is grouped into three categories: Pentecostal, mainline Christian (Catholic and
Anglican pooled), and other Christian. Estimates come from a single speci cation interacting each treatment indicator with indicators for baseline
religion category, including the baseline religion main effects. Outcomes in Kenyan shillings. Estimations also include sublocality xed effects,
enumerator xed effects, gender, frequency of baseline religious attendance, and LASSO-selected controls. Con dence intervals are constructed

from heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors.

(A) Charity (B) Savings

FIGURE 12: Experimental Allocations by Treatment Gender Heterogeneity,
twenty-month Survey

Notes:This gure reports point estimates and 95% con dence intervals for the effect of assignment to a Pentecostal church (left) and to a mainline
Christian church (right) by gender. Estimates come from a single speci cation interacting each treatment indicator with an indicator for female,
including the female main effect. Outcomes in Kenyan shillings. Estimations also include sublocality xed effects, enumerator xed effects,
self-reported baseline religiosity, frequency of baseline religious attendance, and LASSO-selected controls. Con dence intervals are constructed

from heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors.
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