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Abstract

Non-family-based institutions for socializing young people may play a vital role in creating close-knit, inclu-
sive communities. We study the potential for youth camps—integrating rituals, sports, and civics training—to
strengthen intergroup cohesion. We randomly assigned 412 Hindu and Muslim adolescent boys, from West Ben-
gal, India, either to two-week camps or to a pure control arm. To isolate mechanisms, we cross-randomized
collective rituals (such as singing the national anthem, wearing uniforms, chanting support during matches, and
dancing synchronously), and the intensity of intergroup contact. We find that camps reduce ingroup bias, increase
willingness to interact with outgroup members, and enhance psychological well-being. Different camp elements
account for these positive effects. However, against expectations, rituals boosted well-being for the Hindu ma-
jority group but had no impact on intergroup relations, while intergroup contact backfired, particularly for the
majority. Our findings demonstrate that inclusive youth camps may be a powerful tool for bridging deep social

divides. But we also highlight the challenges in crafting optimal integrative camps that benefit all groups.
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1 Introduction

A large portion of childhood development occurs outside the household, in spaces that bring together young people of
roughly the same age, but from different families. In some cases, the explicit goal of such institutions is to encourage
children to build bonds, learn social skills, and imbibe norms. In other cases, socialization is a byproduct of having
children mix together and engage in structured activities. Although they take on myriad forms, these agents of
socialization are similar in harnessing tools of peer interaction, persuasion and indoctrination, and public ceremonies
and rituals. For example, public education systems play a key role not only in human capital formation, but in
molding values and transmitting social expectations (Alan et al., 2021; Bandiera et al., 2019; Paglayan, 2022). The
scouting movement is estimated to have over 50 million members worldwide, while residential summer programs

serve 26 million American children each year.'

Ethnic groups in Eastern Africa initiate minors into “age sets,”
leading individuals to feel a greater sense of obligation to their cohort than their kin (Moscona and Seck, 2022).
A rite of passage for teenage boys on Nias Island, Indonesia involves joint training for the hombo batu: jumping
over a two-meter high monolith to signal courage and commitment to the tribe (Fitri and Purba, 2023). By shaping
children’s behaviors, emotions, and patterns of interacting with others, these non-family-based institutions may be
crucial for forging close-knit communities and integrated nations.

To what extent can youth socialization programs give rise to inclusive behaviors and worldviews in adolescents?
What components of these multi-faceted interventions matter most in the socialization process? We study the po-
tential for youth camps to strengthen intergroup cohesion in deeply divided societies. Youth camps are strikingly
common and have long been used to shape children’s moral character, often at vast scale. By the 1980s, the Soviet
Union hosted 10 million children each year in Young Pioneers and Komsomol camps whose goal was to “educate
the fearless, brave, joyful fighters” to the cause of Marxist-Leninism (Grzybowski, 2017, 72). Sports camps were
central to childhood experiences in Mussolini’s Italy (Vescovi, 2004); at the camps of the Opera Nazionale Balilla,
“enthusiasm runs high ... and [an] atmosphere of religious devotion to the revolution prevails” (Cox, 1935, 269).>
Youth camps have also been used to promote integration. The European Union has invested over €8 million in
the T:BUC Programme in Northern Ireland; its camps “are about challenging historic positions, encouraging debate
and discussion and providing a way for young people to ... build longer term relationships” that span sectarian

cleavages.’

l“World organization of the scout movement,” shorturl.at/hpzP2; and “Why diversity, equity, and inclusion matters at camp,” American
Camp Association, shorturl.at/BDHXY.

ZInfamously, a “Hitler Youth generation” was forged in the weekend camps of Nazi Germany, with 90% of the country’s children enrolled
in the Hitlerjugend organization by the start of the Second World War.

3Executive Office of Northern Irleand, “T:BUC Camps Programme,” shorturl.at/ceCD7. Further, according to a 2004 survey, 39% of
teenagers in the United States had attended a religious summer camp (Smith and Denton, 2009, 54).



