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Mitts

Michal Bauer is Assistant Professor of Economics at CERGE-EI (a joint workplace of Center for Economic Research
and Graduate Education and Economics Institute of Czech Academy of Sciences) and Charles University, both in
Prague, Czech Republic. Christopher Blattman is Associate Professor of International Affairs & Political Science
at Columbia University, New York City, New York, and Faculty Research Fellow, National Bureau of Economic
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A Literature search

We sought all papers that: (i) have one or more outcomes that relate to social and political par-
ticipation, cooperation, or trust; (ii) use a measure of exposure to violence as opposed to other
experiences, such as displacement or crime victimization. We include published and unpublished
papers.

A.1 Inclusion and exclusion criteria

We exclude two papers from our analysis that do not include one of the main dependent variables
of interest (e.g. they look at trust in government not in fellow citizens), and four papers that do not
use war violence as an independent variable (but rather crime, electoral violence, or displacement).
Perhaps more importantly, we exclude one paper that does use the dependent and independent
variables of interest but for which the micro data are not available. A major reason is that the
papers in our analysis vary widely in the measurement and scale of the dependent and independent
variables, and in order to make the meta-analysis meaningful, we need access to the raw data of
each paper to create standardized measures.

In an alternative approach, we use information on t-statistics reported in the papers (Stanley
and Jarrell, 1989). This approach does not require raw replication data. For this analysis we
include all papers that have independent variables related to wartime violence exposure and have
comparable outcome measures on cooperation. There are two drawbacks to this method. First,
a t-statistic combines information on sample size as well as magnitude; hence, a large t-statistic
may not necessarily reflect a large effect size. Second, using reported coefficients does not allow
investigating relevant dependent variables that the paper does not report. Nonetheless, we consider
the results of this alternate approach below.

B Methods

We use the original data to construct standardized coefficients, as well as to estimate effects for
additional outcomes not reported in the original papers but for which data are available. We
replicate the studies’ original research designs. This is important, since each study has a different
empirical strategy for identifying the impact of violence exposure. Research on meta-analysis of
multivariate regression slopes emphasizes the importance of having each study capture the true
effect of the independent variable, which depends on model specification (Becker and Wu, 2007).
Thus, in replicating the models of each study, we assume that the authors of the papers in our
sample have made the best efforts to identify the effect of violence on prosocial behavior.

In this approach, we first regress each standardized outcome variable on a binary measure of
violence exposure. We use survey weights and/or control variables as specified in the replication
file for each study. After calculating the effect of exposure to violence for each study, we create a
matrix for each outcome in which each row represents a study. We preserve the regression coefficient,
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standard error, and the number of observations.
In addition, since all of the papers in our study use multivariate regressions, we follow the rec-

ommendations of existing literature on meta-analysis of multivariate regression coefficients (Becker
and Wu, 2007; Patall and Cooper, 2008), and also examine our results using standardized (“beta”)
slopes. In order to preserve similarity in the estimations across studies, we use ordinary least squares
to estimate the impact of exposure to violence for each study. Hence, for studies using probit or
logit estimations we changed the model to an OLS.

In order to overcome the multiple comparisons problem, we also generate a summary index of
all outcome measures. For each study, we generate a mean effects index (Kling and Liebman, 2004),
calculated from the standardized outcome measures of each study.

B.1 Meta-analysis models

We estimate the results using fixed effects and random effects meta-analysis models. For each
prosocial outcome, we have k studies reporting estimates for the effect of violence exposure. Meta
analysis models assume that each estimate corresponds to a true latent effect size, measured with
some error:

yi = θi + εi (1)

In the equation above, yi represents the estimate for study i, θi is the (unknown) true effect, and εi
is a sampling error, assumed to be distributed normally with mean 0 and variance vi. The sampling
variance is calculated as:

vi =

(
1 − y2i

)2
Ni − 1

(2)

Where yi is the estimate for study i, and Ni is the sample size of the ith study.

B.1.1 Fixed effects

The fixed-effects model makes a conditional inference only for the k studies in our sample. It use
weighted least squares to estimate the true average effect:

θ̄w =

∑k
i=1wiθi∑k
i=1wi

(3)

In the equation above, θ̄w represents the weighted average of the true effects (θi), where the weight
is inverse-proportional to the sampling error: wi = 1

vi
. In other words, the model gives more weight

to studies with smaller sampling variance.
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B.1.2 Random effects

The random effects model allows the true effect to vary between studies, and treats this heterogeneity
as random. If θi represents true effect for study i, then the model assumes that:

θi = µ+ ui (4)

where µ is the true average effect, and ui is a normally distributed error with mean 0 and variance
τ2. As such, the random effects model estimates the average population effect by taking into account
an additional source of variation between studies:

yi = θi + ui + εi (5)

Similar to the fixed effects model, the random effects model gives more weight to studies with more
observations. However, the random effects model weighs studies a bit differently, by drawing on
both within-study and between-study variation. It should be noted that fixed effects and random
effects models would yield similar results if the variance of ui is equal to zero, which means that the
true effect is homogeneous across studies (Viechtbauer et al., 2010).

C Data

C.1 Independent variable

Using the raw data from each paper, we construct three sets of measures of violence exposure:

1. A measure of the paper’s violence exposure indicator;

2. Indicators of the respondent’s direct or personal exposure to violence; and

3. Indicators of direct or indirect exposure to violence, through the household or community’s
exposure. These include, for example, having household members killed or injured, or being
in a community that was targeted by violence.

Table A1 reports summary statistics of these various measures of violence exposure.

C.2 Dependent variables

We construct six standardized outcome variables for the studies in our sample. These outcomes
include social groups participation, community leadership/participation, trust, prosocial behavior
in experimental games, voting, and knowledge/interest in politics. Tables A2-A7 provide details on
the construction of these outcome measures for each study in our sample.
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Table A1: Summary statistics of alternate coding of violence exposure

Author Country Violence type Mean Min Max N

Annan et al. (2011) Uganda Paper’s indicator 0.37 0 1 619
Community exposure 0.39 0 1 619
Personal exposure 0.28 0 1 619

Bauer et al. (2014) Georgia Paper’s indicator 0.24 0 1 565
Community exposure 0.07 0 1 518
Personal exposure 0.28 0 1 549

Bauer et al. (2014) Sierra Leone Paper’s indicator 0.22 0 1 585
Community exposure 0.32 0 1 584
Personal exposure 0.35 0 1 586

Bauer, Fiala and Levely (2014) Uganda Paper’s indicator 0.55 0 1 337
Community exposure 0.79 0 1 337
Personal exposure 0.58 0 1 337

Bellows and Miguel (2009) Sierra Leone Paper’s indicator 0.39 0 1 10496
Community exposure 0.39 0 1 10496

