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Abstract: The resettlement of refugees in host communities increases (perceived)
competition for scarce economic and non-economic resources, which can contribute to
tensions between the communities. In this study, we test the impact of a TVET program in
Jordan and Lebanon that aims to tackle stresses associated with competition, particularly in
the labor market. We test the impact of the program on economic outcomes, economic and
life optimism, experience and perception of economic competition and ingroup-outgroup
discrimination using a range of survey measures and behavioral experiments. We also
conduct heterogeneity analyses to assess whether the intervention affects host and refugee
communities similarly. We show that by the end of the training, the program has not yet
achieved its employment aims for either hosts or refugees. However, for refugees, we do
see significant improvements in optimism and decreases in the experience of short-term
economic stress. We also see improvements in inter-group behavior for refugees. These
results provide insights on how we may better tailor our labor market programs to host and
refugees while being conflict sensitive.
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Introduction:

The Syrian war is now more than a decade old. In the ten years since violence broke out
over six million people have fled the country with little prospect of returning. While some
refugees have travelled well beyond the region, most have stayed within the Middle East,
with Jordan, Lebanon and Turkey absorbing a vast majority. Although all three countries are
in the upper middle-income bracket, they have struggled with economic issues and other
structural and institutional weaknesses. Consequently, there was widespread concern that
the influx of so many people — nominally and proportionally — could put too much pressure
on already fragile systems. Host governments and donors feared that tensions between the
communities could spark violence (e.g. Tan, 2015), further destabilizing the region. The
source of such concerns is fairly well established, with episodes of displacement correlated
with tensions and even conflict onset in host regions (Harari and Ferrara, 2018; Theisen et
al., 2013; Hendrix and Salehyan, 2012), particularly when refugees increase ethnic diversity
(Bertinelli et al., 2021). Although, we note, recent studies challenge the relationship
between refugees and violence to some degree (Masterson and Lehmann, 2020; Shaver and
Zhao, 2020).

The policy response to mitigate tensions and reduce the risk of violence in the region was to
fund programs that support both hosts and refugees in a conflict sensitive manner (e.g.
Ghreiz, 2020). In such a context, as well as others where there is a significant influx of
refugees, it is reasonable that attention turns to understanding the policy interventions that
can reduce tensions between host and refugee populations (e.g. Valli et al., 2019;
Hangartner et al., 2019; Adida et al., 2018; Wike et al., 2016). In this article, we evaluate one
potential approach to tension reduction — increasing employability (Date-Bah, 2003). Briick
et al. (2021) argue that pro-employment interventions can affect social outcomes through
both “employment effects” and “program effects”, which suggests that interventions can
stimulate social impacts, even when they fail in their narrower economic aims. These
program effects may have social impacts as a direct result of how the intervention is
designed (e.g., training people of different social groups together; changing perceptions of
the future). Employment effects imply the program must first deliver its economic
outcomes.

Despite the theoretical promise, empirical observations are mixed (Ferguson et al., 2019;
Lyall et al., 2019) and, to our knowledge, the effectiveness of such programs has not yet
been analyzed in the context of host-refugee tensions. Where the evidence is a bit clearer is
when tensions are economically motivated (Blattman and Annan, 2016). Thus, employment
programs might be well-placed to tackle these tensions, not least because competition for
scarce (economic) resources is often cited as a driver of tensions between host and refugee
communities (e.g. Alsharabati and Nammour, 2015). In this sense, we hypothesize that jobs-
based programming should reduce real and perceived competition for these scarce
(economic) resources, which should in turn improve group-based relationships between the
communities.

In this article, we investigate this potential by analyzing the impacts of a set of vocational
training (TVET) interventions - implemented by Mercy Corps, an international humanitarian
and development organization — for, mostly mixed groups of, host and refugee communities



in both Jordan and Lebanon. We assign treatment status from oversubscribed application
lists. We rebalance the data using probability weights to account for potential biases
resulting from non-random treatment assignment and use difference-in-difference based
estimators to determine impacts of the training on employment, optimism, experience of
economic scarcity and inter-group behavioral indicators immediately after the training has
been completed.

These analyses show little sign that by the end of the training the intervention had notable
effects on employment status, optimism of its participants or on their experience of and
attitudes towards economic scarcity. By contrast, the program does seem to have had some
important behavioral impacts. Individuals who went through the training exhibit lower
ingroup-outgroup bias in the dictator game.

To see if the program affected hosts and refugees differently, we conduct a set of
heterogeneity tests. The training has a positive, albeit small, impact on optimism amongst
refugees but not the host community. Ability to meet current needs improves for refugees,
too, and is higher among the treatment than the control group. No comparable effect arises
for hosts. Even the behavioral impacts delineate in this way. The reduction in ingroup-
outgroup bias is driven, entirely, by refugees, with no significant change among the host
community. By contrast, optimism among members of the host community actually goes
down as a consequence of acceptance into the program. Despite this, we see no change in
employment status for either group, showing that social impacts are driven by something in
the program, itself, and not via its employment effects.

Given that tensions between hosts and refugees are often driven by negative perceptions
and fears among host communities (Fajth et al., 2019; Kheireddine et al., 2021), our results
— while narrowly positive for the perceptions and behaviors of refugees — suggest major
limitations in the achievements of the intervention. A lack of employment effects is perhaps
to be expected at the time of our endline data collection. Training required a full- time
commitment from participants, which should reduce capacity to undertake job searches and
work.! Despite this, the results show notable, significant and positive changes for the
refugee community. Experience of short-term economic scarcity appears to decline
(although we do not see expectations of long-term improvement, suggesting a potentially
limited time horizon for these effects) and optimism increases. Both, in part, could drive the
improved behavior towards hosts hinted at by the behavioral games but do not explain the
full effect. At the same time, it is striking that these results do not extend to the host
community. This suggests that host communities might require differing forms of
intervention to shift their behavior towards refugees. These results also raise the question
about the capacity of joint, single-input programming to meet the needs of both
communities.

This work contributes to the literature on which policy interventions can build cohesion and
reduce tensions between hosts and refugees, even in severe and prolonged episodes of
forced displacement. We also show some key limitations of this particularly approach,
particularly for the host community. There is a tendency for programming for hosts and

L1n our pre-analysis plan (https://osf.io/7k685), we actually hypothesize that employment status might be
worse among the treatment group than the control group at this stage.



refugees to look identical even when tensions might not run in both directions, or when the
reasons for tensions between communities might not be symmetrical. We also contribute to
wider debates on whether or not it is possible for jobs programming to deliver on social, as
well as economic, outcomes.

This work is complementary to a range of other articles within this World Bank paper series.
For example, the general lack of adverse group-based behaviors at the baseline stage
overlaps with Aksoy and Ginn (2021), who show that refugee arrivals do not correlate with
adverse attitudes in host communities, at least in the short-term. Albarosa and Elsner (2021)
show no impacts on self-reported social cohesion in Germany; and Murard (2021), who
shows that refugees inflows do not impact on political fragmentation. More generally, they
fit within a more complex set of findings within the series. Pham et al. (2021) show that in
Eastern DRC, overall, people had negative perceptions related to social cohesion. However,
those with experiences hosting the displaced, particularly IDPs, had more positive views of
social cohesion. Ruiz and Vargas-Silva (2021) suggest that refugee return can undermine
social cohesion. Our analysis of the impacts of the TVET program, similarly, are
complementary to other work in the series. Agliero and Fasola (2021), show limited social
cohesion impacts from a cash-transfer in South Africa, but note positive outcomes in other
attitudinal and behavioral domains. Betts et al. (2021) show positive impacts from
intergroup contact in urban areas, which is potentially replicable in mixed host-refugee
training groups.

The remainder of this article is structured as follows: in the next section, we discuss the
background context and design of the intervention. In Section 3, we discuss the theoretical
motivation of our work, including a review of the literature and the derivation of the
theories and hypotheses that inform our work. In Section 4, we discuss the data and
methods used to identify the impacts of the program. In Section 5, we present our results.
We offer reflections from these findings in Section 6.

Context:
Study Location:

The conflict in Syria has resulted in almost 6.6 million refugees fleeing the country, with
over 5 million residing in neighboring countries (UNHCR, 2021a). Jordan and Lebanon,
already had absorbed millions of refugees due to various conflicts in the region, with both
countries taking in millions of Palestinians, and Jordan continues to host 67,000 Iraqis
(UNHCR, 2019).

In Jordan, there are 657,000 registered Syrian refugees and as many as 1.4 million
unregistered (ACAPS, 2021), although not all in this estimate consider themselves as
refugees.? Either way, this has increased population in Jordan by up to 10%. Since the Syrian
conflict, economic growth in Jordan has been sluggish, and unemployment has increased

2 We make this distinction between refugees and unregistered refugees to note that more people have fled to
Jordan than are in the official numbers. Many of the unregistered refugees are in the process of gathering the
documentation to determine their status. Others may not want to register for personal reasons. Registration
does determine access to different forms of aid.



from a low of 11% in 2014 to 24.7% in 2021 (World Bank 2021), and the youth
unemployment rate is estimated at 50% (World Bank, 2021), suggesting the situation has
further worsened since the last rounds of official statistics. The Covid crisis has only put
additional pressures on the economy. Many of the Syrian refugees in Jordan are from
southern Syria, near the border, and share tribal affiliations with their hosts and largely are
Sunni. These shared ties help to minimize potential tensions amongst groups, with most
Jordanians reporting being accepting of Syrian refugees (Alrababa’h et al 2020).
Additionally, the Jordanian government delineated sectors where Syrian refugees could
receive work permits, to avoid tensions with citizens regarding job opportunities, while at
the same time recognizing the need for Syrian refugees to work. These include construction,
agriculture, food and textiles (UNHCR, 2017).

In Lebanon, there are 1.5 million Syrian refugees, with close to 1 million of which who are
registered, accounting for almost a quarter of Lebanon’s population (UNHCR, 2021b). In
addition to the pressures that the influx of refugees has presented, other economic and
financial crises, including cycles of protests, Covid, and the explosion in the Port of Beirut,
have contributed to plummeting growth rates and the devaluation of the Lebanese dollar
(World Bank 2020). Youth unemployment has been estimated by the Ministry of Labor at
37% and general unemployment estimated in the media to be as high as 25% as of August
2019 (Hamadi, 2019), suggesting a worsening picture. While there aren’t updated statistics
on youth unemployment, the general unemployment rate is currently estimated at 40%
(World Bank, 2021). The combination of the previous financial crises, protests and Covid has
put more than half of Lebanon’s population below the poverty line (World Bank, 2020).
Similar to Jordan, Lebanon has restricted the sectors that can legally hire refugees. These
are construction, agriculture, and environmental/cleaning services. Unemployment rates
are considerably higher for refugees, particularly women (VASYR 2020). Moreover, the
Covid crisis has contracted the construction industry, one of the few sectors where refugees
could find legal employment (VASYR 2020).

With this overall deteriorating economic landscape, the presence of a large number of
refugees in Lebanon contributes to an underlying fragility. In a poll conducted in 2019,
Lebanese cited resource constraints related to public services and jobs as contributing to
both intra-Lebanese and host-refugee tensions (UNDP and ARK, 2019). While tensions
related to employment decreased after restrictions were put in place with regard to refugee
employment, it is unclear how recent economic crises may have changed tensions, though
there is widespread agreement that risks to social and civil unrest are growing due to this
combination of crises (World Bank 2021).

Description of the programs:

To address the risk that economic pressures could increase instability, Mercy Corps
implemented the Fostering Resilience by Strengthening Abilities in Lebanon and the Access
to Justice and Jobs in Jordan, funded by the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs. This analysis
also includes data from the 3Amaly program in Lebanon, funded by Global Affairs Canada.
All three programs focus on increasing employment through skill building, targeting hosts
and refugees who are largely 18-34 years old. These interventions are targeted in locations
where a significant influx of refugees could affect labor markets. In Jordan, Mercy Corps



implemented the program in Irbid and Mafragq Governorates, which host over 47% of the
Syrian refugees in the country. In Lebanon, the programs were implemented in Zahle, West
Bekaa, Chouf, Jezzine and Saida where one-third of the population are Syrian refugees live.

Participants enrolled in courses that aligned with their private interests as well as market
demand and sectors in which refugees could legally work. Courses were implemented by
local training providers and lasted two to eight weeks. Topics included aluminum fabrication
and installation, woodworking and carpentry, food and dairy processing, electrical repair,
beautician, light construction rehabilitation, mechanical repair, artisanal manufacturing,
greenhouse maintenance, and drip irrigation installation and repair. Although a small
number of sessions trained only members of one nationality—partially due to employment
restrictions--a majority mixed host-refugee groups. On average, each group contained an
approximate mix of 65% hosts and 35% refugees.

Theoretical Motivation:
Literature Review:

Jobs programs are often utilized to not only promote economic outcomes, but also social
cohesion goals. As delineated in the World Development Report 2013, there are two main
pathways for jobs to promote social cohesion. One pathway is indirect. When jobs are
scarce, the heightened competition can reduce prosocial behaviors, like altruism,
cooperation or trust (Grosch et al., 2017; Holmstrom, 2017; Lazear, 1989) and increase
antisocial ones, like willingness to harm (Falk and Szech, 2013). These tendencies are
magnified in the context of inter-group competition, which is associated with an increase in
willingness to discriminate against members of outgroups (Saaksvuori et al., 2011; Abbink et
al., 2010). Jobs programs may alleviate economic insecurity through the acquisition of work
or greater optimism about finding employment. This in turn alleviates related feelings of
competitiveness in the job market, reducing societal tensions. Additionally, employment
reduces the ability of elites to use financial incentives for recruitment.

The other pathway between jobs and social cohesion is more direct. The job itself may
promote social cohesion through contact and interaction with people from other
backgrounds (Okunogbe, 2016). Those involved learn about people from different
backgrounds, realizing there may be more similarities than differences between them. Jobs
also provide people with a sense of purpose and status, elevating their social identity, and
reducing the need to find meaning elsewhere, such as in violent groups (Pixley, 2019;
Herriot and Scott-Jackson, 2002).

The question of whether jobs programs, as opposed to having a job, alleviate societal
tensions has limited and mixed evidence (Briick et al., 2021). For one, jobs programs in
fragile environments have shown limited results, largely due to labor market demand
constraints (Blattman and Ralston, 2015). If the job program does not produce economic
effects, the effects on social cohesion may be constrained. Additionally, much of the work
examining jobs programs and societal tensions and stability, as opposed to jobs programs
aimed at reducing crime, has focused on participation in and attitudes towards political
violence. These studies largely show that jobs programs, while improving some economic



outcomes, had limited effects on stability (Blattman et al., 2014; Kurtz, 2015) except in the
presence or perception of stronger governance (Fetzer, 2020; Dasgupta et al., 2017; Kurtz et
al., 2018; Lyall et al., 2019). Additionally, job programs seem to have added dividends when
the motivation for fighting was primarily economic (Blattman and Annan, 2016).

While the ability of jobs programs to alleviate economic stress, and therefore reduce
societal tensions may be constrained in the weak labor markets that are often found in
fragile states, jobs programs themselves may alleviate societal tensions regardless of the
economic outcomes. Similar to workplaces and educational facilities, jobs programs provide
an opportunity for people to interact with people from different backgrounds. For example,
in a study of computer training program in Northern Nigeria, those who participated in
mixed Muslim-Christian classrooms showed more cooperative behavior than those who
participated in either all Christian or all Muslim classrooms (Scacco and Warren, 2018). Jobs
programs often include technical and relational (soft) skills, the latter of which helps people
manage social interactions more productively (Darvas and Palmer, 2014).

Although not the only source of tension between hosts and refugees, challenges with
refugee integration exemplify a situation where perceptions of economic scarcity often
drive anti-refugee sentiments and discriminatory behavior. Jobs programming might help
alleviate those tensions. Refugee flows and the perception of the effect they have on access
to jobs and other forms of economic infrastructure are commonly cited sources of tensions
between hosts and refugees (Adida et al., 2018; Alsharabati and Nammour, 2015;
Hangartner et al., 2019; Wike et al., 2016). This is despite the fact that refugees often have a
positive impact on local economies (Taylor 2016).