Several features of youth camps make them a promising means of reducing bias and fostering social togetherness.
First, camps showcase collective rituals—synchronized and repeated actions or speech, frequently imbued with
symbolism—which classic work in sociology suggests are conducive to building shared identity among participants
(Durkheim, 1912; Turner, 1977; Henrich, 2020). Despite this, we know of no experimental attempts to use rituals to
reduce group divisions in the wild. Second, ethnically mixed camps bring children into close collaborative contact
with ethnic outgroups, which can improve intergroup relations (Allport, 1954; Lowe, 2021). Third, programmatic
content at camps can be tailored to advance inclusive ideas. Such content can be delivered persuasively in front
of captive audiences of impressionable young people. In principle, therefore, youth camps offer a potent mix of
remedies for mending social rifts.

We implemented a randomized controlled trial in West Bengal, India that leverages each of the key elements
of camps just described, and parses their relative contributions. Reflecting an India-wide trend, religious tensions
between Hindus and Muslims have been increasingly strained in the district of our study. We randomly assigned
412 boys aged 13 to 18, from low-income Hindu and Muslim families, to one of two 12-day camps featuring team
sports, lectures and discussions on democracy and diversity, and other fun activities, or to a pure control arm. One
of the two camps also incorporated ritual elements borrowed from real-world camps—such as singing the national
anthem, reciting a pledge, wearing uniforms, chanting support during sports matches, and dancing in unison. The
camps were intensive for participants. Each camp provided a total of 48 hours of activities, organized by a team of
28 dedicated staff, recruited via a rigorous selection process. Compliance was high, with camp attendance averaging
87%. We administered a follow-up survey four to seven weeks after the camps had concluded, with a focus on social
preferences, willingness to interact with outgroup members, national self-identification, prejudicial and political
attitudes, and psychological well-being.

We begin by considering the overall effects of children’s participation in the camps vis-a-vis the pure control.
For the two families of outcomes looking at behaviors, we find strong evidence that camps improved Hindu-Muslim
relations. Campers score 0.19¢ higher on our index of prosocial preferences (p < 0.01), primarily capturing a
0.280 reduction in ingroup bias in donations to strangers in a pair of dictator games. Campers also score 0.30
higher on our index of willingness to interact with the religious outgroup (p < 0.01). Breaking that result down,
we see that camps more than double the number of enduring outgroup friendships. Control participants have only
one in 25 outgroup friends, even though one in three of their classmates are outgroup members. Camps further
boost children’s enthusiasm to engage with outgroup strangers. We organized a later social event billed as “an hour
or two playing board games and other activities” with one other boy. Willingness to pay to attend the event with

a stranger bearing an outgroup-sounding name—elicited using the Becker—DeGroot—Marschak method—was 43%



higher among participants assigned to a camp instead of the control arm. Taken alongside the dictator game result,
this demonstrates that the camps induced positive behaviors toward members of religious outgroups who had nothing
to do with the study itself.

Beyond social preferences and behaviors, the camps were psychologically beneficial. Campers report being
happier, less depressed on a standard PHQ-8 scale, and more satisfied with their social lives than non-campers at
endline—amounting to a 0.18c¢ improvement on a well-being index summarizing those three components (p < 0.01).
These effects are noteworthy since the camps were not set up to target well-being specifically, nor did we organize
any events between the last day of the camps and the two-month endline. With that said, the psychological effects are
heterogeneous: they are larger for Hindus than Muslims (0.250 versus 0.060, p = 0.12 for the estimated difference).
The divergent effects of camp rituals explain this heterogeneity, as we discuss below.

We find no measurable impacts of camps on self-reported attitudes. 22% of control participants say that they
would be willing to marry an outgroup member when they are older, while 73% say that they would support giving
citizenship to an outgroup member. Camp assignment did not affect these views, nor did it shift approval of polar-
izing politicians, attitudes towards foreigners from countries where outgroups are in the majority, or beliefs about
the value of democracy as a system of government. Additionally, the camps did not make children more likely to
embrace a composite national identity, as measured by both a self-reported and incentivized choice of national over
religious identity. While the camps improve everyday social relations, they do not alter young people’s more abstract
perceptions of an outgroup or their sense of nationhood.* This finding is consonant with recent prejudice-reduction
interventions shown to shape behaviors but not attitudes (Paluck et al. 2021).