Blattman (2009) Uganda Paper’s indicator 0.62 0 1 741
Community exposure 0.42 0 1 739
Personal exposure 0.49 0 1 738

Cassar, Grosjean and Whitt (2013) Tajikistan Paper’s indicator 0.16 0 1 420
Community exposure 0.19 0 1 420
Personal exposure 0.16 0 1 420

Cecchi, Leuveld and Voors (2016) Sierra Leone Paper’s indicator 0.90 0 1 324
Personal exposure 0.90 0 1 324

De Luca and Verpoorten (2015a) Uganda Paper’s indicator 0.29 0 1 4607
Community exposure 0.29 0 1 4607

De Luca and Verpoorten (2015b) Uganda Paper’s indicator 0.29 0 1 4607
Community exposure 0.29 0 1 4607

Gilligan, Pasquale and Samii (2014) Nepal Paper’s indicator 0.47 0 1 252
Community exposure 0.47 0 1 252

Gneezy and Fessler (2012) Israel Paper’s indicator 0.40 0 1 50
Community exposure 0.40 0 1 50

Grosjean (2014) European countries Paper’s indicator 0.28 0 1 35674
Community exposure 0.28 0 1 35674

Grossman, Manekin and Miodownik (2015) Israel Paper’s indicator 0.42 0 1 2334
Personal exposure 0.17 0 1 2200

Rohner, Thoenig and Zilibotti (2013) Uganda Paper’s indicator 0.67 0 1 2431
Community exposure 0.54 0 1 2431

Voors et al. (2012) Burundi Paper’s indicator 0.71 0 1 286
Community exposure 0.71 0 1 286

Voors and Bulte (2014) Burundi Paper’s indicator 0.28 0 1 872
Community exposure 0.08 0 1 872
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Table A2: Social groups participation

Paper Country Mean SD Min Max N

Annan et al. (2011) Uganda 1.06 1.3 0 7 619

Bauer et al. (2014) Georgia 0.49 0.5 0 1 422

Bauer et al. (2014) Sierra Leone 3.15 1.56 0 8 586

Bauer, Fiala and Levely (2014) Uganda 1.26 1.14 0 5 337

Bellows and Miguel (2009) Sierra Leone 2.35 1.78 0 7 6686

Blattman (2009) Uganda 0.75 1.01 0 6 741

Cassar, Grosjean and Whitt (2013) Tajikistan 0.64 0.97 0 5 296

De Luca and Verpoorten (2015a) Uganda 0.64 0.96 0 3 4640

Grosjean (2014) European countries 0.6 1.2 0 8 38860

Voors et al. (2012)1 Burundi 0.2 0.4 0 1 285

Voors and Bulte (2014) Burundi 0.18 0.39 0 1 854

1 Data for this outcome are taken from raw survey data not analyzed in the original Voors et al. (2012) paper.

Table A3: Community leadership/participation

Paper Country Participation
in com-
munity
meetings

Helping/
volunteering
in the
community

Holding
community
leadership
position

Mean SD Min Max N

Annan et al. (2011) Uganda 3 3 0.06 0.23 0 1 619

Bauer et al.
(2014)

Sierra
Leone

3 3 0.97 0.17 0 1 572

Bauer et al. (2014) Uganda 3 3 0.11 0.31 0 1 337

Bellows and Miguel (2009) Sierra
Leone

3 3 0.7 0.46 0 1 10496

Blattman (2009) Uganda 3 3 0.09 0.29 0 1 741

Cassar, Grosjean and
Whitt (2013)

Tajikistan 3 3 0.45 0.5 0 1 396

De Luca and Verpoorten
(2015b)

Uganda 3 0.76 0.42 0 1 4619

Voors et al. (2012)1 Burundi 3 0.2 0.4 0 1 283

1 Data for this outcome are taken from raw survey data not analyzed in the original Voors et al. (2012) paper.
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Table A4: Trust
Paper Country Trust variables In-group Out-group Mean1 SD N

Annan et al.
(2011)

Uganda Considers as brothers and
sister (a) neighbors,(b)
members of one’s tribe,
(c) people from northern
ethnic groups, (d) people
from southern and central
ethnic groups

(a) neighbors,
(b) members of
one’s tribe

(c) people from
northern ethnic
groups,
(d) people from
southern and cen-
tral ethnic groups

-0.01 1.00 617

Bauer et al.
(2014)

Sierra Leone Trust people from (a) fam-
ily, (b) neighborhood, (c)
friends, (d) another reli-
gion, (e) another ethnicity,
(f) people in general

(a) family,
(b) neighbor-
hood,
(c) friends

(d) another reli-
gion,
(e) another eth-
nicity,
(f) people in gen-
eral

0.00 1.00 585

Bauer, Fiala
and Levely
(2014)

Uganda Trust people (a) in the vil-
lage, (b) in the sub-county

(a) village (b) sub-county -0.00 1.00 335

Bellows
and Miguel
(2009)

Sierra Leone Trust (a) people from the
community, (b) outsiders

(a) people from
the community

(b) outsiders 0.00 1.00 9605

Cassar,
Grosjean and
Whitt (2013)

Tajikistan Trust people from (a) fam-
ily, (b) neighborhood, (c)
other religion, (d) other
nationality

(a) family,
(b) neighborhood

(c) other religion,
(d) other nation-
ality

-0.00 1.00 421

De Luca and
Verpoorten
(2015a)

Uganda Trust in people in general People in general 0.00 1.00 4595

Grosjean
(2014)

European
countries

Trust people from (a) fam-
ily, (b) neighborhood, (c)
friends, (d) another reli-
gion, (e) another national-
ity

(a) family,
(b) neighbor-
hood,
(c) friends

(d) another reli-
gion, (e) another
nationality

0.00 1.00 33800

Rohner,
Thoenig and
Zilibotti
(2013)

Uganda Trust in (a) relatives, (b)
people in general

(a) relatives (b) people in gen-
eral

-0.00 1.00 2423

Voors and
Bulte (2014)

Burundi Trust (a) people from com-
munity, (b) people in gen-
eral

(a) people from
community

(b) people in gen-
eral

0.00 1.00 860

Note: 1The mean is calculated from a standardized measure of all trust variables for each study.
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Table A5: Prosocial behavior in experimental games

Paper Country Game In-group Out-group N

Bauer et al. (2014) Georgia Sharing, Envy Classmates Subjects from a distant
school

565

Bauer et al. (2014) Sierra
Leone

Sharing, Envy Same village Distant village 581

Bauer, Fiala and
Levely (2014)

Uganda Trust (returned) Nearby village 337

Cassar, Grosjean
and Whitt (2013)

Tajikistan Trust Distant village 426

Cecchi, Leuveld
and Voors (2016)

Sierra
Leone

Dictator Soccer teammates 324

Gilligan, Pasquale
and Samii (2014)

Nepal Public goods, dictator,
trust

Same village 252

Gneezy and Fessler
(2012)

Israel Trust, Ultimatum Same senior housing fa-
cility

50

Voors et al. (2012) Burundi Social Value Orienta-
tion

Same community 285

Note: Some studies have multiple games. Descriptive statistics for each game are not shown.