Yet research on perceptions of refugees in the Global South raises questions whether
negative views of refugees are largely about competitiveness, but instead related to identity
and cultural preservation. In sub-Saharan Africa, countries where the leadership had ethnic
ties to refugees were more likely to have more generous policies towards refugees (Blair et
al., 2021). In Jordan, while the influx of refugees raised worries about economic scarcity,
empathetic attitudes based on common cultures seemed to dominate Jordanians’
perceptions and attitudes (Alrababa’h et al, 2020). While these two paths are distinct in the
literature review, we recognize that perceptions of economic scarcity and identity may not
be orthogonal. If refugees do not share cultural ties with significant proportions of the
population, this could activate group-based threat and competition related to economic
resources (Craig and Richeson, 2014).

If economic scarcity and competition for a scarce resource (jobs) are driving attitudes
among hosts and refugees, any change in social cohesion or pro-social behavior will be
dependent on improvement in economic outcomes. However, if changes in cohesion occur
despite little increase in employment, the interaction within the training is likely driving any
shifts. For example, in a study of host and refugee children in Turkey, contact plus explicit
perspective-taking exercises led to more prosocial behaviors between groups (Alan et al,
2021). However, as children do not feel the economic competition, at least not acutely, a
jobs training program provides an apropos context to try to disentangle these different
pathways between jobs and social cohesion.

Hypothesis Development:



From this literature, we deduce a series of potentially relevant routes through which this
program can deliver social, as well as economic, change. We discuss these hypotheses and
their derivation below

Economic Change:

First, we consider the economic potential of the program. Broadly speaking, we would
anticipate that a TVET program should increase the competitiveness of its graduates in any
given labor market. However, we also note that the trainings require a hefty time
commitment, which can restrict both the capacity to undertake work and the capacity to
undertake job search. This is not true for the control group. Consequently, when we collect
data from beneficiaries immediately following the completion of the training, we actually
anticipate no positive, and potentially negative, economic effects.

From this, we deduce:

H1: At endline, employment indicators for, and the economic status of, the treatment
group are unlikely to have improved above those for the control group. It is possible that
economic indicators might actually have worsened for the treatment group.

However, we anticipate that beneficiaries will anticipate improvements in their economic
situation in the future, as they enter into the labor market with new skills. In this regard:

H2: At endline, beneficiaries of the program will exhibit improved levels of optimism
and expectations about capacity to meet future needs, relative to the control group.

Social Change:

Especially because we do not anticipate economic improvements by endline, we consider
our analyses on social change to focus on the program effect of the intervention. Both
directly and via H2, the program should reduce the anticipated experience of excess
competition in the labor market in the future. As a result, participants may become less
biased toward their own group, feeling less need to protect them or to give them an
advantage. Specifically:

H3: At endline, those in the training group will exhibit a set of behaviors that indicate
reductions in bias towards members of one’s group, relative to the control group.

Research Design:
Data Collection:

Data were collected, subject to voluntary participation, from all individuals included in
Mercy Corp’s initial outreach to participants. All individuals self-selected their willingness to
participate in the training program. The treatment and control groups were assigned from
this oversubscribed list. Selection into the training group was based on a “vulnerability
score” that gave priority to younger, female and unemployed individuals. Despite this



approach, intake was “fuzzy” - participants were ordered by their vulnerability score, with
the most vulnerable entering up until capacity. In some cases, individuals with
comparatively high scores were excluded from the intake. In others, individuals with
comparatively low scores were included. We construct our treatment and control groups
from these intake decisions. Data were collected from members of the host and refugee
communities in each country.?

In both Jordan and Lebanon, the intervention was implemented on a rolling basis. As soon
as one training cycle was completed, another would begin. Data were collected in three
waves during each training cycle. First, during an “outreach” phase, where data were
collected in order to assign treatment status. Second, at “baseline”, which occurred before
the training had begun but after treatment assignment was known. Third, data were
collected at “endline”, immediately following the end of the training. Data collection for
those assigned to the treatment and control followed the same pattern.*

Outreach and baseline data collection took place less than a week apart and were collected
between July 2018 and September 2019. Between outreach and baseline, one full survey
round was collected due to potential survey fatigue and on the understanding that nothing
of importance would likely change in such a short period. Basic demographic information,
such as age, gender, marital status and employment status were collected at outreach. At
baseline, additional indicators were collected, relating to the behavior, attitudes, opinions
and personalities of the participants. The only exception to this is data on optimism, which
were collected at both outreach and endline. This allowed us to test whether or not the
intake decision had effects, even before the training began. Endline data were collected
between July 2018 and November 2019 and repeated the combined outreach and baseline
surveys and experiments.

Variables:

We collected a range of survey and experimental indicators in order to assess our key
research questions and associated hypotheses: >

Economic and life optimism: We collected two survey questions about optimism at
outreach, baseline and endline. These questions ask individuals to rank their expectation
that their life and economic situation will be better in one year than it is now. Answers are
scored on a Likert scale running from 0 (significantly worse) — 10 (significantly better). The
survey questions on optimism were collected at outreach, baseline and endline.

3 In addition, data were collected from Palestinian Refugees in Lebanon (PRL). Due to our research design and
the complexity of introducing a third grouping who would play outgroup in the behavioral experiments
regardless of partner identity, we exclude PRL from the main analyses presented here.

4 Data were also collected six months after the end of the training but this was heavily disrupted due to the
outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic. In Lebanon, this resulted in a change to the method of data collection
(from in-person to telephone) and in Jordan, an end to data collection entirely. In Jordan, this had a more
pronounced effect on the control group, due to the scheduling of data collection and implementation of
restrictions in Jordan. Given these complexities, we do not present results from these analyses.

5 In addition, we attempted to collect information on the extent of social and economic interactions between
hosts and refugees. At baseline, almost 95% of respondents in both the treatment and control group reported
such interactions. For this reason, we do not include this information in these analyses.



Employment status: Due to slight differences in access to labor markets for refugees in
Jordan and Lebanon and differences in how we were able to ask about employment status,
we tabulate employment status as whether or not an individual is employed. Participants
were asked at outreach about their employment status, and, in subsequent rounds,
whether or not this had changed. This variable is coded 0 for not currently employed and 1
for employed.

Economic scarcity: We collect survey questions on individual perceptions on: ability to meet
current needs; ability to meet future needs; expectation that access to jobs is fair;
expectation that salaries are fair; and belief that unfair access to labor markets fuels
tensions. Ability to meet current and future needs are coded on a Likert scale running from
1 (completely unable) to 5 (fully able). The “fairness” indicators are coded: 0 (unfair) or 1
(fair). Whether or not competition around employment contributes to tensions is captured
on a1 (not at all) to 5 (absolutely) Likert scale.

Intergroup behaviors: We collect data from two one-shot incentivized behavioral games:
the dictator game (a division game where players choose how to split a prize) and stag hunt
(which gives players the chance to cooperate).® In each wave of data collection, players
were randomized, at the session-level, to play either with a partner from the host or
refugee community in that country. For example, a Lebanese player could be paired with a
Lebanese or a Syrian resident in Lebanon but not with a Jordanian or a Syrian resident in
Jordan. Partner identities were re-randomized between the waves so that not all players
played with a partner of the same identity in both rounds. We made clear that partners
were not individuals in the same room and, at endline, that the partner was not the same
partner from baseline.

A hint was given about the partner’s identity based on dialectic differences in the words for
common foods, along with a small amount of innocuous information (approximate age,
favorite hobby and marital status).” Sample intakes and partner assignments by data
collection wave are shown in Table 1. This prime relies on a minor, and subtle, difference in
dialects in settings with an otherwise high degree of cultural similarity. Standard hints, such
as names or language, would not sufficiently differentiate nationalities. More direct ones,
such as stating an individual’s nationality, risk interviewer demand biases. This “prime”
relies on three things. First, that due to cultural similarities between the countries, many
dishes are commonly eaten in both origin and host countries. Second, that dialectic
differences mean that some of the same dishes are called (slightly) different things across
the region. Third, again due to cultural closeness, the nature of these variations is known
across the region.®

6 The experimental design and the precise wording of the tasks are presented in Appendix 1.

7 This, and a range of other potential identity markers were field tested at the beginning of the project. This
“prime” was chosen as, when prompted in qualitative interviews, respondents were able to tell us the
nationality of their partner but, before they were prompted, had been unable to tell us the purpose of the
experiment.

& For example, “hummus” is used to refer to chickpeas in general but can also be used for the dish involving
mashed chickpeas, tahini, lemon and garlic in Lebanon. In other dialects, some qualifiers are required to
specify this dish (e.g. hummus ne’em, or smooth hummus). This is akin to identifying a British or American
individual using similar variations in foodstuffs such as courgette / zucchini; coriander / cilantro; etc.



Additional measures: We collected usual socio-economic and demographic information,
including: age, gender, marital status and education. In addition, we collected data on self-
reported risk preference and a short-form personality survey to ascertain GRIT among
participants. Noting that a small number of participants did not answer all survey questions,
we undertake a regression-based data interpolation process to complete the dataset.’

Table 1: Partner Assignment and Sample Sizes by Treatment and Community Status

Host Refugee
Ingroup Outgroup Ingroup Outgroup
T C T C T C T C
Outreach / Baseline | 219 48 203 48 147 72 147 49
Endline 179 34 222 37 148 45 133 51

We present summary statistics of demographic data and other covariates for the baseline
(Top) and endline (Bottom) for Jordan in Table 2 and for Lebanon in Table 3.

[TABLES 2 AND 3 ABOUT HERE]
Identification:

Although “fuzzy”, treatment intake is not random. As can be seen in Table 1, there are some
elements of attrition from the sample. The sample decreases by about 10% from baseline to
endline. We, therefore, first examine whether or not there is structure, both, to selection
into the treatment group and attrition, which could undermine our econometric approach,
where we rely on difference-in-difference estimators. Imbalance between treatment and
control groups could undermine the key assumption of parallel trends. For example, given
that men and women face different barriers in the labor market, we should not expect
employment to evolve in the same way for men and women after the treatment. We would
expect to observe a difference-in-differences for a treatment group where women are more
common than in the reference group, even without the program.

To test for imbalances, we run a simple regression of treatment and attrition indicators at
baseline on the socio-economic and demographic controls, GRIT indicators, self-reported
optimism, employment status and risk. Table 4 (Column 1 for the treatment analysis,
Column 2 for the attrition analysis) shows some signs of structure. In particular, host status
and risk preferences are significantly different between treatment and control, with
employment status and education level also significant at 10%. Marital status and education
are important predictors of attrition. As we might expect, these imbalances suggest some
threats that, if left uncorrected, could undermine the parallel trends assumption of
difference-in-difference estimators. That said, we see no sign of differences between
treatment and control, or attritors and non-attritors, over the key GRIT personality features.

9 Specifically, we regress variables with missing observations on the list of all variables with a complete record.
We then use the predicted values from this regression to populate the missing variables. Where appropriate,
predicted values are rounded to the nearest integer and within answer codes of that variable. In a second
round, this process is repeated on the full set of actual and predicted values from the first stage.

10



This suggests that members of the treatment group are not, for example, more motivated
to succeed than members of the control group.

To account for these biases, we generate a series of inverse probability weights to balance
the data. These weights define the probability of an individual with particular characteristics
(e.g. host or refugee status) being in each of the treatment and control groups at baseline
and endline and are used to rebalance the data in order to closer support the parallel trends
assumption. Results are shown in Column 3 of Table 4. Following weighting, data balances
on all key factors, including nationality. This suggests that the parallel trends assumption is
more reasonable under the weighted dataset than in the raw treatment/control data.l®
Based on these analyses, we conclude that it is safe to use weighted OLS-based approaches.
As pre-specified, we then use difference-in-difference based estimators.

[TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE]
First, for the survey-based indicators, we analyze:
Outcome;; = 0 + p;Treat; + p,Line, + p3Treat * Line;; + p,X;: +1; (1)

where: Qutcome is the variable of interest for individual i at time t; 8 is the regression
constant; Treat is a binary indicator taking the value of 1 if an individual is assigned to the
treatment group; Line is a binary indicator taking the value of 1 if the data is observed in
the second of the two waves; Treat * Line is the interaction of these two variables and
captures the impact of the program. X is an n X k matrix of control variables, comprising:
age, gender, host status, marital status, education level, risk, and GRIT indicators, as well as
optimism indicators when these are not the outcome of interest. p; is a k X 1 vector of
regression coefficients; and ¢ is the idiosyncratic error.

For the games-based indicators, we analyze:

Outcome;; = v + Y Treat; + P, Line; + YzIngroup;, + P,Treat * Line;, + PsTreat
* Ingroup +¢Line * Ingroup + Y, Treat * Line * Ingroup + PgX;;
+ w; (2)

where: Outcome is the outcome variable of interest for individual i at time ¢; v is the
regression constant; Treat and Line are as they are in Equation (1); Ingroup is a binary
variable taking the value of 1 if an individual is assigned to play with a partner of his / her
own nationality and O if with a partner of a different nationality. Treat * Line shows the
general impact of the program on prosocial behavior; Treat * Line * Ingroup shows the
degree of group bias. Thus, should the program reduce bias, Y, < 0. Xis the samen X k
matrix of control variables. 1 is a k X 1 vector of regression coefficients; and w is the
idiosyncratic error.

10 This differs slightly from the approach we pre-specified, which aimed to use RDD approaches. Due to the
fuzzy nature of intake, this process fails to balance the data, no matter the setting of bands around the intake
threshold.
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We employ two small deviations from these approaches to produce the full set of results.
First of all, as we do not have two sets of control variables from outreach to baseline, we
run a fixed effects analysis to understand the impact of assignment to treatment status on
life and economic optimism. Second, due to a data collection error in the field, indicators of
economic scarcity were not collected from all of the control group at baseline. Instead, we
seek to approximate the effect of treatment on these indicators by triangulating
comparisons in two dimensions. First, we test whether or not these indicators improved for
the treatment group from baseline to endline. Second, we test whether or not there are
differences between the treatment and control groups at endline. This stops short of
causality but still reveals interesting information about the dynamics at play.

We produce five outputs for each analysis, with the exception of the economic scarcity
indicators. First, we use uncontrolled OLS. Second, we introduce control variables. Third, we
remove the controls but add inverse probability weights. Fourth, we include controls and
weights. Finally, we cluster our standard errors. Each cluster is a single data session, which
delineates across treatment and control groups in each wave of data collection (denoted:
treatment-session-line). These results show the impacts of control variables and weights
(and in combination). Due to the large number of economic scarcity indicators, we present
only the final specification for these analyses for parsimony.

Results:

In this section, we present a set of results for the analysis of the entire dataset, then present
heterogeneity tests where we explore results for host and refugee samples. We present
results as coefficient plots. Accompanying regression tables can be found in Appendix 2.1!

Presence of Group-Based Bias at Baseline:

First, we assess the extent to which group biases are observable at baseline. Figure 1 shows
no sign of significant difference in giving to members of one’s own group or members of
one’s outgroup. While this indicates that there is not much bias in behavior, this does not
strictly mean that behavior towards groups may not shift due to training (Barriga et al.,
2020), nor that tensions and biases between the communities exist (Berge et al., 2019).

Figure 1: Weighted means of choice in the dictator game (left) and stag hunt game (right).

11 Due to sample size constraints, we were not able to disaggregate the analyses by gender and have reliable
results.
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Main Results:
Impact of Treatment Assignment on Optimism:

We test whether or not acceptance into the program has any impact on individuals’
optimism about their lives in general, or about their economic situation. As can be seen in
Figure 2, the coefficients of these analyses are very close to zero and are statistically
insignificant. From this, we conclude that the designation to treatment or control status has
no impact on individuals’ optimism about their future.

Figure 2: Impact of Acceptance into Treatment on Life and Economic Optimism.

Optimism - Outreach to Baseline

Optimism Impact

-.15 -1 -.05 0 .05 A

® Life Optimism  ® Economic Optimism

Impact of Treatment on Optimism:
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Similarly, as we see in Figure 3, we see a range of coefficients quite close to zero and that
are strongly insignificant, suggesting little to no effect of the training program on the
optimism of its beneficiaries, either.