Camps are bundled interventions. To isolate mechanisms, we cross-randomized collective rituals (across the
two camp arms), and the intensity of intergroup contact, through random assignment to teams with five Hindus and
five Muslims, or teams with eight Hindus and two Muslims (the former being high-contact for Hindus, the latter
being high-contact for Muslims). We exploit quasi-experimental variation in individuals’ day-to-day attendance to
understand the impact of the civic education modules. Three sets of findings emerge from these additional analyses.

First, boys in the ritual camp expressed greater shared identity with other campers (relative to those in the regular
camp), as well as more pride, and more excitement—but only while the camps were ongoing, and only in the second
week of the camps. Perhaps more importantly, rituals boosted the well-being of Hindus but not Muslims at endline
(p = 0.06 for the estimated difference in effects), fully explaining the heterogeneous well-being effects of the camps

by religion. As a possible explanation, we find evidence that rituals rouse the majority group (Hindus) but alienate the

4To test for the overall effects of the camps, and to allay multiple hypothesis testing concerns, we carry out an omnibus randomization
inference-based test (Young, 2018), restricting only to the outcome indexes for the four families of outcomes we pre-specified as primary
outcomes (social preferences, willingness to interact, national identity, and attitudes). We confidently reject the null hypothesis that neither
of the camps had an impact on these four outcome indexes (p = 0.004).



minority (Muslims). In particular, rituals increase Hindus’ self-reported quality of social life and their “willingness
to do anything for the campers,” but reduce camp attendance for Muslims. However, while rituals evoked different
emotional reactions from campers, they did not change intergroup behaviors. Endline outcomes in the ritual camp
are statistically indistinguishable from those in the regular camp for all four outcome indexes concerning intergroup
relations. Thus, the panoply of rituals that are so characteristic of youth socialization efforts do not account for
camps’ unifying effects in our experiment, a result that goes against findings on rituals’ (mostly short-term) impacts
in psychology and anthropology (reviewed in Xygalatas 2022).

Second, intergroup contact appears to explain the camps’ effects on outgroup friendships at endline, but not
effects on other behaviors. In fact, there are signs that greater contact backfired. Campers assigned to teams with
more outgroup members are less likely to endorse an inclusive national identity than those assigned to low-contact
teams (-0.210, p = 0.03). High contact also reduces willingness to interact with an outgroup stranger (-0.220,
p = 0.07). The negative contact effects we observe—the first of their kind in the literature on collaborative contact
(Paluck et al. 2018; Clochard 2022)—are driven by Hindus. Consistently, we also see Hindu-Muslim heterogeneity
in the effects of high outgroup exposure during the camp. Whereas Hindus tend to report more negative experiences
and have lower camp attendance when in high-contact teams, Muslims, if anything, report more positive experiences.
In this setting, the minority are happier with integration than the majority, a finding that we did not predict in
advance.’

Lastly, while rituals bolstered psychological well-being among the majority-group participants and contact led
to more outgroup friendships, we find suggestive evidence that programmatic content matters most for social pref-
erences. Since the daily activities schedule was not announced to campers in advance, an individual’s presence or
absence on lecture days, conditional on overall attendance, is unlikely to reflect self-selection—a claim we corrobo-
rate with balance checks. We find that attending an additional lecture day substantially increases scores on the social
preference index, indicating that the camp curriculum helped convince campers of the merits of social inclusion.

Camps, in summary, are potent along some dimensions: they mold social preferences, increase willingness to
interact with outgroup members, and increase psychological well-being. We document that at least three features of
camps contribute to these treatment effects. Yet, the impact of these features varies by religion: rituals strengthen
well-being effects for the majority but not the minority, while contact backfires more for the majority than the
minority. The results underscore the challenges in running optimal integrative camps that benefit all groups, and

may help to explain the success of exclusionary nationalistic movements — in particular, our results suggest that a

3To explore whether the negative effects of contact can be muted by other features of camps, we test for complementarity between
intergroup contact and rituals. We find a positive interaction effect for social preferences, though little evidence of an interaction effect for the
specific outcomes negatively affected by contact. Thus, collective rituals appear to somewhat mediate the effects of contact, though without
overturning the negative effects.