Table A6: Voting
Author Country Elections Mean SD Min Max N

Annan et al.
(2011)

Uganda Voted in the 2006 Presidential elections;
voted in the 2005 referendum

1.12 0.91 0.00 2.00 534

Bauer et al.
(2014)

Sierra Leone Voted in the last presidential general elec-
tion; voted in the last local government elec-
tion

1.90 0.38 0.00 2.00 585

Bauer, Fiala and
Levely (2014)

Uganda Voted in the recent election (2011) 0.85 0.35 0.00 1.00 299

Bellows and
Miguel (2009)

Sierra Leone Registered to vote for the presidential and
general elections of 2002; registered to vote
for the local government elections of 2004;
planning on voting in the upcoming presi-
dential election

0.94 0.23 0.00 1.00 10494

Blattman (2009) Uganda Voted in the 2001 presidential elections;
voted in the 2005 referendum

0.99 0.83 0.00 2.00 473

Cassar, Grosjean
and Whitt (2013)

Tajikistan Voted in the past parliamentary elections;
voted in the past presidential elections,
voted in the past local elections

2.29 1.03 0.00 3.00 416

De Luca and Ver-
poorten (2015b)

Uganda Voted in the 1996, 2006, and 2011 presiden-
tial elections

0.81 0.39 0.00 1.00 4642

Grosjean (2014) European
countries

Voted in the most recent local-level elections;
voted in the most recent parliamentary elec-
tions; voted in the most recent presidential
elections

2.02 1.23 0.00 3.00 29813

Grossman,
Manekin and
Miodownik
(2015)

Israel Voted in the 2013 elections 0.95 0.23 0.00 1.00 2334

Voors et al.
(2012)1

Burundi Voted in the last general elections; voted in
the last municipal elections; voted in the last
referendum

2.84 0.54 0.00 3.00 285

1 Data for this outcome are taken from raw survey data not analyzed in the original Voors et al. (2012) paper.
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Table A7: Knowledge/interest in politics
Author Country Variables Mean SD Min Max N

Annan et al.
(2011)

Uganda Knows the name of her current LC3;
knows the name of her current LC5

0.99 0.76 0.00 2.00 616

Bauer et al.
(2014)

Sierra Leone Is able to name the Local Coun-
cilor from ward; is able to name the
Paramount Chief for chiefdom

1.37 0.72 0.00 2.00 586

Bellows and
Miguel (2009)

Sierra Leone Is able to name the Paramount
Chief for chiefdom; is able to name
the Local Councilor who represents
him/her in the council; knows the
date of the next presidential elec-
tion

1.58 0.94 0.00 3.00 5193

De Luca and Ver-
poorten (2015b)

Uganda Frequency of discussing politics
with friends, family, or neighbors

1.03 0.71 0.00 2.00 4628

Gilligan,
Pasquale and
Samii (2014)

Nepal Most of the time understands what
politicians are doing

0.23 0.42 0.00 1.00 231

Grosjean (2014) European
countries

Member of a political party 0.06 0.23 0.00 1.00 38447

Grossman,
Manekin and
Miodownik
(2015)

Israel Interested in politics; member of a
political party; member of a group
that advocates social and political
issues

0.71 0.80 0.00 3.00 2315
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Figure A1: Exposure to wartime violence across the world

0 11100

Number of observations

Note: The map reports the countries included in the analysis (excluding crime violence). The shading corresponds
to the number of observations, such that darker colors represent larger samples of individuals.

Table A8: Additional studies not included in the meta-analysis

Paper Country Published Data avail-
able

Comparable measures N Reason for exclusion

Beber,
Roessler
and Scacco
(2014)

Sudan Community, interest in
politics

1,380 Data collected but pa-
per not yet written.

Blattman
& Hartman

Liberia 3 Groups, community,
trust, voting, in-
terest/knowledge of
politics

9,388 Data collected but pa-
per not yet written.

Gilligan,
Pasquale
and Samii
(2014)

Nepal Trust, voting, interest
in politics

1,228 Data collected but pa-
per not yet written.
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D Heterogeneity in the Effect Size Across Studies

This section analyzes how various study-level covariates moderate the effects of exposure to violence
across studies. First, we analyze whether effects vary with studies’ empirical strategy. Table A9
reports the identification strategy of each study, broken into several categories. Tables A10 through
A13 provide more details on the method of each paper. It can be seen, for example, that almost
all studies use multivariate regressions; about half control for local fixed effects; and about a third
add “substantive” controls that might drive victimization. Table A14 shows the correlation between
study-level empirical strategy variables.

In Table A15 we report results from a meta analysis including these study-level moderators,
where the dependent variable is an index of all cooperation outcomes, using both fixed effects and
random effects specifications. It can be seen that the addition of substantive controls is not signifi-
cantly associated with the magnitude of the coefficient across studies. The inclusion of community
fixed effects correlates with smaller coefficients, on average, but the relationship is not statistically
significant at conventional levels. Studies that control for pre-war covariates tend to report larger
effects, and this relationship is statistically significant in the fixed effects model. Further, the use
of various sensitivity analyses is significantly associated with smaller effect sizes in the fixed effects
estimation. Finally, effect size is negatively correlated with the use of instrumental variables, but
the relationship is not statistically significant.

Figure A3 shows a meta analytic scatterplot of the observed effects estimated for individual
studies against a continuous scale ranging from 0 to 1, capturing the strength of the causal identifi-
cation. The scale is constructed from the average of the variables: Substantive controls, FE design,
Pre-war data and Sensitivity. In the scale, 0 indicates little attempts to measure causal relationships
and 1 indicates the use of more tools to identify a causal effect. Overall, it can be seen that studies’
empirical strategy does not account for much of the variation in the effects across studies.