Figure 3: Impact of Training on Life (Left) and Economic (Right) Optimism
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Impact of Treatment on Employment Status:

Next, we test whether or not the treatment has had a notable impact on employment
status. Figure 4 shows a highly insignificant coefficient very close to zero. The treatment,
therefore, appears to have little impact on the employment status by the end of the

training. Broadly speaking, this is to be expected and is predicted by Hi. That we don’t see a
negative effect emerge is, perhaps, more surprising, as it suggests a control group who were

free to undertake a job search and work have been unsuccessful in doing so. This is,
perhaps, suggestive of the difficulties of the labor market into which beneficiaries have
graduated, and might temper longer-term expectations of the program.

Figure 4: Impact of Training on Employment Status
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Impact of Treatment on Perception of Economic Scarcity:

In Figure 5, we present two slightly different analyses. On the left hand side, we look at
whether or not perceptions of economic scarcity have improved between baseline and
endline for the treatment group. On the right hand side, we look at whether or not there
are differences in perceptions of scarcity between the treatment and control groups at
endline. Figure 5 shows an increase in ability to meet current needs in the treatment group.
However, the other indicators — ability to meet future needs, perceptions that access to
employment and salaries are fair, and perceptions that inequalities in access to employment
drive tensions, do not move. We see no sign of differences between treatment and control
at endline in any indicator other than with regard to tensions to surrounding employment.
Here, a belief that tensions arise from inequalities in access to employment are greater
among the treatment group. This suggests little sign that going through the treatment
program has led to notable impacts on individuals’ perception of scarcity.

Figure 5: Impact of Training on Perceptions of Economic Scarcity
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Impact of Treatment on Group-Based Biases:

Finally, we look at whether or not there are impacts of the program on group-based biases.
In Figure 6, we look at choices made in the dictator game (left) and the stag hunt game
(right). We are interested in two outcomes of interest — first, whether or not there are
changes in overall behaviors and, second, whether or not there are changes in relative
behaviors towards members of ingroups and outgroups. In neither game do we see any sign
of increases in overall giving. Coefficients are close to zero and strongly insignificant. We
also see no sign of group-based changes in behavior in the stag hunt game. However, in the
dictator game the amount given to ingroups declines, relative to that given to outgroups,
suggesting a reduction in ingroup-outgroup discrimination. That this occurs in the dictator
game but not the stag hunt suggests that the treatment group has become, relatively, more
generous towards their outgroups but are not more willing to cooperate with them.

Figure 6: Impact of Training on Choices in Dictator Game (Left) and Stag Hunt Game (Right)
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Heterogeneity Tests:

In this sub-section, we seek to understand the degree to which these results hold in both
the host and the refugee communities, again using (newly) weighted OLS analyses.

Impact of Treatment Assignment on Optimism:

In Figure 7, we see very small (about 0.1 — 0.15 points on an 11 point scale) but statistically
significant impacts on life optimism for both the host (left hand side) and the refugee community
(right hand side). We also see a significant impact on economic optimism for members of the host
community. Additionally, we see significant variation in the nature of the effect between the
communities. Members of the host community seem to become more pessimistic about their
future as a result of intake into the program. Given the potential for tensions to run from the host
community to refugees, this finding is particularly concerning. The reason why intake into such a
program makes matters worse for hosts merits further exploration. By contrast, refugees appear
more optimistic. This suggests that the null findings in the main analysis is, in fact, the result of
these counteracting effects across communities cancelling each other out.

Figure 7: Impact of Acceptance into Treatment on Life and Economic Optimism
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Impact of Treatment on Optimism

In Figure 8, we see no further impacts on life or economic optimism for the treatment group,
beyond those associated with the treatment assignment. This suggests that the adverse effects of
the treatment assignment are sustained at endline, reinforcing how concerning this finding is. By
contrast, the results suggest further increases in life optimism among the refugee community that
is now matched with a (marginally) significant increase in economic optimism. This suggests that
the program has had major impacts — both through treatment assignment and delivery of the

training — on optimism among the refugee community.

Figure 8: Impact of Treatment for Hosts (Left) and Refugees (Right) on Life Optimism (Top)

and Economic Optimism (Bottom)
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Impact of Treatment on Employment Status:
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Figure 9: Employment Effect for Hosts (Left) and Refugees (Right)
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We find no employment impacts for either community. In both cases, coefficients are close to zero
and statistically insignificant. At the same time, we note a robust difference in the sign of the effect.
This suggests that the overall insignificant finding is not driven by either population being
specifically excluded from the potential economic benefits the program might have offered.

Impact of Treatment on Perception of Economic Scarcity:

Although we see differences in the degree of statistical significance between hosts and refugees, a
similar set of outcomes emerge in the analysis of the evolution of the treatment group’s perceived
ability to meet its current needs. In the host community, the finding is strongly significant. In the
refugee community, the finding is larger in absolute terms but only marginally significant. The other
indicators are strongly statistically insignificant. Perhaps of greater interest is that perceived ability
to meet needs improves for refugees. Ability to meet current needs has improved among refugees
in the treatment group from baseline to endline and is higher among refugees in the treatment
group than in the control group at endline. Whether this derives directly from the program — which
covered travel and subsistence costs for its participants — or from a more general sense of personal,
economic or even psychological wellbeing is unclear. As with the main analysis, we also see that
perceptions that tensions surround employment are significantly greater among the treatment
group for both the refugee community and (with marginal significance) among the host community.

Figure 10: Impact of Training on Perceptions of Economic Scarcity
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Impact of Treatment on Group-Based Biases:

In Figure 11, we see significant heterogeneities across hosts and refugees and notable
differences from the main analyses. In the dictator game, while neither hosts nor refugees
in the treatment group become more generous overall, the degree of ingroup-outgroup
discrimination goes down among refugees. In the host community, the coefficient is close to
zero and insignificant, suggesting no behavioral change. This shows that it is the refugee
community that are responsible for the overall shift in the main analyses. In the stag hunt
game, we again see no sign of changes in behavior of members of the host community.
However, while there does not appear to be a group-based aspect. Members of the refugee
community are, with marginal significance, more likely to choose to coordinate with their
partner, regardless of whether or not the person is a host or refugee. These results suggest
that the program has had an array of significant behavioral impacts on the refugee
community that, disappointingly, are not replicated within the host community.

Figure 11: Impact of Treatment for Hosts (Left) and Refugees (Right) on Choices in Dictator
Game (Top) and Stag Hunt Game (Bottom)
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Discussion:

We find that the intervention has uneven effects among hosts and refugees. While we see
no changes in employment for either group, we do see a change in behavior. However, this
overall change in behavior is driven by the refugee population admitted to the training.
Relatively speaking, they give more to hosts after the training than those in the control
group. We do not see similar behavioral changes in the host community. Additionally, we
see that admission into the program actually worsens the level of optimism of members of
the host community. As host communities’ often have negative attitudes and behavior
towards refugees (Adida et al., 2018; Hangartner et al., 2019; Valli et al., 2019; Wike et al.,
2016), a failure to stimulate positive change among the host community indicates that the
intervention does not address their underlying concerns regarding employment and
refugees.

Given that our endline survey was collected right after the completion of the training, it is
perhaps not surprising that economic impacts failed to materialize. Indeed, we imagined
such an outcome in our pre-analysis plan. Endline data was collected, literally, on the last
day of a set of trainings that required significant time commitment from participants. That
the control group, who were free to pursue and undertake employment, did not manage to
do so more so than the treatment group suggests significant labor market constraints. This
should temper expectations about the potential longer-term impacts of this program, which
are reinforced by more recent macro-economic problems in the region. Both countries have
suffered economically due to Covid, and Lebanon has had additional political and financial
crises. Broadly speaking, these concerns are reflected by null findings in terms of optimism
and experience / perceptions of economic scarcity in the host community.

Similarly, the program did not assist refugees in finding employment. However, in contrast
to the host community, the program stimulated a range of positive attitudinal and
behavioral outcomes among the refugee community. In particular, the program made
refugees in the treatment group more optimistic, left them feeling more capable to meet
their current needs and has resulted in a reduction of relative group bias in the dictator
game. These social outcomes appear to be driven by a direct “program effect” as identified
by Briick et al. (2021) as opposed to an indirect effect via employment gains. For these
specific outcomes, we imagine, simply, that involvement in the program sent a positive
signal to refugee participants about their future competitiveness in the labor market, which
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improved optimism. Ability to meet current needs might have derived from something more
prosaic — the program provided small stipends to cover necessities for the training period.
These small amounts may have been sufficient to help refugees but not hosts, which is why
we see shifts in ability to meet current needs for refugees and not hosts.

The major differences in outcomes across the host and refugee communities suggest, not
only differential effects of the program itself but also differential needs and expectations of
the two communities, and how that may limit the ability of the same program to achieve
similar results across both populations. The heterogeneity tests go some way to suggesting
that improvements in general economic optimism and optimism about meeting basic needs
(i.e., economic scarcity) are linked to wider interpersonal behaviors among the refugee
community, given that the results move in the same direction. At the same time, since we
control for optimism in our analyses, we note that other factors must also be contributing to
behavioral change amongst the refugee community. In turn, it is also clear that, whatever
these additional factors might be, they are not stimulating similar change in the host
community.

While consistent with the predictions of contact theory — as most trainings took place in
mixed nationality groups - and of reduced perceived competition, it is not fully clear if our
findings represent a meaningful reduction in intergroup tensions. Changes among the
refugee community occurred in the apparent absence of meaningful baseline group-based
biases in either the treatment or control group. This could indicate that what is driving the
positive results in the refugee community is not reflective of reduced tensions, but some
entirely different mechanism, such as gratitude, as a consequence of the program. Such a
mechanism does not, necessarily, arise due to the specific design of the program but simply
as a consequence of any program having been made available to the refugees who entered
the training, or at least, of the availability of a program that matched (self-perceived) needs
among this community. Our results are consistent with the idea that refugees become
grateful, indirectly, to the host community for any stimulus that might improve their
situation and their behavior follows accordingly. One potential interpretation of our results
is that refugees became more generous towards their hosts as a reflection of this
gratefulness. This is consistent, both, with the significant finding in the dictator game (which
captures other-regarding preferences) and the insignificant finding in the stag hunt (where
cooperation enriches both players). Refugees may feel gratitude for access to the program,
even if work is limited, and want to give back to their hosts for this potential opportunity.

That the effects do not move in both directions — that is, also from hosts to refugees -
suggests limitations to the program’s achievements and provides additional support for
alternative interpretations of the results. Hosts may have higher expectations about what
benefits they should receive. In both Jordan and Lebanon, refugees are only allowed to
work in certain sectors, largely low status ones. To be in a training for work in these sectors
may be perceived as a slight to host communities, hence why acceptance into the program
reduces optimism in the host community. Certainly, it is less clear why hosts would be
grateful towards refugees for receiving those benefits; but rather, might be more grateful
towards their government, or the international community.
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The lack of evidence of group-based bias at baseline among either hosts or refugees, and
that our overall results show a reduction in group-based bias is largely driven by refugees,
raises questions about the amount of bias that exists between these groups. While in both
Lebanon and Jordan, host community attitudes towards refugees are not as negative as
policy makers feared at the beginning of the Syrian crisis, they do exist, especially among
sub-populations (Alrababa’h et al., 2020; UNDP and ARK, 2019). Our results indicate that in
the domains we measured, with a youth population, biases between groups may not be
strong. However, with a different population, or if we measured bias through different
measures or in different dimensions, we might have seen more evidence of group-bias
(Berge et al., 2019).

Our results speak to three literatures--social impacts of employment programs; contact
theory; and reciprocation literature. With regard to the effect of employment programs on
social impacts, we see that in some populations, in this case the lower power group (i.e.
refugees) social and psychological gains to the program arise. While this seems to be more
related to economic optimism and less due to actual employment, we nevertheless can see
how a jobs program, through reducing perceptions of economic scarcity, can increase some
forms of social stability when economic issues drive tensions.

That the results are largely driven by the refugee participants rather than hosts contradicts
much of the work on contact between groups with unequal power (Ditlmann and Samii,
2018; Gubler, 2013). Typically contact is more beneficial to higher power groups as they are
able to learn about the lower power group. However, given the length of time refugees
have been in their respective host communities and the history between groups (for
example, Syrians having had significant presence and even influence in Lebanon for years)
and the high degree of economic and social contact outside of the program, knowledge
about each other wasn’t a factor. We do note that this is speculative given our inability to
compare single identity vs mixed training sessions, limiting our ability to examine the role of
contact.

One reason we may have seen more movement from refugees is that they were feeling
grateful that after 7 years of conflict, they were still being afforded opportunities. Hosts
wouldn't feel the same gratitude for the program, at least not towards refugees. Indeed, our
results fit broader outcomes from the reciprocation literature, where individuals seek to
“repay” kindness, not just to those individuals from whom they have received kindness
(Whatley et al., 1999; Burger et al., 2006) but also towards society as a whole, or particular
groups within it (Nowak and Sigmund, 2005; Hugh-Jones and Leroch, 2017). In our case, it is
potentially important that some structure is imposed on such reciprocation — that refugees
are not being more generous generally, but specifically to hosts. That results only arise in
the dictator game — and not the stag hunt game — suggests that some measure of other-
regarding action underpins the behavioral changes we see. In the dictator game, individuals
choose between their own outcome and that of another person and can, therefore, be
interpreted in some way as generosity. In the stag hunt game, by contrast, an individual
seeks to maximize private outcome through coordination, which cannot be so easily
attributed to these motives.
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Our results also point to some potential difficulty in sustaining these effects over a longer
time horizon. Unless the anticipated economic benefits of the program (e.g. employment,
higher or more secure incomes) are realized, it is unclear how or why optimism about one’s
future, or perceptions about abilities to meet immediate needs, would endure. Should
refugees become more pessimistic about their futures, it is possible that at least some
component of the observed changes in interpersonal behavior will follow suit. Given the
observed and known difficulties in the labor markets in Jordan and Lebanon, for both hosts
and refugees, it is unclear how likely it is that these positive outcomes will be sustained into
the medium- or longer-term. Similarly, it is important to recognize that these findings do not
arise, in any sense, for members of the host community. In the immediate-term, this
suggests that the program has failed to improve social relationships or mitigate tensions
running from hosts to the refugee community. In a more general sense, this could reflect
that while employment-based interventions for host communities are important in an
economic sense, it does not follow that they also bring social or attitudinal change. Other
interventions, focused on perspective-taking (Adida et al, 2018; Alan et al., 2020) or
understanding similarities between groups (Williamson et al. 2021) may provide a more
direct way of shifting host perceptions of refugees and mitigating tensions.

Policy and Program Implications:

Numerous donor-funded programs - not only jobs programs, but also infrastructure and
educational programs - aim to address challenges between host communities and refugees
by providing the same intervention to both communities and conduct activities jointly.
However, our results raise questions about whether that is in fact “conflict-sensitive” in
situations where the two communities have different needs and expectations. In the case
presented here, jobs open to refugees might be considered low status jobs and undesirable
for many Jordanians and Lebanese. This is why these sectors were open to refugees. While
fortunately it didn’t harden host communities’ attitudes, the program did not address their
hopes for employment and therefore we see little change in optimism and behavior among
host communities compared to refugees.

Two components underlie tensions between hosts and refugees. One is related to scarcity.
Host communities often worry that the influx of refugees may make ability to gain
employment or receive public services harder. In these cases, development programs—such
as job training or infrastructure—can address this scarcity. The second is related to
stereotypes and lack of knowledge about each other. In these cases, programs that facilitate
contact can address and overcome these stereotypes and knowledge gaps.

For efficiency, donors and implementers have tried to combine addressing these two
components in one program. However, when the two communities’ expectations and needs
differ related to scarcity, as we see here, it may not be possible to combine achieving
development and social outcomes in the same program and be truly conflict sensitive at the
same time.

Policy makers and program designers need to better understand the expectations and

needs of both communities when addressing scarcity and see if the same program will
address the goals for both communities. If not, targeted programs related to the specific
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needs of each community may be more successful, at least in achieving development
objectives. Then additional programs can focus on the social and psychological aspects of
integration.