Hindu-only camp would be more effective at building the national identity of Hindus than a mixed Hindu-Muslim
camp.

We make several contributions. First, we estimate and unbundle the effects of a key tool for youth socialization
outside of the family: youth camps. Related work focuses on the value-shaping effects of new curricula in schools
(Cantoni et al., 2017; Alan et al., 2021; Dhar et al., 2022), though not the value-shaping effects of schooling relative
to no schooling. Our focus on camps is also inspired by an older tradition in social psychology that uses camps and
clubs to understand intergroup relations. Lewin et al. (1939) manipulate the “social climate” of groups of children
and measures aggressive behavior, while Sherif (1956) uses teams formed as part of summer camps to show that
collaborating to solve common problems reduces intergroup conflict. While these papers compare outcomes among
campers, we know of no experimental test comparing intergroup relations of campers with those of non-campers.®’

Second, we investigate the effects of rituals on real-world intergroup relations for the first time, inspired by
correlational and lab experimental claims that rituals promote prosociality, cooperation, and shared identity (Sosis
and Ruffle 2003; Wiltermuth and Heath 2009; Xygalatas et al. 2013; Chwe 2013). Our ritual treatment is highly
intensive, including 20 distinct rituals, with some having symbolic meaning, and with many repeated daily. In line
with non-experimental evidence on the positive effects of extreme rituals on well-being (Xygalatas et al. 2019), we
find evidence of positive effects of rituals on psychological well-being for the majority Hindu group. Nevertheless,
rituals do not affect intergroup relations over and above the effects of the regular camp. While we find secular rituals
to have limited effects, it may be that religious rituals are more potent. For example, Butinda et al. (2023) show that
traditional African spells change the risk of theft perceived by beer sellers in the Democratic Republic of Congo,
leading them to make higher profits.

Third, we make one optimistic and one pessimistic contribution to the literature on intergroup contact. On the
optimistic side, where recent contact studies have found limited or no “generalized” effects on behaviors towards
outgroup strangers (Scacco and Warren (2018); Mousa (2020), though see Rao (2019) for large generalized effects),
our camps’ effects on social preferences and willingness to interact generalize. On the more pessimistic side, we are
the first to find negative effects of additional collaborative intergroup contact (Paluck et al., 2018; Clochard, 2022),

revising downward somewhat our confidence in team-based contact interventions.> We also contribute methodolog-

Using a difference-in-differences design, Ditlmann and Samii (2016) find mixed effects of a Jewish and Arab-Palestinian sports-only
peace camp on attitudes. Green and Wong (2009) experimentally test how participation in racially heterogeneous (compared to racially
homogenous) wilderness expedition groups affects intergroup tolerance, but, like Mousa (2020), do not include a pure control group. Lowe
(2021) includes a pure control group, but estimates effects of a cricket league, rather than a multi-faceted youth camp.

"Beyond camps, we connect to evidence that cross-ethnic, national integration can be achieved through shared experiences (Depetris-
Chauvin et al., 2020), interregional contact (Okunogbe, 2023; Bagues and Roth, 2023), radio propaganda (Blouin and Mukand, 2019), and
state-led language and education policies (Miguel, 2004; Carlitz et al., 2022).

8Enos (2014) finds negative effects of exposure to people speaking a different language on Boston commuter trains, but such contact is
not collaborative.



ically by characterizing the contemporaneous emotional effects of contact for the first time.

2 Context

Hindu-Muslim relations in India. 80% of India’s population identify as Hindu and 14% identify as Muslim.
Deep-rooted social divisions exist between the two groups. Muslims are subject to discrimination (Gaikwad and
Nellis, 2021), and lag behind Hindus in literacy, consumption, housing, access to credit, and social mobility (Gov-
ernment of India, 2006; Asher et al., 2023). Muslims live disproportionately in India’s towns and cities, where
they are residentially segregated and victims of periodic communal conflict (Adukia et al., 2022; Wilkinson, 2006).
Hindu-Muslim divisions have been documented to lower firm output (Ghosh, 2022). The rise of the Bharatiya Janata
Party (BJP) in national politics from 2014 onward has coincided with an increase in hate speech and vigilante attacks

against Muslims (Jaffrelot, 2021).