Second, we analyze whether the heterogeneity in the effect of violence exposure can be explained
by other study-level covariates. In Table A16, we examine the moderating effect of the level of
violence exposure captured in each study (personal/household level or community/district level);
the length of time between the end of the conflict and the timing of each study; the type of victims
(civilians or combatants); and the type of violence (war or crime). We also examine regional variation
in the results. It can be seen that the effect decreases in studies measuring violence exposure on
the individual level, as opposed to more aggregate levels. In addition, the effect is larger for studies
that measure pro-social behaviors later in time. We also find that the effect is larger for studies in
which civilians were exposed to violence, as opposed to combatants, and for studies that use crime
as the measure of violence exposure.
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Table A9: Empirical Strategy

Paper Country Reg.
with
controls

Reg. with
controls
and
community
FE

Substantive
controls

IV Sensitivity
analysis

Pre-
war
data

Annan et al.
(2011)

Uganda 3 3 3 3 3

Bauer et al.
(2014)

Georgia 3 3 3

Bauer et al.
(2014)

Sierra
Leone

3 3

Bauer et al.
(2014)

Uganda 3 3 3 3

Bellows and
Miguel
(2006, 2009)

Sierra
Leone

3 3 3 3 3

Blattman
(2009)

Uganda 3 3 3 3 3

Cassar et al.
(2013)

Tajikistan 3 3 3 3

Cecchi et al.
(2015)

Sierra
Leone

3 3

De Luca and
Verpoorten
(2015a)

Uganda 3 3 3 3

De Luca and
Verpoorten
(2015b)

Uganda 3 3 3 3

Gilligan et al.
(2014)

Nepal 3 3

Gneezy and
Fessler (2012)

Israel

Grosjean
(2014)

European
countries

3 3 3

Grossman et al.
(2015)

Israel 3 3 3

Rohner et al.
(2013)

Uganda 3 3 3 3

Voors et al.
(2012)

Burundi 3 3 3 3 3 3

Voors and
Bulte (2014)

Burundi 3 3 3 3 3 3
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p
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n
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b
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b
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Table A14: Correlation matrix

Substantive controls FE design Pre-war data Sensitivity IV

Substantive controls 1.00 0.62 0.12 0.12 -0.03
FE design 0.62 1.00 0.03 0.10 -0.38

Pre-war data 0.12 0.03 1.00 0.38 0.12
Sensitivity 0.12 0.10 0.38 1.00 0.41

IV -0.03 -0.38 0.12 0.41 1.00

Table A15: Sources of Heterogeneity in Meta Analysis Results: Empirical Strategy

Dependent variable: index of cooperation outcomes

Fixed effects Random effects
with moderators with moderators

(Mixed effects)

Coefficient Std. Err. p-value Coefficient Std. Err. p-value

Intercept 0.14*** 0.02 0.00 0.13* 0.07 0.06
Substantive controls -0.03 0.02 0.21 0.00 0.07 0.97

FE design -0.06 0.03 0.10 -0.10 0.08 0.19
Pre-war data 0.16*** 0.02 0.00 0.08 0.05 0.17

Sensitivity -0.14*** 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.99
Instrumental variables -0.02 0.02 0.31 -0.10 0.07 0.13

Number of studies: 17
Total number of subjects: 60,989

Note: *p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
The table reports meta analysis results when including study-level covariates in the models. Substantive controls
is an indicator for studies that control for confounders that associate with risk of violence exposure; FE design is
an indicator for studies that use community-fixed effects, comparing neighbors within the same community; Pre-
war data indicates studies that control for pre-war covariates; Sensitivity is an indicator for studies that conduct
various robustness tests to strengthen main results; and Instrumental variables indicates studies that use instrumental
variables to for causal identification.
† This analysis excludes crime data.
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Table A16: Sources of Heterogeneity in Meta Analysis Results: Other study-level covariates

Dependent variable: index of cooperation outcomes

Fixed effects Random effects
with moderators with moderators

(Mixed effects)

Coefficient Std. Err. p-value Coefficient Std. Err. p-value

Personal exposure1 (K=17, N=60,989)

Intercept 0.14*** 0.01 0.00 0.12** 0.05 0.01
Personal exposure -0.09*** 0.01 0.00 -0.07 0.05 0.22

Years since war1,2 (K=16, N=28,873)

Intercept -0.01 0.01 0.35 0.04 0.06 0.49
Years since war 0.01*** 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.45

Violence exposure as a civilian1 (K=17, N=60,989)

Intercept -0.02 0.02 0.29 0.05 0.05 0.31
Civilian 0.09*** 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.06 0.56

Crime vs. war violence exposure (K=21, N=125,416)

Intercept 0.07*** 0.00 0.00 0.08*** 0.02 0.00
Crime 0.01** 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.58

Region1 (K=17, N=60,989)

Intercept (Africa) 0.10*** 0.01 0.00 0.10*** 0.03 0.00
Asia -0.16*** 0.02 0.00 -0.08 0.06 0.19

Europe -0.05*** 0.01 0.00 -0.07 0.07 0.32

Note: *p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
The table reports meta analysis results when including study-level covariates in the models. Each panel represents a
separate regression. Personal exposure indicates studies for which exposure to violence is on the personal/household
level, as opposed to community/district level; Years since war measures the length of time between the end of the
conflict and the timing of each study; Civilian is an indicator for studies in which civilians were exposed to violence,
as opposed to combatants; Crime indicates studies for which violence exposure is crime; Finally, Africa, Asia, and
Europe are indicators for studies’ location.
1 This analysis excludes crime data.
2 Grosjean (2014) is dropped from the analysis because of high variability in years since war variable.
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Figure A2: The effect of war violence exposure over time and versus crime-related violence
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Note: The left panel shows meta-analytic scatterplot of the observed effects estimated for individual studies, where
the dependent variable is an index of all cooperation outcomes, plotted against the length of time between the end of
the conflict and the timing of each study. The right panel plots the observed effects against an indicator of war/crime
violence exposure. The point sizes are proportional to the inverse of the standard errors, which means that studies
with larger samples have larger points. The predicted average effects are added to the plot (with corresponding 95%
confidence interval bounds, calculated from a fixed effects model). The Grosjean (2014) study is dropped from the
analysis of the left panel because of high variability in years since war variable.
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Figure A3: The effect of violence exposure as a function of causal inference design
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Note: This is a meta analytic scatterplot, showing the observed effects estimated for individual studies, where the
dependent variable is an index of all cooperation outcomes, plotted against a causal inference scale. The scale ranges
from 0 to 1, where 0 indicates little attempts to measure causal relationships and 1 indicates studies using more tools
to causally identify the effect of exposure to violence. The scale is constructed from variables capturing studies’ use of
community fixed effects, pre-war data, substantive controls, and sensitivity analysis. The point sizes are proportional
to the inverse of the standard errors, which means that studies with larger samples have larger points. The predicted
average effect is added to the plot (with corresponding 95% confidence interval bounds).