However, if the needs and expectations of the two communities are similar (e.g., basic
education if students from the different communities are at similar levels or if labor markets
are completely open), then combining the two objectives may make better sense. By being
more intentional about these two objectives—development and cohesion—and identifying
when it makes sense to combine objectives versus keeping them separate, programs may
be more successful at addressing the economic and social underpinnings of tensions
between hosts and refugees.
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Additional Tables:

Table 2: Summary Statistics by Treatment Status, Host Status and Nationality in Jordan at Baseline (Top) and Endline (Bottom)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)  (12)
Treatment Host Treatment Refugee Control Host Control Refugee
VARIABLES N mean sd N mean sd N mean sd N mean sd
BASELINE
age 218 21.87 2.663 106 22.35 3.002 54 22.96 2.457 57 22.47 3.556
risk 218 7.271 1.838 106 6.104 2.507 54 7.222  1.959 57 7.263 2.159
dictator 218 2.220 0.846 106 2.358 0.720 54 2.037 0.751 57 2.368 0.723
stag 218 0.528 0.500 106 0.500 0.502 54 0.722 0.492 57 0.649 0.481
gender 218 0.353 0.479 106 0.519 0.502 54 0.389 0.492 57 0.368 0.487
employment 218 0.0459 0.210 106 0.160 0.369 54 0.222 0.420 57 0.263 0.444
finish 218 4.083 1.108 106 3.925 1.378 54 3.944 1.188 57 4 1.225
discourage 218 4335 1.013 106 4.377 0.867 54 4.556 0.664 57 4351 1.009
diligent 218 4.628 0.695 106 4.538 0.679 54 4.667 0.614 57 4526 0.734
hard_worker 218 4.697 0.592 106 4.660 0.600 54 4741 0.521 57 4.614 0.726
ENDLINE

age 210 21.92 2.780 106 22.60 3.094 33 23.33  2.458 39 22.74 3.782
risk 210 7.505 2.272 106 6.528 2.339 33 7.727 1.989 39 6.897 2.174
dictator 210 2.205 0.870 106 2.123 0.933 33 2.182 0.882 39 2.282 0.857
stag 210 0.571 0.524 106 0.575 0.551 33 0.485 0.508 39 0.538 0.505
gender 210 0.324 0.469 106 0.481 0.502 33 0.273 0.452 39 0.308 0.468
employment 210 0.133 0.341 106 0.189 0.393 33 0.364 0.489 39 0.359 0.486
finish 210 2.500 1.346 106 2.651 1.454 33 2.545 1.394 39 2.897 1.410
discourage 210 2.090 1.379 106 1981 1.211 33 1.939 1.248 39 2.333  1.439
diligent 210 2.010 1.272 106 1906 1.191 33 1.697 1.045 39 2.179 1.315

hard_worker 210 2.024 1.442 106 1.736 1.132 33 1.515 0.870 39 1.949 1.413




Table 3: Summary Statistics by Treatment Status, Host Status and Nationality in Lebanon at Baseline (Top) and Endline (Bottom)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)  (12)
Treatment Host Treatment Refugee Control Host Control Refugee
VARIABLES N mean sd N mean sd N mean sd N mean sd
BASELINE
age 204 25.67 9.162 175 29.37 10.35 49 28.71 12.20 64 27.45 1091
risk 204 7.088 2.415 175 6.709 2.977 49 7.020 2.642 64 6.984 2.769
dictator 204 2.265 1.118 175 2.406 1.318 49 2.224 1.046 64 2.203 1.072
stag 204 0.676 0.469 175 0.674 0.470 49 0.673 0.474 64 0.594 0.495
gender 204 0.564 0.497 175 0.274 0.447 49 0.755 0.434 64 0.641 0.484
employment 204 0.172 0.378 175 0.257 0.438 49 0.306 0.466 64 0.125 0.333
finish 204 4583 0.741 175 4,794 0.495 49 4551 0.614 64 4.469 0.776
discourage 204 4.549 0.751 175 4.663 0.770 49 4.184 0.993 64 4.453 0.733
diligent 204 4.613 0.660 175 4.686 0.685 49 4.469 0.793 64 4.516 0.690
hard_worker 204 4701 0.547 175 4.811 0.447 49 4.816 0.441 64 4.656 0.623
ENDLINE

age 191 26.28 9.355 175 29.47 10.52 38 29.68 12.35 57 26.65 10.36
risk 191 7.393 2.002 175 7.011 2.584 38 7.158 2.188 57 6.825 2.810
dictator 191 2.178 1.248 175 2.206 1.467 38 2.079 1.148 57 2.526 1.403
stag 191 0.702 0.459 175 0.629 0.485 38 0.684 0.471 57 0.614 0.491
gender 191 0.524 0.501 175 0.274 0.447 38 0.789 0.413 57 0.632 0.487
employment 191 0.209 0.408 175 0.251 0.435 38 0.184 0.393 57 0.105 0.310
finish 191 4.529 0.694 175 4.703  0.580 38 4.474 0.603 57 4.526 0.804
discourage 191 4.471 0.694 175 4.646 0.687 38 4211 0.875 57 4596 0.753
diligent 191 4.565 0.611 175 4.697 0.620 38 4.447 0.602 57 4.614 0.774
hard_worker 191 4.613 0.568 175 4.737 0.514 38 4526 0.762 57 4,772  0.567
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Table 4: Analysis of structure of selection into treatment group and attrition and the role of
weighting in balancing these variables.

(1)

(2)

(3)

VARIABLES Treatment Attrition Treatment with
Weights
age -0.00393 -0.000957 -0.00397
(0.00333) (0.00269) (0.00377)
gender -0.00418 0.0881 0.0704
(0.0926) (0.0748) (0.0914)
married 0.00462 -0.0656** -0.00411
(0.0411) (0.0332) (0.0447)
employment -0.300* 0.0610 -0.260
(0.171) (0.138) (0.166)
education -0.0349* 0.0417** -0.0399
(0.0209) (0.0169) (0.0250)
host 0.130%** -0.00160 0.00596
(0.0312) (0.0252) (0.0367)
finish 0.0170 -0.00285 0.0230
(0.0150) (0.0121) (0.0177)
discourage 0.0149 -0.00176 0.0217
(0.0187) (0.0151) (0.0205)
diligent 0.0133 -0.00674 0.00378
(0.0249) (0.0201) (0.0262)
hard_worker 0.000241 0.00902 0.0133
(0.0274) (0.0221) (0.0321)
life_optimism 0.000427 -0.00781 -0.0110
(0.0215) (0.0174) (0.0230)
econ_optimism 0.00299 0.00678 0.0283
(0.0217) (0.0175) (0.0258)
risk -0.0135** 0.00758 -0.0107*
(0.00584) (0.00472) (0.00633)
vulnerability -0.293 -0.0236 -0.241
(0.251) (0.202) (0.241)
Constant 1.172%** 0.0416 0.996**
(0.415) (0.335) (0.424)
Observations 927 927 927
R-squared 0.051 0.027 0.031

Note: OLS regression of selection into treatment group (Column 1) and attrition (Column 2)

on a range of key control variables. Column 3 shows the determinants of selection into the

treatment group following the application of inverse probability weights on the

demographic variables (marriage and host status) that determine selection into treatment

or into attrition. Standard errors in parentheses. ***, ** and * = p<0.01, p<0.05 and p<0.10

respectively.
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Appendix 1A: Full Description of Experimental Design:

In order to collected our behavioral data, individuals were assigned to the treatment group
as described in the main body of the text. For each “treatment intake” a corresponding
“control group”, from the oversubscribed list, was enumerated. Each data collection
“group” was assigned a “partner identity”, which for data collection ease was held constant
for all individuals within the session. As most sessions were, to some degree, mixed, some
individuals in each session played “ingroup” and others “outgroup”. The partner identity
assignment was decided for each session randomly, before outreach data were collected.
The identity “hint” was provided along with a range of innocuous information: the
approximate age of the partner (described as: “about the same age as you”, “older than
you” or “younger than you”), marital status (married or not married), and favorite hobby
(from a generic list of: socializing; watching films; listening to music; playing games; or
engaging in sports and outdoor activities). Partner identities were re-randomized at endline
to ensure that some of the sample played with partners of different identity in each round.

Players were informed that they were playing for a real payout and that they would be
matched to a partner who had previously played the game in identical circumstances. For
ethical propriety, individuals were matched to a partner who satisfied all of the identity
criteria. This process worked as follows: First, the session-level partner information was
generated by the researchers. Second, the researchers were provided with a list of the
treatment and control intake. For each individual on each list, a list of potential partners
with the correct identifying features was drawn up from a list of all past players. From this
list, a partner was “pre-selected” for each “active player”. In the field, the active player’s
choices were then matched to those of his or her assigned partner to generate the payout.
Players were paid, in line with their generated output, shortly after they had completed the
tasks.

Due to potential gender biases in games, where both men and women tend to be “more
generous” towards women, partner descriptions were deliberately given using gender
neutral language. In order to reduce learning effects, players played the two games in a
random order. They were also informed that one game would be randomly selected for
payout to prevent maximization of outcomes over both games, rather than in an individual
game (for example, an individual who kept their entire endowment from the dictator game
might be more willing to choose the payoff dominant action in the stag hunt game than one
who gave their endowment away in the dictator game). Participants were never informed
which game had paid out, nor about the action of their partner — only about their overall
outcome from the game. Players were told that their partner was not someone who was
present in their training group or in the data enumeration session to further small group
avoid bias. Further, at endline, they were informed that their partner was not the same
individual they had played with before, even if the partner had the same identifying
information. All materials were presented to participants in Arabic.

The exact wording of the games presented was as follows:
1. The Dictator Game: For this task, we give you a gift of LBP 10,000 / JOD 5. This

amount is represented by the five tokens that you have been given. Thus, each token
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represents LBP 2,000 / JOD 1. You can choose to send none, some, or all of this
money to your partner. Whatever you choose to send to your partner, he or she will
receive. Whatever you do not send is yours to keep. To send money to your partner,
place the appropriate number of tokens in the envelope marked Number 1, which is
on the table in front of you. Place the remaining counters — that is, the amount you
would like to keep —in the enveloped marked Number 2.

2. The Stag Hunt Game: In this task you are asked to make an investment decision. You
must choose between investing in a small venture or a large one. Your match has
been asked to make the same decision.

If you choose to invest in the small venture, you are guaranteed a return of LBP
5,000 / JOD 2.5, regardless of the actions of the player you are matched to. If you
choose to invest in the large venture, you might receive a return of LBP 10,000 / JOD
5, however your outcome here depends on the choice your match makes. If your
match also chooses the large venture, you will both receive LBP 10,000 / JOD 5.
However, if he or she chooses the small venture, you will receive nothing and your
match will receive LBP 5,000 / JOD 2.5. If you choose the small venture and your
match chooses the large venture, you will receive LBP 5,000 / JOD 2.5 and your
match nothing. We will give you no information on the choice of your partner, nor
will your partner receive any information on the choice you have made.

To make your decision, please place a token in one of the two envelopes in front of
you. If you would like to choose the large venture

Appendix 1B: Full Survey (Lebanon Example):

Q# QUESTION RESPONSE

DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE
Al | Sex of Respondent 1. Male
Crnall (uin X
2. Female
]
A2 | Age of Respondent 1. 18-24
unal e YENA
2. 25-29
Ya-ve
3. 30-34
FEav.
4. 35-44
TR
5. 45-59
04.¢0
6. 60+
+14
A3 | Location 1. Municipality of Beqaa Safrin
sald) Coba i Ay
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2. Municipality of Sir Ed Dinnieh
3. Municipality of Aassoun
Osale Al
4. Municipality of Bakhoun
WEISEERT
5. Municipality of lzal
JI o Al
6. Municipality of Kfar Habou
s S dgaly
7. Municipality of Minyeh
el dpaly
8. Municipality of Qalamoun
O salall daly
A4 | Nationality 1. Lebanese
RERSIN Sl
2. Syrian
S
3. Palestinian
A5 | What is your level of education? (select 1 1. No schooling
answer only) s Y
_m.;_:f— Lm‘ e 2 Lo 2. Primary education
( Ly L) SL)) Alany) syl
3. Secondary academic
4l dla )
4. Technical
5. University
Aamdls 3algd
6. Other
ok
A6 | What is your primary source of income 1. Full-time employment
in the past 6 months? (Select 1 answer only) ks e‘jl"_dﬂd‘
ehpnlal el 1ol b Jaall et ) e 8 Lo 2. Part-time employment
(e 51s g s i) “ iR elased
IR 3. Casual/seasonal labour
AT a5 e e/ pans 30 Jee
4. Assistance from family/Remittances from
abroad
A (e 3 a3 [ Alile: Dlaebue
5. Charity from local organisations
Alsall Ailmaall e il b
6. Charity from international organisations
Al gall bameall (pe Cilaclise
7. Other
ok
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SOCIAL COHESION

B1

Which activities do you carry out with members of the same nationality
(Lebanese or Syrian) of your own community in your area? (excluding your

immediate nuclear family)
S5 Jal elilile ye diall (i el Cphaall (aladY) ae Jelis Cas

B2 Informal discussion

Aag g A 0

Discussion about shared concerns in the community/neighbourhood
JSLia s o sat s (L8

B3

B4 | social event — weddings, funerals, etc...
Gl el 3liall g eild 3l s - e laia) cilalie

BS
Meal — breakfast, lunch or dinner
B6 o elae Ay - dan s
clie
B7 | Children playing together
O sly JakY)
B8 : tae
Borrowing money or an item
B9 | o 5l
Renting accommodation
OSe b ) Jlatid
Employment
aie Jany aal §f aal die Jaas
Trading/shopping and other financial interaction/exchange
el s s
oy
Which activities do you carry out with members of the other (Lebanese or
B1l Syrian) community in your area?
Slithaia L (5o pedl gl ALY AY) adiaall pliae pa lgn a gl AN Aadi) a4 L
Informal discussion
B1
2 Aag o Al 50

Discussion about shared concerns in the community/neighbourhood
B1 JSLia s o sat Jsa (L8

Social event — weddings, funerals, etc...
Gl el liall g eild 3l s - A laia) cilalie

B15 Meal — breakfast, lunch or dinner
slde ol el iy yi- A

B16 Children playing together

B17
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B18




Ol JULY)
[E9Y
Borrowing money or an item
O }i B laia)
How do you usually feel about borrowing money or an item from members Very good
of the other (Lebanese or Syrian) community in your area? Jas s
(sl 5l Sl AV adinal) sliacf (o e a5 jleial 5 JW) Gial 581 Jsa Bole jolis (i Good
Not good nor bad
L
Bad
T
Very bad
s (o
Renting accommodation
S yall o laiind
How do you usually feel about renting accommodation to/from members Very good
of the other (Lebanese or Syrian) community in your area? Jas s
Selidhia b (g sl of Sdl) AY) aainall sliael (e oSu Jladinl o jali Jeafale el Cas Good
RIES
Not good nor bad
)
Bad
e
Very bad
Jas (o
Employment
Aaie Jazg aad i aal die Jaas
How do you usually feel about employing or working for members of the )/ery good
other (Lebanese or Syrian) community in your area? haa 3
(sl s Sl AV adinall sliacf (o daic aaf ada g ol aal vie Jaad) Jpa Bale el aS Good
) Salislaie TS
Not good nor bad
L
Bad
(e
Very bad
Ja>
Trading and other financial interaction/exchange
sl ol /5 s
How do you usually feel about trading/shopping and other financial Very good
interaction/exchange with members of the other (Lebanese or Syrian) Jas s
community in your area? Good
felihie 3 (sl 5 Sllll) AV adinall o palaiY) me gl 5 ol 8l Jsa oo 2l (i i
Not good nor bad
L
Bad
T
Very bad
Ja> (g
B25 What is your general perception of the 1. Very positive
other (Lebanese or Syrian) nationality? 8l
2. Somewhat positive
B 8 o AN Al e (alasY) ) s g LETES
Sl (S 3. Neither positive nor negative
L
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Somewhat negative

Very negative
fas s

B26

How has your perceptions of the other
group (syrian refugees/lebanese)
changed since the start of the Syrian
refugee crisis?

gl N oA Apiall e aldiD @l et ¢y et cas
iy gud) da Y

Improved to the greatest extent
T)::SS P «

Improved to a great extent

M e -

Neither improved nor deteriorated
sl

Deteriorated to a great extent

Ol Canal i

Deteriorated to the greatest extent

B27

To what extent do you trust the other
group?
& oAV daiall (e alAaYL (3 s gl )
Pl oKass A sald)

Trust them completely

Lol g (3l

Trust them a little

B gy G35l

Neither trust nor distrust them
Lo

Distrust them a little

Sli ags 51 Y

Distrust them completely
W) ags 381 Y

B28

To what extent do you feel safe in your

area?