Study site. Our experiment took place in Barasat, a city in West Bengal, eastern India. Three sets of social and
political facts about the region helped motivate the decision to field the intervention there.

First, the district in which the city is located—North 24 Parganas—has experienced worsening intergroup rela-
tions in recent years (Nath and Chowdhury, 2019). The district borders Bangladesh, and group tensions have been
exacerbated by nativist perceptions that the regional ruling party, the Trinamool Congress (TMC), gives preferential
treatment to Muslim migrants who enter India illegally (Chakrabarty and Jha, 2022). Since 2010, there has been a
series of Hindu-Muslim riots, leading to internet shutdowns to curb violence. Young men have figured prominently
in the clashes.’ These localized incidents mirror increasing intolerance in West Bengal as a whole. In a large attitu-
dinal survey carried out in 2019-20, 44% of Hindu and Muslim respondents in the state said they would be unwilling
to accept a neighbor from the other religion, 96% reported that all or most of their friends shared the same religious
background as themselves, and 93% considered communal violence to be a “very big” or “moderately big” problem
(Appendix Figure S1).

Second, Hindu nationalist organizations have grown rapidly in North 24 Parganas, anecdotally contributing to—
and benefiting from—declining social trust there. The average vote share received by BJP candidates in races for the
West Bengal state assembly nearly quadrupled between 2016 and 2021 (Appendix Figure S2, Panel (i)). Affiliates of

the Hindu nationalist family of organizations, the Sangh Parivar, advocate a muscular version of Hinduism and have

9For instance, disturbances broke out across North 24 Parganas in 2017 after a 17-year-old student wrote a viral Facebook post regarded
as insulting to Islam (Purakayastha, 2018). “Bands of youngsters” responded with mob violence (“West Bengal: Communal riots break
out in North 24 Parganas after controversial Facebook post,” Scroll.in, July 4, 2017, shorturl.at/mRX34). This created “fertile ground for
religious polarisation” (Amit Bhardwaj, “How the ghost of the Baduria-Basirhat communal riots is polarising polls in West Bengal,” Caravan
Magazine, April 16, 2021).



led provocative processions through Muslim neighborhoods during religious festivals (Roy, 2017). The expansion
of the Hindu right is especially “visible in the [lower-caste] SC, ST and OBC dominated areas of South and North
24 Parganas” where “the Sangh Parivar campaigns against the Left and the Trinamool, accusing them of pursuing
minority appeasement policies” (Kanungo, 2015, 65).

Third, the religious demography of North 24 Parganas is quite representative of West Bengal overall. About
26% of the district’s population is Muslim (Appendix Figure S2, Panel (iii)). It is the most populous district of
West Bengal and forms part of Kolkata’s surrounding industrial belt, with 58% of residents designated as urban.'®
Poverty is relatively low, with 10% of the district population being classified as multidimensionally poor (compared
to the West Bengal average of 28%; see Appendix Figure S2, Panel (ii)), although we recruited from low-income

neighborhoods within Barasat.

Youth camps, and ideas of India. Camps have been central to elite attempts to instill both inclusive and exclu-
sionary ideologies among India’s young people.

Daily camps—shakhas, or “branches”—form the backbone of the Rashtriya Swayamsevak Sangh (RSS), a mil-
itant Hindu nationalist movement of five million members, founded in 1925.'" Shakhas are early-morning training
sessions held in parade grounds across the country. The gatherings, which are male-only,'? were conceived as “the
preeminent site through which to cultivate virtuous Hindus,” using both intellectual (baudhik) and physical (sharirik)
instruction (Valiani, 2010, 78). Shakhas consist of 5 to 100 participants, disproportionately secondary school and
college students.'> Symbolism and collective rituals abound. Sessions begin with the hoisting of the bhagwa dhwayj,
a double pennant saffron flag. Attendees wear identical uniforms. “[E]xercises are done in unison, under the com-
mand of a drill leader who barks out orders ... The point of the RSS drill is to discipline through coordinated
movement” (Alter, 1994, 565 and 576). In the words of one observer, “[m]any apolitical boys are first attracted to
the shakhas because of the many games, sports and exercises that form the daily ritual, and are then slowly politi-
cised ... into the ideology of Hindutva.”'# Prominent BJP politicians, including the current Prime Minister, Home
Minister, and Defense Minister of India, all attended shakhas in their youth.