21



D.1 Calculating the time since war exposure

In Table 1 in the main paper, as well as in table A16 above, we use a measure of time since war
exposure for each study. Since studies vary in the measurement of war exposure, as well as in their
recording of the specific year(s) in which individuals were exposed to violence, we construct this
measure based on the availability of data in each study. For studies that have no information on the
timing of violence exposure, we calculate the number of years between the end of the conflict and
the data collection. For studies that have more information on the timing of violence exposure, we
use this information to construct a more precise measure of the years since war exposure. The table
below details our calculation of the time between war violence exposure and the data collection for
each study.
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Calculating the time since war exposure
Paper Country Conflict Data

collection
Time since war
exposure

Calculation of Time since war expo-
sure

Annan et al.
(2011)

Uganda Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA)
insurgency (1986-2006)

2005-7 ∼7 years Length of time between the mean
year of abduction (2000) and the
data collection.

Bauer et al.
(2014)

Georgia and
Sierra Leone

Georgia: war with Russia over
South Ossetia (2008);
Sierra Leone: civil war (1991-2002)

Georgia:
2009; Sierra
Leone: 2010

Georgia:
6 months,
Sierra Leone:
8 years

Length of time between the end of
the conflicts and the data collection

Bauer, Fiala, and
Levely (2014)

Uganda Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA)
insurgency (1986-2006)

2011 5 years Length of time between the end of
the conflict and the data collection

Bellows
and Miguel
(2006, 2009)

Sierra Leone Civil war (1991-2002) 2005,
2007

3-5 years Length of time between the end of
the conflict and the data collection

Blattman (2009) Uganda Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA)
insurgency (1986-2006)

2005-6 ∼5 years Length of time between the mean
year of abduction (2000) and the
data collection.

Cassar, Grosjean,
and Whitt (2013)

Tajikistan Civil war (1992-1997) 2010 13 years Length of time between the end of
the conflict and the data collection

Cecchi et al.
(2015)

Sierra Leone Civil war (1991-2002) 2010 8 years Length of time between the end of
the conflict and the data collection

De Luca and Ver-
poorten (2015a)

Uganda Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA)
insurgency (1986-2006)

2000,
2005,
2012

12 years Length of time between the pre-war
survey round (2000) and the post-
war survey round (2012)

De Luca and Ver-
poorten (2015b)

Uganda Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA)
insurgency (1986-2006)

2000,
2005,
2012

12 years Length of time between the pre-war
survey round (2000) and the post-
war survey round (2012)

Gilligan,
Pasquale, and
Samii (2014)

Nepal Civil war (1996-2006) 2009-10 3 years Length of time between the end of
the conflict and the data collection

Gneezy and
Fessler (2012)

Israel Israel-Hezbollah war (2006) 2005-7 1 year Length of time between the end of
the conflict and the data collection

Grosjean (2014) 35 countries
in Europe,
the Caucasus
and Central
Asia

WWII (1939-1945); Yugoslav wars
(1991-5); Kosovo war (1998-9);
Tajik civil war (1992-7); Chechen
wars (1994-2009); Kyrgyzstan
clashes (2010)

2010 5 months – 65
years

Length of time between the end of
the conflicts and the data collection

Grossman,
Manekin, and
Miodownik
(2015)

Israel Israeli-Palestinian conflict (1967+) 2013 1-12 years Length of time between combatant
violence exposure in the first and
second Intifadas and the data col-
lection

Rohner, Thoenig,
and Zilibotti
(2013)

Uganda Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA)
insurgency (1986-2006)

2000, 2008 8 years Length of time between the pre-war
survey round (2000) and the post-
war survey round (2008)

Voors et al.
(2012)

Burundi Civil war (1993-2005) 2007, 2009 4-6 years Length of time between the study’s
recorded attacks on villages be-
tween 1993-2003 and the data col-
lection

Voors and Bulte
(2014)

Burundi Civil war (1993-2005) 2007 4 years Length of time between the study’s
recorded attacks on villages be-
tween 1993-2003 and the data col-
lection

De Juan and
Pierskalla (2014)

Nepal Civil war (1996-2006) 2003 0 years Length of time between the 2003
cease fire and the data collection

Hartman and
Morse (2015)

Liberia Civil war (1989-2003) 2013 10 years Length of time between the end of
the conflict and the data collection

Shewfelt (2009) Indonesia,
Bosnia and
Herzegovina,
USA
(Vietnam
veterans)

Indonesia: insurgency in Aceh
(1976-2005);
B&H: civil war (1992-1995);
USA: Vietnam war (1955-1975)

Indonesia:
2007;
Bosnia:
2006;
USA: 1986

1-11 years Length of time between the end of
the conflicts and the data collection
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E Additional Results

E.1 Study-by-study meta-analysis results

Figures A4 - A25 report study-by-study meta-analysis results for fixed-effects and random-effects
models. The results are reported in forest plots, in which each line represents an estimate for
one study, and the size of the square for each study reflects the its weight in the meta-analysis.
Studies with more observations receive a higher weight. The forest plots also report 95% confidence
intervals for the meta-analysis model, derived from the studies’ sampling variances. The average
effect of exposure to violence across studies is plotted as a diamond at the bottom of the plots.
The coefficients in the plot are derived from studies’ regressions where the independent variable is
a binary indicator of violence exposure, and the various outcome variables are standardized.

E.2 Meta-analysis results with alternative independent variables

As the effects of exposure to violence might be different for different types of violence, we also analyze
the results using alternative independent variables: standardized continuous measures; standardized
measures of the respondent’s direct or personal exposure to violence (e.g., being beaten or injured);
and of direct and indirect exposure to violence (e.g., through the household or community’s expo-
sure).

Table A17 reports the results. The top panel reports coefficients from a meta-analysis using
standardized measures of violence exposure; the middle panel reports the results using standardized
measures of exposure to violence at the community level; and the bottom panel reports the results
using standardized measures of personal exposure. Overall, we find similar results in all these
analyses, where social group participation and community leadership/participation robustly hold
across specifications. In some estimations of personal exposure we find negative coefficients on some
of the outcomes, but these results should be taken with caution because of the small number of
studies measuring personal, direct exposure to violence.

E.3 Meta Regression Analysis of reported t-statistics

As a robustness test, we employ a Meta Regression Analysis (MRA) of reported t-statistics (Stanley
and Jarrell, 1989). Our main results are limited to studies for which we have raw replication data. In
order to examine results from additional studies, we extracted the t-statistics of results reported in
papers by dividing reported coefficients by their standard errors. We prefer t-statistics to regression
coefficients to measure effect sizes, because coefficients in our sample are not comparable as a result
of heterogeneity across studies in the measurement of the dependent and independent variables. As
Stanley and Jarrell (1989) recommend, a t-statistic can be used as a standardized measure of the
coefficient of interest.

We estimate an ordinary least squares model in which the dependent variable is the t-statistic
reported in each paper, and the independent variable is a weight calculated as the inverse of each
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paper’s standard error. In the meta regression, we control for the number of observations in each
study. In addition, for the behavioral games outcome, which employs several game measures from
the same context, we add a control for the country of each study.