& Yl a6 )
: e

Feel safe to the greatest extent
158 el aiid

Feel safe to a great extent

Ol al

Neither feel safe nor unsafe

'L‘“_B

Feel unsafe to a great extent

RIS IERY,

Feel unsafe to the greatest extent
Tl Gl el Y

B29

What makes you feel most unsafe?
(Select 1 answer only) )
SOleY) pray e cllangy o 23 ST L

(P EANPR AN

Theft/criminality

(-Gl e A m) il

Problems between Lebanese

Ol oy JSLELY

Problems between Syrians

Ol G JSLE

Problems between Lebanese and Syrians
O saall s Oanlill s JSLEA)

C1

How would you describe the number of
disputes between Lebanese and
Syrians at the start of the refugee
crisis?

Al (8 G gad)y cpilialll g GBS 23 Caial Cas
€ oDl A

Very high
Jas L{;Lc

High
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Low

Very low
\J.; W e
c2 How would you describe the number of Very high
disputes between Lebanese and ha e
Syrians now? High
SV Gy smdl s il ey CHENAY dae i (i e
Medium
L
Low
Very low
Jan (addlia
c3 Has there been any disputes between
Lebanese and Syrian in your . Yes
community in the last 6 months? px
(8 Bl (8 ) gy il (e DA T @l IS da No
Shaalall el 1 Jl pIS
ca Have you been involved in a dispute
with the other community in the last 6 . Yes
months? =
6 AV de sanall e aaf e A e S of Gaw b No
Sipaalall Ledl 1-d) i (sl S) 8
Cc5 How often do verbal disputes lead to Always lead to physical violence (90%+)
physical violence? (78 +) Ll
o el I DS sl gl B s2e 5 Usually lead to physical violence (60%-90%)
Sainll Jlaci (%3+-%1+) We
Sometimes lead to physical violence (40-
60%)
(%1 - 78+ ) Lal
Occasionally lead to physical violence (20-
40%)
APAD B
Rarely lead to physical violence (0-20%)
(%Y ~-~) \JJU
Cé6 What is the nature of the disputes that Money
take place in your community? (ark aut ke clidia
answers that apply) . Employment
¢ 5al) 3 Gaaad il DA el s L Jee
(BT AT Sl IS 5) . Housing
OS“

Personal/family issues
ad figlle JSLia

Social services

eldial Gl

Political issues

A clada

Religious issues

Aquy Gldda

Other
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o

c7 Who are most of the disputes most 1. Among individuals

frequently between? oalaSY) O

(Select 1 answer only.) 2. Among families

Sl el 8 clddAll alaaa Joasd e o el

(i 5235 i) i) 3. Between/among Lebanese
Ol G

4. Between/among Syrians

G sad) o

5. Between Lebanese and Syrians
Crosmdl s Gl
6. Between/among leaders

Allleall opn
7. Between municipalities and the community
Sl s Al p
8. Other:
o
c8 Who are 2" most common disputes 1. Among individuals
often between? (setect 1 answer onty) =Y O
DAY alane Joand (ya oy Al A5 el 3 2. Among families
(P2 FINPRINE) ) G G
3. Between/among Lebanese
Ctdl) o
4. Between/amongst Syrians
Crossll O

5. Between Lebanese and Syrians
Ol s Gl
6. Between/among leaders

Allleall opn
7. Between municipalities and the community
OSall 5 Al oy
8. Other:
o
CONFLICT RESOLUTION
R1 How do people usually solve disputes 1. Peacefully
in your Community?(Select 1 answer only) el
S5l b LelSlia sale (il Jat (i 2. Violently
(L 5an g Lita) s iy
3. Other:
e
R2 Which of the following statements is closest to 1. The use of violence is never justified
your view? o
£l jlai dga 5 ) oA A il Jaad) (e sl Il e e iall lasi)

2. Itis sometimes necessary to use violence in
support of a just cause

Dote OIS 1Y) Caiall alasiiud al) (a5 5l (e

Tell me if in your opinion you would use violence or support the use of violence in the following cases? (For
each statement from R3 to R12, mark one answer only)

A YA 8 Caiad) aladin) nygi ol Caiadl Qoo 38 Sl 5 13) I 8

(&b 5aay ) i) oo JI)
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Yes No Don’t
pad 8 know
u)c\ Y
R3 To defend your family against verbal abuse
LS CilaY) Jls b Slilile oo plaall
R4 To defend your family against physical abuse
Caiall 5 o pall Ja b dlilile oo plial
R5 To defend your community against verbal abuse
L8N Ay Jla b dlading e plaall
R6 To defend your community against physical abuse
Caiall 5 o pall Jla 3 Slasin 3l il aal e plaall
R7 To defend your honour
Cayall e lelas
R8 When your leaders approve
iz yo 48) gay
R9 To defend goods or property
ClSliaall e g laall
R10 | To defend livelihoods
R11 | When fighting against an unfair law or regime or decision of
the State
R12 | To make someone pay for a debt that said person has refused
to pay
Axds Gad 0 OIS G @by padd Jaal
R13 | Among the following actors, who has Community/family leaders
been most involved in solving disputes ALlallfzald) Slms s
peacefully? Religious leaders
(Select 1 answer only) 4y Gl e
CBAN Ja (8 S il SIS (e AdEll Sleadl o Political party leaders
94.\4“ Gk gl Daa e
(ki Suals la) 5) Municipalities/local government
4all
Police
a )
Army
Sl
Relatives/friends
elacalfc )l
We resolve disputes ourselves
Liatily ciladal) Jas oas
Other:
ok
R14 | When you have a dispute with another Community/family leaders

person from your own (Lebanese or
Syrian) community, who do you turn to

first to resolve the dispute peacefully?
(Select 1 answer only) o

O lin e GBA Jpean Ja & Y sl aa 55 e
felialy 8 (oo ol (SU) lisuia udi e Al padd
(L 5aa g L) _is))

aliladlfzall) Gz ya
Religious leaders

4 Claea e

Political party leaders
Al Cilea e

Municipalities/local government
Al
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5. Police

i,

6. Army
aall

7. Relative/friends
SEROA T

8. We resolve disputes ourselves
Liatily ciladal) Jas pas

9. Other:
o
R15 | What action do you ask them to 1. Mediate between you and the person
take?(Select 1 answer only) DAY Gaddll G s iy Jass gl
9 1anh (o agie ol Cas 2. Take legal action against the person
(L 5an g Lita) s DAY et il e 4 il Gle) sl A
3. Take punitive action against the person
DAY Laddll Al
R16 | Are their efforts successful? 1. Always successful (90%+)
feaal Ja (B O snat s gl ) (%+3+) Ll
2. Usually successful (60%-90%)
(73+-%1) Le
3. Often successful (40-60%)
(77 +-780) Aaals Ulal
4. Sometimes successful (20-40%)
ATPAD B
5. Rarely successful (0-20%)
(AY =70 ) T
R17 | When you have a dispute with another 1. Community/family leaders
person from the other (Lebanese or ALlallfzald) Slms s
Syrian) community, who do you turn to 2. B_‘*"gt‘::s leaders
first to resolve the dispute peacefully? 4'“““ i
Select 1 | 3. Political party leaders
(Selec answer on y) o Tl s g
Oy iy Lo GBA Jpeas Ja (8 Y 5l 4 55 (e ) A
3 i) s AN Aialfie sandl o ST i 4. Municipalities/local government
sz 4’@&9_”
(Aﬁ‘;'h/‘!‘;@/)ﬁp 5. PO|IC€
A il
6. Army
il
7. Relative/friends
elacalfc )l
8. We resolve disputes ourselves
Liatily ciladan Jas s
9. Other:
o
R18 | What action do you ask them to 1. Mediate between you and the person
take?(Select 1 answer only) AV Gaddll G s el Jass gl
9 lanh (o agie ks Cas 2. Take legal action against the person
[P EANPR AN DAY et il e 4 il Gl sl A
3. Take punitive action against the person
DAY Jadill ddlas
R19 | Are their efforts successful? 1. Always successful (90%+)

SDAY Ja A O saaiy 53 sl )

(%+4+) Lails
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2. Usually successful (60%-90%)
(73+-%1) Le

3. Often successful (40-60%)

CATAD ™S
4. Sometimes successful (20-40%)
(LE-7Y ) S
5. Rarely successful (0-20%)
(AR
SUPPORTING PEACE
P1 Which of the following is the most efficient 1. Intercommunity dialogue
method to facilitate peace in your il 3 Al Gl gl
Community?(Select 1 answer only) 2. :rv programmes
o) bl e Aladlaall ddlad iKY AL 4 L 4 52 54 gl 2
(ad 51505 Ds) i5) 3. Advertisements
T e y)

4. Messages in church/at the mosque
Al SLY) 6 il )
5. Community events
Lelaia ) cbiall
6. Negotiations between individuals or families
Ul i a3 i glia
7. Social media
eeliay) Jual sl o8l 50

8. Other:
ok
P2 In the past 3 months, have meetings to 1. Yes
resolve disputes between Lebanese and px
Syrian been organised in your municipality? 2. No
O A Ja) Clelaia) alati 2 Ja dpalall el ¥ J) b X
Selinaly by suall 5 Cppiliall 3. Don’t know
u)c\ Y
P3 If yes, who organized them? 1. Community leaders
(Mark all answers that apply) Alilallfsalill Claxa ya
eﬁll - ‘e A . caxd “ o . o
foleLial okt ol o cpns LoVl il 1Y 2. Religious leaders
PX EINPEING) A Slsea ye
3. Political party leaders
Al Cilea e
4. NGOs
5. Municipalities/local government
bl
6. Police
Al
7. Army
Sl
8. Other:
ok
P4 How successful do you consider these 1. Very successful
dialogues? b Zaals
fAaali ol ) sl oda yind 520 (sl ) 2. Somewhat successful

43



3. Neither successful nor unsuccessful
L
4. Somewhat unsuccessful
5. Very unsuccessful
P5 Would you like to add anything else?
a0 e gl Al e 5 a
GOVERNANCE
Vi To what extent do you feel involved in 1 Feel involved to the greatest extent
community decision-making 1S Ll
processes? 2 Feel involved to a great extent
¢ 5all) il ) B b ol i ol e sae o L) L o Ll
3 Feel neither involved nor uninvolved
L
3. Feel uninvolved to a great extent
EFREY
4. Feel uninvolved to the greatest extent
fad & laly
V2 To what extent do you feel you can 1 Influence to the greatest extent
influence community decision-making 1S fie
processes? 2 !nflt{ence to a great extent
¢ aall) iyl B A fise Sl e e ol ) B iy
3 Neither influence nor cannot influence
S )
4. Cannot influence to a great extent
K
5. Cannot influence to the greatest extent
Il fise e
V3 To what extent do you feel involved in 1 Feel involved to the greatest extent
municipal decision-making processes? 1S Ll
Sagalll <l ) i 3 ol ol s s ol ) 2 Feel involved to a great extent
Sl & Ll
3 Feel neither involved nor uninvolved
L
4. Feel uninvolved to a great extent
EFREY
5. Feel uninvolved to the greatest extent
fad & laly
va4 To what extent do you feel you can 1 Influence to the greatest extent
influence municipal decision-making 1S sa
processes? 2 !nflt{ence to a great extent
Apalll ) B b Sise il e aa ol ) Sl g
3 Neither influence nor cannot influence
L
4. Cannot influence to a great extent
K
5. Cannot influence to the greatest extent
I fise s
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V5 To what extent do you feel that the Responsive to the greatest extent
municipality is responsive to your 1S A glaie
needs? Responsive to a great extent
Shilllie we 4 slaie Ll (b e 520 6F M_iu.;leh _ .
¢ Gilalial/ Neither responsive nor unresponsive
Ly
Unresponsive to a great extent
Lglate g
Unresponsive to the greatest extent
Il 4 laia ye
V6 How active do you consider your Active to the greatest extent
municipal council to be? | S Bl
felif o sl galdl (udadl) 530 g Active to a great extent
S s
Neither active nor inactive
Ly
Inactive to a great extent
il e
Inactive to the greatest extent
fal il e
V7 To what extent do you feel that your Feel heard to the greatest extent
voice is heard by national decision- 1S & pamsa
makers? Feel heard to a great extent
ra B (e Lo sane i pen (el 520 51 ol g s
il gl amaall e i 8l Feel neither heard nor unheard
Ly
Feel unheard to a great extent
g e n&
Feel unheard to the greatest extent
’\.\.3‘\ [
0 N
Q1 Please rate your level of satisfaction with the following
municipal services on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being no
satisfaction and 5 being full satisfaction.
1 e b o A aldl clexs e Lia ) (5 siuse il
sl L)l g3 € 5 5 Lyl axe L3S 1 <5
Satisfaction with security/public safety services 1 2 3 4 5
Aaladl LDl 5 () ledd (e L )
2 €
Satisfaction with health services 1 2 3 4 5
Q3 Anall Gleadldl e La )l
Satisfaction with water and sanitation services 1 2 3 4 5
M\uﬂ\jnw\ﬁuh&u_ﬂ\
Q4
Satisfaction with education services 1 2 3 4 5
adadll Glead e Laa )l
Satisfaction with infrastructure maintenance 1 2 3 4 5
Q6 services (roads, electric, telephone)

Q7

(s ol oS ¢(3k) Aiadll Ayl Ailaa Cladd (e Lia )
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Satisfaction with basic humanitarian relief
services

Al Gilac ol (e L)l

Qs Please rate your level of satisfaction with the
following services on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1
being no satisfaction and 5 being full
satisfaction. (Services not related to
municipality)
(ALl e yall) 2 cilaadll e Uil (5 siasa aasll a2
Lo W iS5 5Ll s L€ 1 65 (I 1 o (obiie e
RN
atisfaction with employment
Q9 | Satisf 1T 2 3
Jaadl e Ll
Q10 | satisfaction with housing T2 3
Sl e L
Q11 | To what extent do you believe that Completely fairly
assistance is divided fairly between 1S il
Lebanese and Syrian? Somewhat fairly
Adle 45 Hlay de ) ga Clacbusal) Gf () gaiad (530 51 ) Sl Aale
Com sl 5 cpilaal) cpu Neither fairly nor unfairly
Lo
Somewhat unfairly
dile ye
Completely unfairly
Il Adle pe
Q12 | How would you describe your 1. Verygood
economic status? b
Selililal ismal) 5 golaBY) aua sl Gl (i el 2. Good
RYEN
3. Neither good nor bad
Sy
4. Bad
(s
5. Very bad
laa
Q13 | What do you think your economic 1. Very good
status will be 12 months from now? b 2
axy lililal i) 5 oY) oia gl () sSs iaS S 2. Good
SOV (e gl VY S
3. Neither good nor bad
L
4. Bad
(s
5. Very bad
laa
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Appendix 2: Full Results Tables:

Table Al: Weighted Treatment / Control Assignment Balance Tests by Hosts and Refugees

(1)

(2)

VARIABLES Hosts Refugees
age -0.00428 0.000802
(0.00490) (0.00706)
gender -0.0545 0.112
(0.152) (0.162)
married -0.0216 -0.0528
(0.0630) (0.0728)
employment -0.212 -0.229
(0.268) (0.308)
education -0.0356 -0.0964
(0.0285) (0.0635)
nationality 0.0223 -
(0.0452) -
finish -0.00124 -0.0413
(0.0199) (0.0374)
discourage 0.0266 0.00381
(0.0212) (0.0541)
diligent 0.00866 0.0194
(0.0323) (0.0578)
hard_worker -0.0494 0.0757
(0.0357) (0.0590)
life_optimism 0.0344 -0.103**
(0.0297) (0.0403)
econ_optimism -0.0511* 0.103**
(0.0276) (0.0427)
risk 0.00137 -0.0127
(0.00881) (0.0129)
vulnerability 0.0212 -0.353
(0.405) (0.415)
location - 0.0425
————— (0.0956)
Constant 1.114* 1.085
(0.645) (0.799)
Observations 525 402
R-squared 0.067 0.097