5

At the other end of the political spectrum is the Popular Front of India (PFI), a militant Islamist organization.'

Established in 2006, its declared mission was to empower those facing socio-economic, political, and cultural de-

19Census of India 2011, District Census Handbook, North Twenty Four Parganas, bit.ly/3KeGOLA4.

'L auren Frayer and Furkan Latif Khan, “The powerful group shaping the rise Of Hindu nationalism In India,” National Public Radio,
shorturl.at/glw18.

I2The RSS has a “sister” organization, the Rashtra Sevika Samiti, for women.

3Participants break out into smaller groups (gata) according to age. Each gata is assigned a gatanayak and a shishak (teacher), who
arrange games and lead discussions on Hindu nationalist ideas and doctrine, “a regular feature of the shakha” (Andersen and Damle, 1987,
85).

14Manini Chatterjee, “Repackaging the RSS,” Indian Express, March 16, 2003.

15<“PFI ban: What is the Popular Front of India and why has India outlawed it?” BBC News, September 28, 2022.



privation. But it was also seen as an extremist group set up to counter the RSS.!® The PFI recruited boys aged 15
and above. Like the RSS, participants wore uniforms and performed drills in public spaces.!” Allegations that the
PFI was organizing camps that radicalized Muslim youth culminated the group’s being banned by the Government
of India.'®

Youth camps have also been used to foster pluralism. During the Nehruvian era—in the 1950s and early 1960s—
the Planning Commission, under the auspices of the Bharat Sevak Samaj (BSS), organized over 10,000 camps fo-
cused on village development and eradicating “the bias of caste, creed, religion and untouchability” (quoted in
Wilkinson, 2023, 67-8). Unlike RSS shakhas, these camps brought young volunteers into sustained, collaborative
contact with unfamiliar outgroups, through joint labor on public works and social welfare schemes. India’s first pres-
ident inaugurated one BSS camp by exhorting campers to “develop a broad outlook at a liberal attitude” (Wilkinson,
2023, 68). Contemporary camps have followed this lead. The National Cadet Corps (NCC), which runs Ek Bharat,
Shreshtha Bharat (“National Integration Camp”), aims to build camaraderie between young Indians from different
geographic regions. A Chennai-based NGO, Pudiyador, operates Bridging the Gaps, which draws together groups
of about 120 children between the ages of 12 and 16 from varied social backgrounds. Activities at their residential
camps include an ultimate frisbee league, plus “workshops in art, movement, gender awareness and teamwork”;
coaches “work hard to build a strong team identity irrespective of [cultural or language] barriers,” creating t-shirts
with diversity-affirming logos and team names.'”
In short, youth camps have been a significant part of India’s socio-political, cultural, and national evolution,

speaking to the naturalism of our intervention.

3 Experiment design and intervention

3.1 Sampling

The recruitment stage took one month to complete. Enumerators went door-to-door in low-income wards in Barasat
municipality soliciting interest from households. Recruiters provided families with information about the study
and the camps, which were advertised as extra-curricular youth camps featuring sports and civic education. We
highlighted that the camps would be free of charge to participants and would be held during the upcoming school

holidays. To be eligible to participate, potential subjects had to be male and between the ages of 13 and 18. We

16Bjsmee Taskin, “Eighteen & disenchanted—why a college student, now a successful Delhi lawyer, joined PFL” Print, September 29,
2022.

17Ramesh Babu, “The story of Popular Front of India and reason behind its growth,” The Hindu, Jan 29, 2020.