Results are reported in Table A18. It can be seen that the coefficients on social group partici-
pation and prosoical behavior in experimental games are positive and significant, corroborating our
main results. The coefficients for community participation and interest in politics also positive but
are not significant at conventional levels. This is partly because of the small number of studies
reporting such results for these outcomes (N = 4). Finally, we do not find statistically significant
coefficients for trust or voting, similar to our analysis of the raw data.

E.4 Meta-analysis results including crime

We also estimated the results by including additional data on exposure to crime violence across
the globe (Bateson, 2012). We estimated the same models reported in the main paper. Table
A19 reports the results. Overall, we find that violence exposure is associated with a statistically
significant increase in the prosociality summary index. The fixed-effects coefficient is 0.08 standard
deviation units (s.e. 0.00, P-value<0.01), and the random-effects coefficient is 0.08 (s.e. 0.02,
P-value<0.01).

Looking at the results for different types of outcomes, we find, in both fixed-effects and random
effects models, positive and statistically significant coefficients for participation in social groups,
community leadership and participation, prosocial behavior in experimental games, and knowledge
of politics. We do not find positive and significant effects for voting and trust.
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E.5 Main results in forest plots: Fixed effects models

Figure A4

FE Model for All Studies
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Note: The figure shows a forest plot of fixed-effects meta-analysis results for the summary index (mean effects),
calculated in standard deviation units. Each square represents an estimate for one study, where square sizes are
proportional to the weights used in the meta-analysis. Studies with more observations receive a higher weight. The
figure plots 95% confidence intervals for the meta-analysis model, derived from the studies’ sampling variances. The
average effect of exposure to violence across studies is plotted as a diamond at the bottom of the figure.
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Figure A5

FE Model for All Studies
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Note: The figure shows a forest plot of fixed-effects meta-analysis results for social groups participation, calculated
in standard deviation units. Each square represents an estimate for one study, where square sizes are proportional to
the weights used in the meta-analysis. Studies with more observations receive a higher weight. The figure plots 95%
confidence intervals for the meta-analysis model, derived from the studies’ sampling variances. The average effect of
exposure to violence across studies is plotted as a diamond at the bottom of the figure.
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Figure A6

FE Model for All Studies

−0.40 0.00 0.40 0.80

Standardized coefficient

Voors et al. (2012)

De Luca and Verpoorten (2015b)

Cassar et al. (2013)

Blattman (2009)

Bellows and Miguel (2009)

Bauer et al. (2014) 

Bauer et al. (2014)

Annan et al. (2011)

Burundi

Uganda

Tajikistan

Uganda

Sierra Leone

Uganda

Sierra Leone

Uganda

−0.28 [ −0.39 , −0.17 ]

 0.27 [  0.24 ,  0.30 ]

 0.66 [  0.60 ,  0.71 ]

 0.16 [  0.09 ,  0.24 ]

 0.06 [  0.04 ,  0.08 ]

 0.11 [  0.00 ,  0.22 ]

 0.22 [  0.15 ,  0.30 ]

 0.10 [  0.02 ,  0.18 ]

 0.16 [  0.14 ,  0.17 ]

Author(s) and Year Country Coefficient [95% CI]

Community Leadership/Participation

Note: The figure shows a forest plot of fixed-effects meta-analysis results for community leadership/participation,
calculated in standard deviation units. Each square represents an estimate for one study, where square sizes are
proportional to the weights used in the meta-analysis. Studies with more observations receive a higher weight. The
figure plots 95% confidence intervals for the meta-analysis model, derived from the studies’ sampling variances. The
average effect of exposure to violence across studies is plotted as a diamond at the bottom of the figure.
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Figure A7

FE Model for All Studies
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Note: The figure shows a forest plot of fixed-effects meta-analysis results for trust, calculated in standard deviation
units. Each square represents an estimate for one study, where square sizes are proportional to the weights used in
the meta-analysis. Studies with more observations receive a higher weight. The figure plots 95% confidence intervals
for the meta-analysis model, derived from the studies’ sampling variances. The average effect of exposure to violence
across studies is plotted as a diamond at the bottom of the figure.
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Figure A8

FE Model for All Studies
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In−group Trust

Note: The figure shows a forest plot of fixed-effects meta-analysis results for trust in in-group members, calculated
in standard deviation units. Each square represents an estimate for one study, where square sizes are proportional to
the weights used in the meta-analysis. Studies with more observations receive a higher weight. The figure plots 95%
confidence intervals for the meta-analysis model, derived from the studies’ sampling variances. The average effect of
exposure to violence across studies is plotted as a diamond at the bottom of the figure.
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Figure A9

FE Model for All Studies

−1.00 −0.50 0.00 0.50

Standardized coefficient

Voors and Bulte (2014)

Rohner et al. (2013)

Grosjean (2014)

Cassar et al. (2013)

Bellows and Miguel (2009)

Bauer et al. (2014) 

Bauer et al. (2014)

Annan et al. (2011)

Burundi

Uganda

European countries

Tajikistan

Sierra Leone

Uganda

Sierra Leone

Uganda

−0.10 [ −0.16 , −0.03 ]

−0.02 [ −0.06 ,  0.02 ]

 0.03 [  0.02 ,  0.04 ]

−0.72 [ −0.77 , −0.67 ]

 0.09 [  0.07 ,  0.11 ]

 0.29 [  0.20 ,  0.39 ]

−0.09 [ −0.17 , −0.01 ]

 0.02 [ −0.06 ,  0.10 ]

 0.01 [  0.00 ,  0.02 ]

Author(s) and Year Country Coefficient [95% CI]

Out−group Trust

Note: The figure shows a forest plot of fixed-effects meta-analysis results for trust in out-group members, calculated
in standard deviation units. Each square represents an estimate for one study, where square sizes are proportional to
the weights used in the meta-analysis. Studies with more observations receive a higher weight. The figure plots 95%
confidence intervals for the meta-analysis model, derived from the studies’ sampling variances. The average effect of
exposure to violence across studies is plotted as a diamond at the bottom of the figure.
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Figure A10

FE Model for All Studies
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Prosocial behavior in Experimental Games

Note: The figure shows a forest plot of fixed-effects meta-analysis results for prosocial behavior in experimental
games, calculated in standard deviation units. Each square represents an estimate for one study, where square sizes
are proportional to the weights used in the meta-analysis. Studies with more observations receive a higher weight.
The figure plots 95% confidence intervals for the meta-analysis model, derived from the studies’ sampling variances.
The average effect of exposure to violence across studies is plotted as a diamond at the bottom of the figure.
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Figure A11

FE Model for All Studies
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Prosocial towards In−group in Experimental Games