Note: Regression conducted using OLS on treatment assignment of hosts and refugees using
inverse probability weights on source of imbalance in data. Robust standard errors in
parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A2: Impact of Acceptance into Program on Life and Economic Optimism (Whole Set)

(1)

(2)

VARIABLES Life Optimism Economic
Optimism
Impact 0.00539 -0.0583
(0.0390) (0.0372)
Constant 3.910*** 3.896***
(0.0275) (0.0263)
Observations 1,854 1,854
R-squared 0.000 0.003
Number of id 927 927

Note: Regression conducted using a standard fixed effects panel model conducted on the
whole dataset at outreach and baseline. Column 1 shows results from the analysis of the
impact of assignment to treatment group on Life Optimism and Column 2 on Economic
Optimism. “Impact” shows the impact of the treatment assignment on the outcome.
Standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table A3: Impact of Acceptance into Program on Life and Economic Optimism (Host

Subsample)
(1) (2)
VARIABLES Life Optimism Economic
Optimism
Impact -0.0971* -0.112**
(0.0503) (0.0489)
Constant 4.095*** 4.036***
(0.0356) (0.0346)
Observations 1,050 1,050
R-squared 0.007 0.010
Number of id 525 525

Note: Regression conducted using a standard fixed effects panel model conducted on the

hosts subsample of the dataset at outreach and baseline. Column 1 shows results from the

analysis of the impact of assignment to treatment group on Life Optimism and Column 2 on
Economic Optimism. “Impact” shows the impact of the treatment assignment on the
outcome. Standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A4: Impact of Acceptance into Program on Life and Economic Optimism (Refugee
Subsample)

(1) (2)

VARIABLES Life Optimism Economic
Optimism
Impact 0.139** 0.0124
(0.0607) (0.0573)
Constant 3.669*** 3.714%**
(0.0429) (0.0405)
Observations 804 804
R-squared 0.013 0.000
Number of id 402 402

Note: Regression conducted using a standard fixed effects panel model conducted on the
refugees subsample of the dataset at outreach and baseline. Column 1 shows results from

the analysis of the impact of assignment to treatment group on Life Optimism and Column 2

on Economic Optimism. “Impact” shows the impact of the treatment assignment on the
outcome. Standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A5: Impact of Training on Employment Status (Whole Set)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

VARIABLES OoLS Controls Weights Controls + Weights Cluster
treatment -0.0525* -0.0741%** -0.0782** -0.0746** -0.0746
(0.0281) (0.0276) (0.0360) (0.0339) (0.0509)
line 0.0151 0.0220 -0.0148 -0.00151 -0.00151
(0.0378) (0.0380) (0.0470) (0.0448) (0.0603)

impact 0.0262 0.0295 0.0420 0.0380 0.0380
(0.0427) (0.0417) (0.0526) (0.0492) (0.0724)
age 0.00397*** 0.00265** 0.00265*
(0.00106) (0.00121) (0.00141)
gender -0.164*** -0.222%** -0.222%**
(0.0176) (0.0203) (0.0360)

host -8.03e-05 -0.0324 -0.0324
(0.000326) (0.0208) (0.0289)
education 0.0225* 0.0387*** 0.0387**
(0.0123) (0.0148) (0.0178)
risk -0.0113%*** -0.00694* -0.00694
(0.00366) (0.00403) (0.00496)

finish 0.0176* 0.0112 0.0112
(0.00930) (0.0107) (0.0105)

discourage 0.00305 -0.00427 -0.00427
(0.0124) (0.0151) (0.0149)

diligent -0.0150 -0.0123 -0.0123
(0.0152) (0.0176) (0.0188)

hard_worker 0.0107 0.0157 0.0157
(0.0132) (0.0163) (0.0172)

life_optimism -0.00169 0.00409 0.00409
(0.0131) (0.0135) (0.0162)

econ_optimism -0.00958 0.00131 0.00131
(0.0133) (0.0150) (0.0179)

Constant 0.207*** 0.206*** 0.236*** 0.207** 0.207**
(0.0244) (0.0746) (0.0321) (0.0888) (0.102)

Observations 1,934 1,934 1,776 1,776 1,776

R-squared 0.004 0.060 0.005 0.098 0.098

Note: Regression conducted using OLS and weighted OLS. Column 1 shows unweighted
uncontrolled analysis. Column 2 shows addition of controls. Column 3 shows weighted,

controlled analysis. Column 4 shows weighted and controlled analysis. Column 5 clusters the

standard errors at the treatment-session-line level. Standard errors in parentheses. ***
p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A6: Impact of Training on Employment Status (Hosts Subsample)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

VARIABLES OoLS Controls Weights Controls + Weights Cluster
treatment -0.156%** -0.150%** -0.167*** -0.162%** -0.162%**
(0.0398) (0.0400) (0.0472) (0.0477) (0.0602)
line 0.00547 0.0278 0.00129 0.0288 0.0288
(0.0559) (0.0582) (0.0698) (0.0718) (0.0809)
impact 0.0575 0.0515 0.0610 0.0527 0.0527
(0.0614) (0.0613) (0.0740) (0.0744) (0.0869)
age 0.00422%** 0.00364** 0.00364*
(0.00160) (0.00181) (0.00215)
gender -0.0726*** -0.0780*** -0.0780**
(0.0237) (0.0246) (0.0300)
education 0.0213 0.0199 0.0199
(0.0172) (0.0164) (0.0187)
risk -0.00671 -0.00825 -0.00825
(0.00540) (0.00587) (0.00555)
finish 0.00603 0.00308 0.00308
(0.0120) (0.0113) (0.0119)
discourage 0.0149 0.0113 0.0113
(0.0154) (0.0137) (0.0124)
diligent -0.0106 -0.00920 -0.00920
(0.0198) (0.0213) (0.0196)
hard_worker 0.00782 0.0131 0.0131
(0.0178) (0.0192) (0.0193)
life_optimism -0.0251 -0.0255 -0.0255
(0.0186) (0.0193) (0.0195)
econ_optimism 0.0187 0.0138 0.0138
(0.0191) (0.0182) (0.0199)
Constant 0.262*** 0.140 0.269*** 0.200* 0.200
(0.0357) (0.106) (0.0447) (0.115) (0.124)
Observations 997 997 997 997 997
R-squared 0.023 0.046 0.027 0.051 0.051

Note: Regression conducted using OLS and weighted OLS. Column 1 shows unweighted
uncontrolled analysis. Column 2 shows addition of controls. Column 3 shows weighted,

controlled analysis. Column 4 shows weighted and controlled analysis. Column 5 clusters the

standard errors at the treatment-session-line level. Standard errors in parentheses. ***
p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A7: Impact of Training on Employment Status (Refugees Subsample)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

VARIABLES OoLS Controls Weights Controls + Weights Cluster
treatment 0.0306 -0.0183 -0.0209 -0.00246 -0.00246
(0.0449) (0.0431) (0.0789) (0.0706) (0.0849)
line 0.0183 0.0157 0.0268 0.0431 0.0431
(0.0565) (0.0553) (0.103) (0.0824) (0.0919)
impact -0.0111 -0.00687 -0.0166 -0.0284 -0.0284
(0.0663) (0.0630) (0.117) (0.0995) (0.115)
age 0.00169 0.00368 0.00368
(0.00164) (0.00239) (0.00248)
gender -0.270%** -0.291*** -0.291***
(0.0293) (0.0480) (0.0538)
education 0.0336 0.0944** 0.0944**
(0.0215) (0.0370) (0.0391)
risk -0.0126** -0.0100 -0.0100
(0.00543) (0.00881) (0.00976)
finish 0.0301** 0.0279 0.0279
(0.0151) (0.0276) (0.0248)
discourage -0.0169 -0.00320 -0.00320
(0.0223) (0.0375) (0.0359)
diligent -0.0144 -0.0263 -0.0263
(0.0269) (0.0334) (0.0362)
hard_worker 0.0143 0.0187 0.0187
(0.0219) (0.0293) (0.0280)
life_optimism 0.0114 0.0186 0.0186
(0.0203) (0.0297) (0.0236)
econ_optimism -0.00979 -0.0346 -0.0346
(0.0201) (0.0343) (0.0328)
Constant 0.190*** 0.255** 0.268*** 0.167 0.167
(0.0375) (0.127) (0.0683) (0.222) (0.225)
Observations 779 779 779 779 779
R-squared 0.001 0.116 0.001 0.149 0.149

Note: Regression conducted using OLS and weighted OLS. Column 1 shows unweighted
uncontrolled analysis. Column 2 shows addition of controls. Column 3 shows weighted,
controlled analysis. Column 4 shows weighted and controlled analysis. Column 5 clusters the
standard errors at the treatment-session-line level. Standard errors in parentheses. ***

p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A8: Impact of Training on Life Optimism (Whole Sample)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

VARIABLES OoLS Controls Weights Controls + Weights Cluster
treatment 0.0608 0.0766 0.0192 0.0462 0.0462
(0.0671) (0.0670) (0.0861) (0.0839) (0.115)
line 0.000553 0.0429 0.0180 0.0385 0.0385
(0.0901) (0.0923) (0.115) (0.117) (0.122)
impact 0.0416 0.0246 0.129 0.101 0.101
(0.102) (0.101) (0.127) (0.124) (0.147)
age -0.00572** -0.00176 -0.00176
(0.00257) (0.00276) (0.00334)
gender 0.107** 0.121** 0.121*
(0.0437) (0.0477) (0.0715)
host -0.000943 0.246*** 0.246***
(0.000789) (0.0522) (0.0727)
education 0.0937*** 0.0142 0.0142
(0.0299) (0.0358) (0.0488)
risk 0.0336*** 0.0347*** 0.0347*
(0.00886) (0.0106) (0.0187)
finish -0.0271 -0.0577** -0.0577
(0.0225) (0.0286) (0.0426)
discourage -0.0167 -0.0149 -0.0149
(0.0301) (0.0373) (0.0353)
diligent 0.0433 0.0991* 0.0991**
(0.0369) (0.0556) (0.0483)
hard_worker 0.0156 -0.0414 -0.0414
(0.0320) (0.0497) (0.0471)
employment -0.0485 0.0282 0.0282
(0.0554) (0.0637) (0.0657)
Constant 3.861*** 3.469*** 3.825%** 3.474%** 3.474%**
(0.0582) (0.160) (0.0760) (0.183) (0.211)
Observations 1,934 1,934 1,776 1,776 1,776
R-squared 0.002 0.026 0.007 0.051 0.051

Note: Regression conducted using OLS and weighted OLS. Column 1 shows unweighted
uncontrolled analysis. Column 2 shows addition of controls. Column 3 shows weighted,

controlled analysis. Column 4 shows weighted and controlled analysis. Column 5 clusters the
standard errors at the treatment-session-line level. Standard errors in parentheses. ***

p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A9: Impact of Training on Economic Optimism (Whole Sample)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
VARIABLES OoLS Controls Weights Controls + Weights Cluster
treatment 0.0757 0.0768 0.105 0.113 0.113
(0.0661) (0.0659) (0.0893) (0.0870) (0.118)
line -0.0747 -0.0185 -0.0466 -0.00501 -0.00501
(0.0887) (0.0908) (0.119) (0.121) (0.140)
impact 0.0757 0.0774 0.0961 0.0929 0.0929
(0.100) (0.0996) (0.128) (0.127) (0.151)
age -0.00710*** -0.00575** -0.00575**
(0.00253) (0.00275) (0.00287)
gender 0.0957** 0.106** 0.106*
(0.0430) (0.0464) (0.0622)
host -0.00148* 0.209*** 0.209***
(0.000777) (0.0493) (0.0526)
education 0.0844*** 0.0365 0.0365
(0.0294) (0.0347) (0.0419)
risk 0.0253*** 0.0127 0.0127
(0.00872) (0.00922) (0.0118)
finish 0.00770 -0.00471 -0.00471
(0.0222) (0.0276) (0.0428)
discourage 0.00776 0.0179 0.0179
(0.0296) (0.0354) (0.0357)
diligent 0.0738** 0.111** 0.111**
(0.0363) (0.0443) (0.0432)
hard_worker -0.0291 -0.0718* -0.0718
(0.0315) (0.0406) (0.0440)
employment -0.0614 0.0221 0.0221
(0.0545) (0.0656) (0.0692)
Constant 3.825%** 3.375%** 3.765*** 3.382%** 3.382%**
(0.0573) (0.157) (0.0820) (0.185) (0.223)
Observations 1,934 1,934 1,776 1,776 1,776
R-squared 0.003 0.026 0.006 0.042 0.042

Note: Regression conducted using OLS and weighted OLS. Column 1 shows unweighted
uncontrolled analysis. Column 2 shows addition of controls. Column 3 shows weighted,
controlled analysis. Column 4 shows weighted and controlled analysis. Column 5 clusters the
standard errors at the treatment-session-line level. Standard errors in parentheses. ***
p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A10: Impact of Training on Life Optimism (Host Subsample)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
VARIABLES OoLS Controls Weights Controls + Weights Cluster
treatment -0.00230 -0.0154 0.00562 -0.0215 -0.0215
(0.100) (0.101) (0.116) (0.117) (0.145)
line 0.0719 0.173 0.0790 0.161 0.161
(0.141) (0.146) (0.145) (0.151) (0.173)
impact -0.132 -0.154 -0.123 -0.127 -0.127
(0.154) (0.153) (0.158) (0.158) (0.191)
age -0.0130%*** -0.0125%** -0.0125%**
(0.00401) (0.00341) (0.00354)
gender 0.130** 0.105* 0.105
(0.0596) (0.0584) (0.0870)
education 0.0471 0.0489 0.0489
(0.0430) (0.0414) (0.0481)
risk 0.0343** 0.0350** 0.0350**
(0.0135) (0.0144) (0.0161)
finish -0.0532* -0.0259 -0.0259
(0.0300) (0.0338) (0.0367)
discourage -0.0183 -0.0253 -0.0253
(0.0386) (0.0440) (0.0483)
diligent 0.0757 0.100* 0.100
(0.0495) (0.0607) (0.0703)
hard_worker 0.0265 -0.00971 -0.00971
(0.0446) (0.0482) (0.0617)
employment -0.0748 -0.0989 -0.0989
(0.0799) (0.0884) (0.0868)
Constant 4.097*** 3.857*** 4.097*** 3.824%** 3.824%**
(0.0899) (0.230) (0.107) (0.231) (0.284)
Observations 997 997 997 997 997
R-squared 0.002 0.031 0.001 0.030 0.030

Note: Regression conducted using OLS and weighted OLS. Column 1 shows unweighted
uncontrolled analysis. Column 2 shows addition of controls. Column 3 shows weighted,
controlled analysis. Column 4 shows weighted and controlled analysis. Column 5 clusters the
standard errors at the treatment-session-line level. Standard errors in parentheses. ***

p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A11: Impact of Training on Life Optimism (Refugee Subsample)

(1) (2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

VARIABLES OoLS Controls Weights Controls + Weights Cluster
treatment 0.0233 0.0646 -0.215 -0.202 -0.202
(0.0971) (0.0980) (0.179) (0.172) (0.236)
line 0.0242 0.0137 -0.266 -0.261 -0.261
(0.122) (0.126) (0.210) (0.190) (0.177)
impact 0.196 0.167 0.644*** 0.607*** 0.607**
(0.143) (0.143) (0.243) (0.225) (0.261)
age 0.00516 0.00750* 0.00750*
(0.00373) (0.00427) (0.00442)
gender 0.134* 0.0328 0.0328
(0.0701) (0.101) (0.152)
education 0.00635 -0.0538 -0.0538
(0.0490) (0.0773) (0.0962)
risk 0.0354*** 0.0493** 0.0493*
(0.0123) (0.0219) (0.0296)
finish -0.0272 -0.0950 -0.0950
(0.0344) (0.0695) (0.0853)
discourage -0.00863 -0.0565 -0.0565
(0.0508) (0.0815) (0.0679)
diligent 0.0231 0.0291 0.0291
(0.0613) (0.108) (0.0597)
hard_worker -0.0255 0.0578 0.0578
(0.0497) (0.107) (0.0750)
employment 0.0275 -0.00108 -0.00108
(0.0823) (0.120) (0.111)
Constant 3.653*** 3.354%** 3.786*** 3.604*** 3.604***
(0.0812) (0.257) (0.146) (0.346) (0.330)
Observations 779 779 779 779 779
R-squared 0.015 0.031 0.035 0.068 0.068