Note: The figure shows a forest plot of fixed-effects meta-analysis results for prosocial behavior in experimental
games towards in-group members, calculated in standard deviation units. Each square represents an estimate for one
study, where square sizes are proportional to the weights used in the meta-analysis. Studies with more observations
receive a higher weight. The figure plots 95% confidence intervals for the meta-analysis model, derived from the
studies’ sampling variances. The average effect of exposure to violence across studies is plotted as a diamond at the
bottom of the figure.
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Figure A12

FE Model for All Studies
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Prosocial towards Out−group in Experimental Games

Note: The figure shows a forest plot of fixed-effects meta-analysis results for prosocial behavior in experimental games
towards out-group members, calculated in standard deviation units. Each square represents an estimate for one study,
where square sizes are proportional to the weights used in the meta-analysis. Studies with more observations receive
a higher weight. The figure plots 95% confidence intervals for the meta-analysis model, derived from the studies’
sampling variances. The average effect of exposure to violence across studies is plotted as a diamond at the bottom
of the figure.
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Figure A13

FE Model for All Studies
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Note: The figure shows a forest plot of fixed-effects meta-analysis results for voting, calculated in standard deviation
units. Each square represents an estimate for one study, where square sizes are proportional to the weights used in
the meta-analysis. Studies with more observations receive a higher weight. The figure plots 95% confidence intervals
for the meta-analysis model, derived from the studies’ sampling variances. The average effect of exposure to violence
across studies is plotted as a diamond at the bottom of the figure.
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Figure A14

FE Model for All Studies
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Note: The figure shows a forest plot of fixed-effects meta-analysis results for knowledge/interest in politics, calculated
in standard deviation units. Each square represents an estimate for one study, where square sizes are proportional to
the weights used in the meta-analysis. Studies with more observations receive a higher weight. The figure plots 95%
confidence intervals for the meta-analysis model, derived from the studies’ sampling variances. The average effect of
exposure to violence across studies is plotted as a diamond at the bottom of the figure.
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E.6 Main results in forest plots: Random effects models

Figure A15

RE Model for All Studies
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Note: The figure shows a forest plot of random-effects meta-analysis results for the summary index (mean effects),
calculated in standard deviation units. Each square represents an estimate for one study, where square sizes are
proportional to the weights used in the meta-analysis. Studies with more observations receive a higher weight. The
figure plots 95% confidence intervals for the meta-analysis model, derived from the studies’ sampling variances. The
average effect of exposure to violence across studies is plotted as a diamond at the bottom of the figure.
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Figure A16

RE Model for All Studies
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Social Group Participation

Note: The figure shows a forest plot of random-effects meta-analysis results for social groups participation, calculated
in standard deviation units. Each square represents an estimate for one study, where square sizes are proportional to
the weights used in the meta-analysis. Studies with more observations receive a higher weight. The figure plots 95%
confidence intervals for the meta-analysis model, derived from the studies’ sampling variances. The average effect of
exposure to violence across studies is plotted as a diamond at the bottom of the figure.
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Figure A17

RE Model for All Studies
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Community Leadership/Participation

Note: The figure shows a forest plot of random-effects meta-analysis results for community leadership/participation,
calculated in standard deviation units. Each square represents an estimate for one study, where square sizes are
proportional to the weights used in the meta-analysis. Studies with more observations receive a higher weight. The
figure plots 95% confidence intervals for the meta-analysis model, derived from the studies’ sampling variances. The
average effect of exposure to violence across studies is plotted as a diamond at the bottom of the figure.

39



Figure A18

RE Model for All Studies
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Trust (All types)

Note: The figure shows a forest plot of random-effects meta-analysis results for trust, calculated in standard deviation
units. Each square represents an estimate for one study, where square sizes are proportional to the weights used in
the meta-analysis. Studies with more observations receive a higher weight. The figure plots 95% confidence intervals
for the meta-analysis model, derived from the studies’ sampling variances. The average effect of exposure to violence
across studies is plotted as a diamond at the bottom of the figure.

40



Figure A19

RE Model for All Studies
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In−group Trust

Note: The figure shows a forest plot of random-effects meta-analysis results for trust in in-group members, calculated
in standard deviation units. Each square represents an estimate for one study, where square sizes are proportional to
the weights used in the meta-analysis. Studies with more observations receive a higher weight. The figure plots 95%
confidence intervals for the meta-analysis model, derived from the studies’ sampling variances. The average effect of
exposure to violence across studies is plotted as a diamond at the bottom of the figure.
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Figure A20

RE Model for All Studies
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Out−group Trust

Note: The figure shows a forest plot of random-effects meta-analysis results for trust in out-group members, cal-
culated in standard deviation units. Each square represents an estimate for one study, where square sizes are
proportional to the weights used in the meta-analysis. Studies with more observations receive a higher weight. The
figure plots 95% confidence intervals for the meta-analysis model, derived from the studies’ sampling variances. The
average effect of exposure to violence across studies is plotted as a diamond at the bottom of the figure.
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Figure A21

RE Model for All Studies
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Prosocial behavior in Experimental Games

Note: The figure shows a forest plot of random-effects meta-analysis results for prosocial behavior in experimental
games, calculated in standard deviation units. Each square represents an estimate for one study, where square sizes
are proportional to the weights used in the meta-analysis. Studies with more observations receive a higher weight.
The figure plots 95% confidence intervals for the meta-analysis model, derived from the studies’ sampling variances.
The average effect of exposure to violence across studies is plotted as a diamond at the bottom of the figure.
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Figure A22
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Prosocial towards In−group in Experimental Games

Note: The figure shows a forest plot of random-effects meta-analysis results for prosocial behavior in experimental
games towards in-group members, calculated in standard deviation units. Each square represents an estimate for one
study, where square sizes are proportional to the weights used in the meta-analysis. Studies with more observations
receive a higher weight. The figure plots 95% confidence intervals for the meta-analysis model, derived from the
studies’ sampling variances. The average effect of exposure to violence across studies is plotted as a diamond at the
bottom of the figure.
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Figure A23

RE Model for All Studies
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Prosocial towards Out−group in Experimental Games

Note: The figure shows a forest plot of random-effects meta-analysis results for prosocial behavior in experimental
games towards out-group members, calculated in standard deviation units. Each square represents an estimate for one
study, where square sizes are proportional to the weights used in the meta-analysis. Studies with more observations
receive a higher weight. The figure plots 95% confidence intervals for the meta-analysis model, derived from the
studies’ sampling variances. The average effect of exposure to violence across studies is plotted as a diamond at the
bottom of the figure.
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Figure A24

RE Model for All Studies
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Voting