Note: Regression conducted using OLS and weighted OLS. Column 1 shows unweighted
uncontrolled analysis. Column 2 shows addition of controls. Column 3 shows weighted,
controlled analysis. Column 4 shows weighted and controlled analysis. Column 5 clusters the
standard errors at the treatment-session-line level. Standard errors in parentheses. ***
p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A12: Impact of Training on Economic Optimism (Host Subsample)

(1) (2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

VARIABLES OoLS Controls Weighting Controls + Weights Cluster
treatment -0.0999 -0.114 -0.0997 -0.122 -0.122
(0.0972) (0.0979) (0.111) (0.110) (0.151)
line -0.131 -0.0362 -0.128 -0.0508 -0.0508
(0.136) (0.141) (0.135) (0.141) (0.158)
impact 0.0941 0.0811 0.0947 0.0929 0.0929
(0.150) (0.149) (0.149) (0.148) (0.181)
age -0.0116%** -0.0108*** -0.0108***
(0.00390) (0.00342) (0.00338)
gender 0.0618 0.0346 0.0346
(0.0579) (0.0584) (0.0881)
education 0.0393 0.0340 0.0340
(0.0418) (0.0404) (0.0469)
risk 0.0367*** 0.0357*** 0.0357**
(0.0131) (0.0132) (0.0147)
finish -0.0232 -0.0144 -0.0144
(0.0292) (0.0320) (0.0346)
discourage -0.0116 -0.0293 -0.0293
(0.0374) (0.0397) (0.0425)
diligent 0.0962** 0.122** 0.122**
(0.0481) (0.0528) (0.0601)
hard_worker -0.00930 -0.0305 -0.0305
(0.0433) (0.0441) (0.0535)
employment -0.00119 -0.0291 -0.0291
(0.0776) (0.0802) (0.0849)
Constant 4.117*** 3.781*** 4.118*** 3.826*** 3.826***
(0.0871) (0.224) (0.101) (0.233) (0.270)
Observations 997 997 997 997 997
R-squared 0.002 0.027 0.002 0.028 0.028

Note: Regression conducted using OLS and weighted OLS. Column 1 shows unweighted
uncontrolled analysis. Column 2 shows addition of controls. Column 3 shows weighted,
controlled analysis. Column 4 shows weighted and controlled analysis. Column 5 clusters the
standard errors at the treatment-session-line level. Standard errors in parentheses. ***
p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A13: Impact of Training on Economic Optimism (Refugee Subsample)

(1) (2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

VARIABLES OoLS Controls Weights Controls + Weights Cluster
treatment 0.146 0.172* 0.157 0.169 0.169
(0.0977) (0.0986) (0.172) (0.165) (0.196)
line -0.0282 -0.00896 -0.249 -0.239 -0.239
(0.123) (0.127) (0.215) (0.201) (0.228)
impact 0.0887 0.0875 0.360 0.375* 0.375
(0.144) (0.144) (0.233) (0.224) (0.255)
age -0.00232 -0.000726 -0.000726
(0.00376) (0.00450) (0.00442)
gender 0.154** 0.0747 0.0747
(0.0706) (0.0968) (0.118)
education 0.0164 0.0292 0.0292
(0.0493) (0.0721) (0.0851)
risk 0.0125 0.00864 0.00864
(0.0124) (0.0174) (0.0182)
finish 0.0374 0.0759 0.0759
(0.0346) (0.0698) (0.0815)
discourage 0.0422 -0.0456 -0.0456
(0.0512) (0.0642) (0.0624)
diligent 0.0526 0.109 0.109**
(0.0617) (0.0670) (0.0530)
hard_worker -0.0791 -0.0849 -0.0849
(0.0500) (0.0797) (0.0754)
employment -0.0143 -0.108 -0.108
(0.0828) (0.130) (0.136)
Constant 3.612%** 3.260*** 3.617*** 3.278%** 3.278%**
(0.0817) (0.259) (0.158) (0.344) (0.336)
Observations 779 779 779 779 779
R-squared 0.010 0.025 0.038 0.059 0.059

Note: Regression conducted using OLS and weighted OLS. Column 1 shows unweighted
uncontrolled analysis. Column 2 shows addition of controls. Column 3 shows weighted,
controlled analysis. Column 4 shows weighted and controlled analysis. Column 5 clusters the
standard errors at the treatment-session-line level. Standard errors in parentheses. ***
p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A14: Comparison of Experience and Perception of Economic Scarcity of Treatment Group Between Baseline and Endline

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

VARIABLES Meet Current Needs Meet Future Needs Fair Employment Fair Salary Employment Tensions
line 0.464*** 0.111 0.0138 0.0255 0.109
(0.166) (0.133) (0.0556) (0.0660) (0.111)
age -0.0177*** -0.00939*** -0.00285 -0.00601*** 0.0148%**
(0.00487) (0.00332) (0.00182) (0.00181) (0.00563)
gender 0.155 0.111 -0.0216 0.0982* -0.00373
(0.106) (0.0832) (0.0446) (0.0521) (0.0853)
host 0.296*** 0.265*** -0.0804** -0.0753** 0.0381
(0.0798) (0.0679) (0.0306) (0.0351) (0.0919)
education 0.374*** 0.177*** -0.121%** -0.121%** 0.287***
(0.0494) (0.0417) (0.0219) (0.0343) (0.0677)
risk -0.0325* -0.00202 0.00115 -0.0154* 0.0448%**
(0.0167) (0.0157) (0.00578) (0.00829) (0.0188)
finish -0.0382 -0.0380 0.0329%** 0.0105 -0.0228
(0.0412) (0.0302) (0.0108) (0.0172) (0.0405)
discourage 0.0319 -0.0188 0.0219 0.0544** 0.0561
(0.0503) (0.0396) (0.0181) (0.0224) (0.0597)
diligent -0.0163 0.0276 0.0335 0.0110 -0.0755
(0.0699) (0.0518) (0.0243) (0.0243) (0.0611)
hard_worker 0.102* 0.0614 -0.0297 -0.0247 0.112%**
(0.0589) (0.0568) (0.0244) (0.0254) (0.0483)
employment 0.125 0.142* -0.0126 0.00395 -0.264***
(0.117) (0.0759) (0.0473) (0.0604) (0.0859)
Constant 1.268%** 1.889%** 0.331*** 0.550*** 2.151***
(0.341) (0.248) (0.0926) (0.136) (0.309)
Observations 869 867 1,119 1,113 960
R-squared 0.265 0.108 0.130 0.114 0.074

Robust standard errors in parentheses.

*%% n20.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A15: Comparison of Experience and Perception of Economic Scarcity of Treatment and Control Group at Endline

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

VARIABLES Meet Current Needs Meet Future Needs Fair Employment Fair Salary Employment Tensions
treatment 0.0711 -0.0145 -0.0338 -0.0440 0.293*
(0.137) (0.102) (0.0574) (0.0629) (0.170)
age 0.0491%** 0.0439%** -0.00160 -0.00513** 0.00974
(0.0161) (0.0133) (0.00199) (0.00224) (0.00667)
gender 0.0852 0.175 -0.000360 0.0927 -0.159
(0.118) (0.114) (0.0496) (0.0587) (0.125)
host 0.189* 0.217** -0.0980*** -0.0749* 0.144
(0.103) (0.0839) (0.0352) (0.0421) (0.122)
education -0.0211 0.0274 -0.109%** -0.121%** 0.203**
(0.0987) (0.0811) (0.0280) (0.0352) (0.0821)
risk 0.0309 0.0689*** 0.00426 -0.0121 0.0622**
(0.0248) (0.0189) (0.00853) (0.00924) (0.0257)
finish 0.0182 -0.0152 0.0143 0.0514*** 0.0545
(0.0453) (0.0378) (0.0144) (0.0193) (0.0387)
discourage 0.117* 0.0479 0.0209 0.00820 0.0346
(0.0609) (0.0645) (0.0294) (0.0333) (0.0688)
diligent -0.147* -0.0171 0.0299 0.0177 -0.0145
(0.0736) (0.0674) (0.0356) (0.0299) (0.0796)
hard_worker 0.0646 0.00418 -0.0157 -0.0193 -0.00280
(0.0662) (0.0654) (0.0231) (0.0260) (0.0675)
employment 0.193* 0.220** 0.0466 0.0251 -0.250**
(0.113) (0.101) (0.0548) (0.0692) (0.118)
Constant 0.744* 0.651* 0.322%*** 0.536*** 2.151***
(0.431) (0.343) (0.110) (0.126) (0.386)
Observations 383 382 695 690 595
R-squared 0.081 0.102 0.148 0.143 0.084

Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A16: Comparison of Experience and Perception of Economic Scarcity of Treatment Group Between Baseline and Endline (Hosts)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

VARIABLES Meet Current Needs Meet Future Needs Fair Employment Fair Salary Employment Tensions
line 0.338** 0.145 -0.0220 -0.0542 0.132
(0.147) (0.179) (0.0407) (0.0339) (0.157)
age -0.0265*** -0.00952* -0.00313 -0.00404* 0.00985
(0.00634) (0.00534) (0.00208) (0.00218) (0.00673)
gender 0.192 0.265** -0.0751** 0.0239 0.0155
(0.132) (0.105) (0.0291) (0.0355) (0.134)
education 0.260*** 0.0789 -0.0379* -0.0539** 0.254%**
(0.0866) (0.0741) (0.0222) (0.0256) (0.0955)
risk -0.0186 0.00482 0.00320 -0.00530 0.0259
(0.0273) (0.0247) (0.00793) (0.00908) (0.0327)
finish -0.0223 0.0198 0.0242%** -0.00269 0.0336
(0.0617) (0.0525) (0.00899) (0.0185) (0.0443)
discourage 0.0518 0.0243 -0.0306 0.0180 0.0484
(0.0793) (0.0707) (0.0208) (0.0225) (0.0750)
diligent -0.0302 -0.0334 0.0341 -0.0264 -0.106
(0.0727) (0.0680) (0.0255) (0.0348) (0.0909)
hard_worker 0.118* 0.0887 -0.00473 0.0165 0.0562
(0.0687) (0.0692) (0.0194) (0.0305) (0.0903)
employment 0.215 0.259* 0.0186 -0.00707 0.0793
(0.137) (0.144) (0.0321) (0.0523) (0.128)
Constant 1.843*** 2.015%** 0.225** 0.446%** 2.614%**
(0.352) (0.357) (0.0944) (0.101) (0.375)
Observations 492 491 579 575 546
R-squared 0.080 0.043 0.054 0.022 0.039

Robust standard errors in parentheses.

*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A17: Comparison of Experience and Perception of Economic Scarcity of Treatment and Control Group at Endline (Hosts)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
VARIABLES Meet Current Needs Meet Future Needs Fair Employment Fair Salary Employment Tensions
treatment 0.00445 -0.0775 -0.0364 -0.0164 0.435%**
(0.206) (0.183) (0.0512) (0.0707) (0.142)
age 0.0112 0.0109 -0.00269 -0.00248 0.0127
(0.0298) (0.0263) (0.00272) (0.00274) (0.00789)
gender 0.350** 0.446%** -0.0365 0.0409 -0.139
(0.153) (0.123) (0.0401) (0.0461) (0.184)
education 0.156 0.135 -0.0391 -0.0826*** 0.306***
(0.154) (0.147) (0.0332) (0.0277) (0.107)
risk -0.00922 0.0253 -0.00230 0.00487 0.0221
(0.0289) (0.0236) (0.0104) (0.0109) (0.0381)
finish -0.0494 -0.000554 -0.0133 0.0197 0.0720
(0.0635) (0.0577) (0.0130) (0.0210) (0.0561)
discourage 0.0834 0.0599 -0.00337 -0.00567 0.0797
(0.0955) (0.0938) (0.0194) (0.0273) (0.119)
diligent 0.00962 0.0195 0.0492** 0.00458 -0.0105
(0.105) (0.0952) (0.0239) (0.0382) (0.129)
hard_worker 0.0520 0.0331 -0.0147 -0.00718 -0.117
(0.0976) (0.0827) (0.0212) (0.0273) (0.133)
employment 0.0331 0.109 -0.00565 -0.0524 0.142
(0.187) (0.191) (0.0324) (0.0524) (0.142)
Constant 1.546** 1.408** 0.289** 0.341** 2.201%**
(0.642) (0.623) (0.124) (0.130) (0.373)
Observations 240 239 342 340 325
R-squared 0.073 0.100 0.038 0.031 0.068

Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A18: Comparison of Experience and Perception of Economic Scarcity of Treatment Group Between Baseline and Endline (Refugees)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

VARIABLES Meet Current Needs Meet Future Needs Fair Employment Fair Salary Employment Tensions
line 0.445 0.0894 0.0755 0.0263 0.0273
(0.378) (0.210) (0.0695) (0.0760) (0.136)
age -0.0165** -0.0117* 0.000233 -0.00544** 0.0194***
(0.00756) (0.00683) (0.00263) (0.00244) (0.00604)
gender 0.437** 0.0968 0.0235 0.174%** 0.0700
(0.166) (0.129) (0.0628) (0.0546) (0.125)
education 0.347%** 0.147** -0.108*** -0.0965** 0.377%**
(0.0934) (0.0636) (0.0303) (0.0433) (0.0822)
risk -0.0167 0.00226 0.00463 -0.00430 0.0788***
(0.0306) (0.0291) (0.00968) (0.0114) (0.0246)
finish -0.00706 -0.0589** 0.0623** 0.0179 -0.112%**
(0.0551) (0.0292) (0.0242) (0.0295) (0.0385)
discourage 0.0129 -0.0671 0.0521* 0.0806 0.131
(0.0997) (0.0571) (0.0295) (0.0565) (0.0838)
diligent -0.0390 0.116* 0.0377 0.0138 -0.0336
(0.106) (0.0679) (0.0548) (0.0421) (0.0717)
hard_worker 0.0500 -0.0111 -0.0855 -0.0436 0.167***
(0.105) (0.0873) (0.0550) (0.0495) (0.0539)
employment 0.300 0.165 0.0207 0.103 -0.387***
(0.208) (0.152) (0.0747) (0.0813) (0.105)
Constant 1.423** 2.265%** 0.103 0.295 1.328***
(0.679) (0.461) (0.176) (0.247) (0.425)
Observations 377 376 540 538 414
R-squared 0.294 0.105 0.128 0.105 0.200

Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A19: Comparison of Experience and Perception of Economic Scarcity of Treatment and Control Group at Endline (Refugees)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

VARIABLES Meet Current Needs Meet Future Needs Fair Employment Fair Salary Employment Tensions
treatment 0.274** 0.0668 0.00611 -0.0752 0.338
(0.121) (0.137) (0.0684) (0.0746) (0.238)
age 0.0689*** 0.0569*** 0.00263 -0.00320 0.0257***
(0.0171) (0.0149) (0.00296) (0.00349) (0.00840)
gender -0.0442 -0.137 0.100 0.166** -0.180
(0.149) (0.174) (0.0693) (0.0770) (0.180)
education -0.262** -0.127 -0.144*** -0.0366 0.336%**
(0.127) (0.0800) (0.0538) (0.0614) (0.0916)
risk 0.119%** 0.127%** 0.0167 0.00459 0.121%**
(0.0271) (0.0284) (0.0149) (0.0165) (0.0364)
finish 0.00271 -0.0508 0.0391 0.0593* -0.0375
(0.0506) (0.0524) (0.0400) (0.0347) (0.0507)
discourage 0.235* 0.0315 -0.00502 -0.0207 0.275%**
(0.118) (0.151) (0.0540) (0.0601) (0.0928)
diligent -0.143* 0.0993 0.0721 0.0487 -0.0451
(0.0808) (0.146) (0.0680) (0.0527) (0.0548)
hard_worker -0.0407 -0.0650 -0.0585 0.0112 -0.0323
(0.0624) (0.118) (0.0460) (0.0482) (0.0726)
employment 0.359* 0.395** 0.124 0.0951 -0.375%**
(0.183) (0.158) (0.107) (0.100) (0.137)
Constant 0.189 0.444 0.105 0.0696 0.691
(0.570) (0.513) (0.264) (0.267) (0.600)
Observations 143 143 353 350 270
R-squared 0.401 0.334 0.151 0.143 0.235

Robust standard errors in parentheses.

*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table A20: Impact of Training on Choices in Dictator Game (Whole Set)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

VARIABLES OoLS Controls Weights Controls + Weights Cluster
treatment 0.0526 0.0532 0.0295 0.0316 0.0316
(0.112) (0.112) (0.122) (0.123) (0.129)
line -0.0745 -0.0615 -0.181 -0.161 -0.161
(0.147) (0.149) (0.173) (0.180) (0.209)
ingroup -0.174 -0.169 -0.313** -0.321** -0.321**
(0.140) (0.142) (0.151) (0.153) (0.148)
effect -0.0450 -0.0387 0.124 0.120 0.120
(0.167) (0.167) (0.202) (0.204) (0.269)
treat_ingroup 0.123 0.128 0.317* 0.309* 0.309*
(0.162) (0.163) (0.181) (0.182) (0.179)
line_ingroup 0.371* 0.361 0.632** 0.634** 0.634**
(0.218) (0.220) (0.254) (0.259) (0.256)
impact -0.380 -0.392 -0.776%** -0.771** -0.771**
(0.247) (0.248) (0.296) (0.299) (0.346)
age -0.00368 -0.00364 -0.00364
(0.00313) (0.00410) (0.00405)
gender 0.0182 0.107 0.107
(0.0537) (0.0651) (0.0859)
host -0.000334 -0.132** -0.132
(0.00100) (0.0654) (0.0842)
education -0.0804** -0.0664 -0.0664
(0.0364) (0.0451) (0.0442)
employment 0.160** 0.177** 0.177*
(0.0675) (0.0885) (0.105)
risk 0.0107 0.0184 0.0184
(0.0108) (0.0138) (0.0133)
finish -0.00843 -0.0259 -0.0259
(0.0275) (0.0281) (0.0279)
discourage 0.0523 0.0744** 0.0744**
(0.0367) (0.0357) (0.0372)
diligent -0.0218 0.00661 0.00661
(0.0451) (0.0470) (0.0485)
hard_worker -0.00337 -0.0177 -0.0177
(0.0389) (0.0432) (0.0421)
life_optimism 0.0300 0.0484 0.0484
(0.0386) (0.0391) (0.0403)
econ_optimism -0.00208 0.00525 0.00525
(0.0392) (0.0427) (0.0455)
Constant 2.282%** 2.227*%** 2.329%** 2.024%** 2.024%**
(0.0971) (0.234) (0.105) (0.273) (0.321)
Observations 1,934 1,934 1,776 1,776 1,776
R-squared 0.005 0.013 0.010 0.027 0.027
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Note: Conducted using OLS and weighted OLS. Column 1 unweighted uncontrolled. Column 2 controlled
unweighted. Column 3 weighted uncontrolled. Column 4 weighted and controlled. Column 5 clusters at
the treatment-session-line level. Standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table A21: Impact of Training on Choices in Dictator Game (Hosts)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

VARIABLES OoLS Controls Weights Controls + Weights Cluster
treatment 0.0861 0.0919 0.0305 0.0444 0.0444
(0.154) (0.156) (0.132) (0.136) (0.164)
line -0.200 -0.183 -0.210 -0.194 -0.194
(0.216) (0.220) (0.208) (0.220) (0.241)
ingroup -0.0413 -0.0476 -0.0929 -0.0919 -0.0919
(0.200) (0.202) (0.172) (0.175) (0.208)
effect 0.108 0.0862 0.152 0.115 0.115
(0.237) (0.239) (0.231) (0.237) (0.262)
treat_ingroup 0.0609 0.0723 0.126 0.109 0.109
(0.223) (0.229) (0.197) (0.204) (0.240)
line_ingroup 0.419 0.351 0.465 0.370 0.370
(0.313) (0.317) (0.292) (0.303) (0.311)
impact -0.321 -0.271 -0.362 -0.267 -0.267
(0.344) (0.349) (0.328) (0.340) (0.367)
age 0.000272 -0.000742 -0.000742
(0.00454) (0.00597) (0.00706)
gender -0.00873 -0.0277 -0.0277
(0.0698) (0.0715) (0.0837)
education -0.0771 -0.0860* -0.0860
(0.0486) (0.0509) (0.0588)
employment 0.154* 0.126 0.126
(0.0903) (0.0998) (0.114)
risk 0.0166 0.0157 0.0157
(0.0153) (0.0160) (0.0163)
finish -0.00187 0.00505 0.00505
(0.0341) (0.0343) (0.0402)
discourage 0.0351 0.0414 0.0414
(0.0436) (0.0403) (0.0375)
diligent -0.0674 -0.0867 -0.0867
(0.0559) (0.0596) (0.0549)
hard_worker 0.0337 0.0374 0.0374
(0.0502) (0.0509) (0.0507)
life_optimism 0.0740 0.100* 0.100**
(0.0526) (0.0524) (0.0482)
econ_optimism -0.0237 -0.0292 -0.0292
(0.0541) (0.0554) (0.0513)
Constant 2.145%** 1.959%** 2.163*** 1.981%** 1.981%**
(0.137) (0.319) (0.109) (0.309) (0.361)
Observations 997 997 997 997 997
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R-squared 0.006 0.016 0.006 0.019 0.019

Note: Conducted using OLS and weighted OLS. Column 1 unweighted uncontrolled. Column 2 controlled
unweighted. Column 3 weighted uncontrolled. Column 4 weighted and controlled. Column 5 clusters at
the treatment-session-line level. Standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table A22: Impact of Training on Choices in Dictator Game (Refugees)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

VARIABLES OoLS Controls Weights Controls + Weights Cluster
treatment -0.0829 -0.00776 0.00936 0.0893 0.0893
(0.195) (0.197) (0.152) (0.161) (0.135)
line -0.138 -0.0968 -0.325* -0.243 -0.243
(0.234) (0.237) (0.193) (0.201) (0.240)
ingroup -0.420* -0.403* -0.439%** -0.455%** -0.455%**
(0.216) (0.219) (0.168) (0.172) (0.163)
effect 0.0215 0.00726 0.0560 0.000280 0.000280
(0.274) (0.275) (0.265) (0.265) (0.297)
treat_ingroup 0.305 0.235 0.406* 0.321 0.321
(0.258) (0.259) (0.213) (0.221) (0.210)
line_ingroup 0.494 0.523 0.954*** 1.002%** 1.002%**
(0.322) (0.325) (0.328) (0.333) (0.349)
impact -0.677* -0.671* -1.051%** -1.050%** -1.050**
(0.378) (0.380) (0.403) (0.400) (0.441)
age -0.00400 -0.00831 -0.00831
(0.00491) (0.00544) (0.00549)
gender 0.196** 0.111 0.111
(0.0935) (0.0964) (0.0991)
education 0.00492 -0.0490 -0.0490
(0.0644) (0.0617) (0.0611)
employment 0.278** 0.227** 0.227**
(0.108) (0.104) (0.112)
risk 0.0146 0.0105 0.0105
(0.0163) (0.0211) (0.0186)
finish -0.0667 -0.0713 -0.0713*
(0.0455) (0.0479) (0.0419)
discourage 0.0704 0.00683 0.00683
(0.0667) (0.0597) (0.0702)
diligent 0.0442 0.0482 0.0482
(0.0807) (0.0691) (0.0747)
hard_worker -0.0125 0.0479 0.0479
(0.0652) (0.0606) (0.0578)
life_optimism 0.0421 0.0933* 0.0933*
(0.0606) (0.0555) (0.0535)
econ_optimism -0.00642 -0.0542 -0.0542
(0.0606) (0.0653) (0.0704)
Constant 2.531%%** 2.056*** 2.476*** 2.288*** 2.288***
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Observations
R-squared

(0.167)

779
0.019

(0.409)

779
0.039

(0.125)

779
0.033

(0.454)

779
0.057

(0.467)

779
0.057

Note: Conducted using OLS and weighted OLS. Column 1 unweighted uncontrolled. Column 2 controlled
unweighted. Column 3 weighted uncontrolled. Column 4 weighted and controlled. Column 5 clusters at
the treatment-session-line level. Standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table A23: Impact of Training on Choices in Stag Hunt Game (Whole Set)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

VARIABLES OoLS Controls Weights Controls + Weights Cluster
treatment -0.0496 -0.0418 -0.0556 -0.0471 -0.0471
(0.0497) (0.0493) (0.0590) (0.0583) (0.0610)

line -0.0579 -0.0216 -0.0953 -0.0609 -0.0609
(0.0653) (0.0657) (0.0755) (0.0772) (0.0789)

ingroup -0.0384 -0.0413 -0.0505 -0.0592 -0.0592
(0.0623) (0.0626) (0.0703) (0.0696) (0.0611)

effect 0.0532 0.0628 0.0612 0.0625 0.0625
(0.0739) (0.0736) (0.0876) (0.0874) (0.0873)

treat_ingroup -0.00178 0.0172 0.0449 0.0567 0.0567
(0.0718) (0.0717) (0.0826) (0.0820) (0.0711)

line_ingroup 0.00684 0.0263 0.0564 0.0634 0.0634
(0.0968) (0.0967) (0.108) (0.108) (0.103)

impact 0.0642 0.0444 0.0231 0.0139 0.0139
(0.109) (0.109) (0.124) (0.124) (0.116)

age 0.00197 0.000543 0.000543
(0.00138) (0.00159) (0.00184)

gender 0.0728*** 0.0600** 0.0600**
(0.0236) (0.0271) (0.0269)

host 0.000449 0.0219 0.0219
(0.000441) (0.0284) (0.0265)

education 0.0383** 0.0314 0.0314
(0.0160) (0.0202) (0.0237)

employment 0.0613** 0.0753** 0.0753**
(0.0297) (0.0330) (0.0342)

risk 0.000847 -0.00404 -0.00404
(0.00476) (0.00573) (0.00579)

finish -0.00554 -0.0103 -0.0103
(0.0121) (0.0135) (0.0142)

discourage 0.0141 0.0133 0.0133
(0.0161) (0.0191) (0.0182)

diligent -0.00613 -0.00567 -0.00567
(0.0198) (0.0241) (0.0220)

hard_worker 0.0368** 0.0344 0.0344*
(0.0171) (0.0211) (0.0185)
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life_optimism 0.0411%** 0.0313 0.0313
(0.0170) (0.0213) (0.0195)
econ_optimism -0.0595*** -0.0629%*** -0.0629***
(0.0173) (0.0207) (0.0185)
Constant 0.672%** 0.372%** 0.685%** 0.549%** 0.549%**
(0.0431) (0.103) (0.0505) (0.127) (0.145)
Observations 1,934 1,934 1,776 1,776 1,776
R-squared 0.003 0.028 0.003 0.024 0.024

Note: Conducted using OLS and weighted OLS. Column 1 unweighted uncontrolled. Column 2 controlled
unweighted. Column 3 weighted uncontrolled. Column 4 weighted and controlled. Column 5 clusters at
the treatment-session-line level. Standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table A24: Impact of Training on Choices in Stag Hunt Game (Hosts)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

VARIABLES OoLS Controls Weights Controls + Weights Cluster
treatment -0.0687 -0.0692 -0.0569 -0.0595 -0.0595
(0.0749) (0.0747) (0.0707) (0.0720) (0.0787)
line -0.142 -0.0882 -0.128 -0.0626 -0.0626
(0.105) (0.105) (0.102) (0.104) (0.0919)
ingroup -0.0216 -0.0322 -0.0216 -0.0373 -0.0373
(0.0973) (0.0965) (0.0959) (0.0940) (0.0879)
effect 0.100 0.128 0.0924 0.121 0.121
(0.115) (0.114) (0.113) (0.112) (0.108)
treat_ingroup -0.0572 0.00793 -0.0403 0.0267 0.0267
(0.108) (0.109) (0.108) (0.107) (0.106)
line_ingroup 0.0717 0.0894 0.0391 0.0725 0.0725
(0.152) (0.152) (0.152) (0.154) (0.143)
impact 0.0840 0.0249 0.0925 0.0178 0.0178
(0.167) (0.167) (0.168) (0.171) (0.167)
age 0.00211 0.00192 0.00192
(0.00218) (0.00210) (0.00233)
gender 0.0878*** 0.0798** 0.0798**
(0.0334) (0.0338) (0.0388)
education 0.0563** 0.0598*** 0.0598**
(0.0233) (0.0229) (0.0271)
employment 0.100** 0.0994** 0.0994**
(0.0433) (0.0414) (0.0432)
risk 0.00351 0.00306 0.00306
(0.00732) (0.00738) (0.00801)
finish -0.0155 -0.0234 -0.0234
(0.0163) (0.0162) (0.0167)
discourage 0.0323 0.0238 0.0238
(0.0209) (0.0213) (0.0187)
diligent 0.0118 0.0207 0.0207
(0.0267) (0.0275) (0.0258)
hard_worker 0.0156 0.0276 0.0276
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(0.0240) (0.0254) (0.0243)

life_optimism 0.0388 0.0280 0.0280
(0.0252) (0.0246) (0.0259)
econ_optimism -0.0606** -0.0490* -0.0490*
(0.0259) (0.0264) (0.0274)
Constant 0.709*** 0.317** 0.713*** 0.289* 0.289*
(0.0664) (0.153) (0.0617) (0.148) (0.168)
Observations 997 997 997 997 997
R-squared 0.009 0.048 0.007 0.047 0.047

Note: Conducted using OLS and weighted OLS. Column 1 unweighted uncontrolled. Column 2 controlled
unweighted. Column 3 weighted uncontrolled. Column 4 weighted and controlled. Column 5 clusters at
the treatment-session-line level. Standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table A25: Impact of Training on Choices in Stag Hunt Game (Refugees)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

VARIABLES OoLS Controls Weights Controls + Weights Cluster
treatment -0.0486 -0.0408 -0.225** -0.170** -0.170*
(0.0832) (0.0842) (0.0894) (0.0863) (0.0982)
line -0.0452 -0.0269 -0.263** -0.211* -0.211*
(0.0997) (0.101) (0.124) (0.119) (0.110)
ingroup -0.0558 -0.0744 -0.183* -0.182* -0.182*
(0.0923) (0.0933) (0.108) (0.102) (0.110)
effect 0.0422 0.0426 0.233 0.204 0.204
(0.117) (0.117) (0.154) (0.145) (0.136)
treat_ingroup 0.0636 0.0622 0.310** 0.254** 0.254**
(0.110) (0.1112) (0.135) (0.123) (0.128)
line_ingroup 0.00355 0.0262 0.222 0.206 0.206
(0.138) (0.139) (0.189) (0.171) (0.148)
impact 0.00204 0.00990 -0.222 -0.156 -0.156
(0.161) (0.162) (0.223) (0.199) (0.176)
age 0.000686 0.00119 0.00119
(0.00210) (0.00223) (0.00235)
gender 0.0613 0.122** 0.122***
(0.0399) (0.0512) (0.0392)
education 0.0148 0.0397 0.0397
(0.0275) (0.0373) (0.0386)
employment 0.0293 0.108* 0.108*
(0.0462) (0.0559) (0.0586)
risk -0.00797 -0.000368 -0.000368
(0.00696) (0.00916) (0.00994)
finish -0.00249 -0.0134 -0.0134
(0.0194) (0.0243) (0.0247)
discourage -0.0227 0.0341 0.0341
(0.0285) (0.0448) (0.0475)
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diligent -0.00570 -0.0252 -0.0252

(0.0345) (0.0533) (0.0479)
hard_worker 0.0557** 0.0358 0.0358
(0.0278) (0.0390) (0.0346)
life_optimism 0.0378 0.0270 0.0270
(0.0259) (0.0361) (0.0261)
econ_optimism -0.0513** -0.0797** -0.0797***
(0.0259) (0.0318) (0.0249)
Constant 0.653*** 0.565*** 0.790*** 0.641*** 0.641**
(0.0712) (0.175) (0.0613) (0.227) (0.257)
Observations 779 779 779 779 779
R-squared 0.001 0.020 0.024 0.066 0.066

Note: Conducted using OLS and weighted OLS. Column 1 unweighted uncontrolled. Column 2 controlled
unweighted. Column 3 weighted uncontrolled. Column 4 weighted and controlled. Column 5 clusters at
the treatment-session-line level. Standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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