Note: The figure shows a forest plot of random-effects meta-analysis results for voting, calculated in standard
deviation units. Each square represents an estimate for one study, where square sizes are proportional to the weights
used in the meta-analysis. Studies with more observations receive a higher weight. The figure plots 95% confidence
intervals for the meta-analysis model, derived from the studies’ sampling variances. The average effect of exposure
to violence across studies is plotted as a diamond at the bottom of the figure.
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Figure A25

RE Model for All Studies
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Knowledge/Interest in Politics

Note: The figure shows a forest plot of random-effects meta-analysis results for knowledge/interest in politics,
calculated in standard deviation units. Each square represents an estimate for one study, where square sizes are
proportional to the weights used in the meta-analysis. Studies with more observations receive a higher weight. The
figure plots 95% confidence intervals for the meta-analysis model, derived from the studies’ sampling variances. The
average effect of exposure to violence across studies is plotted as a diamond at the bottom of the figure.
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Table A17: Additional measures of exposure to violence
(1) (2)

Outcome (Standardized) Estimate Fixed Effects Random Effects N

A. All violence exposure (standardized)

Summary index (mean effects) Coef. 0.03*** 0.02 17
Std. Err 0.00 0.02
P-val 0.00 0.32

Social groups participation Coef. 0.05*** 0.04 11
Std. Err 0.00 0.03
P-val 0.00 0.20

Community leadership/participation Coef. 0.08*** 0.09*** 8
Std. Err 0.01 0.02
P-val 0.00 0.00

Trust Coef. -0.00 -0.02 9
Std. Err 0.00 0.04
P-val 0.48 0.66

Prosocial behavior in experimental games Coef. 0.09*** 0.10*** 15
Std. Err 0.02 0.03
P-val 0.00 0.00

Voting Coef. 0.01** -0.01 10
Std. Err 0.00 0.02
P-val 0.01 0.60

Knowledge/interest in politics Coef. 0.03*** 0.02 7
Std. Err 0.00 0.02
P-val 0.00 0.46

B. Community violence exposure (standardized)

Summary index (mean effects) Coef. 0.03*** 0.02 15
Std. Err 0.00 0.02
P-val 0.00 0.25

Social groups participation Coef. 0.05*** 0.06** 11
Std. Err 0.00 0.03
P-val 0.00 0.02

Community leadership/participation Coef. 0.08*** 0.11*** 8
Std. Err 0.01 0.03
P-val 0.00 0.00

Trust Coef. -0.00 -0.05 9
Std. Err 0.00 0.03
P-val 0.42 0.16

Prosocial behavior in experimental games Coef. 0.06*** 0.07*** 14
Std. Err 0.02 0.03
P-val 0.00 0.00

Voting Coef. 0.02*** 0.01 9
Std. Err 0.00 0.01
P-val 0.00 0.57

Knowledge/interest in politics Coef. 0.04*** 0.04** 6
Std. Err 0.00 0.02
P-val 0.00 0.01

C. Personal violence exposure (standardized)

Summary index (mean effects) Coef. -0.02* 0.01 8
Std. Err 0.01 0.03
P-val 0.08 0.70

Social groups participation Coef. 0.05*** 0.07 6
Std. Err 0.02 0.06
P-val 0.00 0.29

Community leadership/participation Coef. 0.11*** 0.11** 5
Std. Err 0.02 0.04
P-val 0.00 0.01

Trust Coef. -0.09*** -0.08 4
Std. Err 0.02 0.09
P-val 0.00 0.40

Prosocial behavior in experimental games Coef. 0.03 0.03 6
Std. Err 0.02 0.02
P-val 0.22 0.22

Voting Coef. -0.09*** -0.04 6
Std. Err 0.01 0.04
P-val 0.00 0.37

Knowledge/interest in politics Coef. -0.04** -0.04** 3
Std. Err 0.02 0.02
P-val 0.01 0.01

* p<0.10, ** p<0.05,*** p<0.01.
Note: The table reports meta-analysis results for each outcome reported in the rows. Column (1) reports results
from a fixed-effects model; Column (2) reports results from a random-effects model. The coefficient represents the
estimated population effects of exposure to violence across studies, measured in standard deviation units.
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Table A18: Meta regression analysis of reported t-statistics

Estimate Std. Err. P-value N

Social groups participation 0.02** 0.01 0.01 7
Community leadership/participation 0.03 0.01 0.17 4

Trust 0.01 0.02 0.47 5
Prosocial behavior in experimental games 0.25*** 0.03 0.00 16

Voting 0.00 0.00 0.53 5
knowledge/interest in politics 0.04 0.02 0.18 4

* p<0.10, ** p<0.05,*** p<0.01.
Note: The Table reports meta regression analysis (Stanley and Jarrell, 1989) results of reported t-values, for each
outcome reported in the rows. The coefficient represents the estimated population effects of exposure to violence
across studies, adjusted for the dispersion of the data underlying each study. N reflects the number of studies/games
analyzed for each outcome.
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Table A19: Including exposure to crime violence

(1) (2)
Outcome (Standardized) Estimate Fixed Effects Random Effects

Summary index (mean effects) Coef. 0.08*** 0.08***
Std. Err 0.00 0.02
P-val 0.00 0.00

Social groups participation Coef. 0.11*** 0.13**
Std. Err 0.00 0.06
P-val 0.00 0.03

Community leadership/participation Coef. 0.17*** 0.19**
Std. Err 0.00 0.07
P-val 0.00 0.01

Trust (all) Coef. -0.01** -0.04
Std. Err 0.00 0.08
P-val 0.01 0.60

Trust (in-group) Coef. -0.01*** 0.02
Std. Err 0.00 0.04
P-val 0.00 0.50

Trust (out-group) Coef. 0.00 -0.06
Std. Err 0.00 0.09
P-val 0.89 0.53

Prosocial behavior in experimental games (all) Coef. 0.17*** 0.18***
Std. Err 0.02 0.05
P-val 0.00 0.00

Prosocial behavior in experimental games (in-group) Coef. 0.25*** 0.24***
Std. Err 0.02 0.04
P-val 0.00 0.00

Prosocial behavior in experimental games (out-group) Coef. 0.04 0.04
Std. Err 0.04 0.04
P-val 0.30 0.30

Voting Coef. 0.00 -0.00
Std. Err 0.00 0.03
P-val 0.50 0.99

Knowledge/interest in politics Coef. 0.08*** 0.07**
Std. Err 0.00 0.03
P-val 0.00 0.03

* p<0.10, ** p<0.05,*** p<0.01.
Note: The Table reports meta-analysis results for each outcome reported in the rows. Column (1) reports results
from a fixed-effects model; Column (2) reports results from a random-effects model. The coefficient represents the
estimated population effects of exposure to violence across studies, measured in standard deviation units. This
analysis includes exposure to crime violence.
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