18<India bans Muslim group PFI for alleged ‘terror’ links,” Al Jazeera, September 28, 2002

19Shweta Padmanaban, “Bridging the gaps ... through ultimate frisbee,” Medium, June 6, 2015, shorturl.at/cjORT.



limited recruitment to one child per household to avoid spillovers. To ensure high outgroup exposure for Hindu camp
participants, we oversampled Muslims relative to their local population share (34% in the sample versus 26% in the
district). If a boy wished to take part in the camps and his parents agreed, the child and one parent were asked to give
informed consent, and to complete a baseline survey. The consent script stated that the purpose of the study was “to
understand how participating in youth activities camps shapes the behaviors and attitudes of male adolescents.” To
avoid researcher demand effects, we did not mention the study’s focus on inter-religious group relations. Finally, to
screen boys on commitment to actually attend the camps, the end of the baseline survey instructed the boy to come
to a specific location on a specific day, accompanied by a parent, to finalize their enrollment. The 412 boys who

attended one of these “randomization days” were then entered into the final sample to be randomized.

Summary statistics. 75% of parents report a monthly household income between Rs. 5,000 and 15,000, or roughly
2 to 6 USD per day. Muslim and Hindu parents report average Narendra Modi (India’s current Prime Minister)
feeling thermometer scores of 45/100 and 66/100 respectively. Muslims and Hindu boys are similarly polarized,
reporting average scores of 47/100 and 65/100. Boys’ and their parents’ trust levels and political attitudes are
strongly positively correlated (Appendix Figure S3), hinting at the intergenerational transmission of values.

While we recruited boys aged 13 to 18, our recruits skew young: 73% are aged 13 to 15, with the remaining
27% aged 16 to 18. 16% of the boys report having attended a camp in the past, with these past camps most often
being sports-oriented. Finally, Muslims report more school exposure to Hindus than vice versa, consistent with their
population shares: Hindus report the Muslim share of classmates as 26% on average, while for Muslims the share of

Hindu classmates is 39%. We report other summary statistics in Appendix Table S1.

3.2 Treatment conditions

Camp-level treatments. We randomized at the child level, assigning 412 boys to one of three main treatment arms
(see Appendix Figure S4 for timeline and randomization details). We stratified the randomization on religion (Hindu
versus Muslim), randomization day attended (early versus late), and responses to the feeling thermometer score for

Narendra Modi (above- versus below-median). The treatment arms are:

1. Regular Camp (N = 120): Boys in this group were invited to attend a 12-day youth camp that had four main
elements: (i) lectures and discussions on Indian history and government, (ii) a ten-a-side soccer tournament,
and other sports, (iii) dancing lessons, and (iv) a street theater workshop and performance. A meal was

provided everyday. Campers met for four hours per day, for a total of 48 hours of activities (see Appendix

10



Table S2 for the camp schedule).?’

2. Ritual Camp (N = 120): This camp closely mirrored the regular camp—the daily roster of activities was
exactly the same—but incorporated additional ritual elements, explained below. To avoid confounding venue
effects, we held the ritual camp in the same location as the regular camp. To avoid spillovers from one camp
to the other, on any given day, one camp met in the morning, and the other met in the afternoon. To avoid
confounding time-of-day effects, the assignment of the morning and afternoon slots alternated between the

two camps each day.

3. Control (N = 172): Participants assigned to the control group did not get to attend either camp. To prevent
disappointment, we told boys in the control group that a sports day would be organized for them at a later
date. Ultimately, we held the sports day two and a half months after the study camps had concluded, shortly
after all endlines were taken. We invited both the campers and the control participants to attend. At endline,
we asked participants in the control group how often they did different activities during the two weeks of the
camps. The three most common responses were: (i) playing sports (84% answered ‘“Many times”), (ii) taking
part in religious activities (34% answered “Many times”), and (iii) doing school work (27% answered “Many

times”).

Implementation of camp activities. We hired professionals to conduct each core camp activity. Teachers with
relevant experience instructing teenagers (and recruited through an interview process) delivered lectures on Indian
history and government (see overview in Appendix Section C.3), soccer coaches supervised stretching and exercises
and refereed the matches, dance instructors taught dance moves, and finally street theater artists performed a play
and ran a theater workshop. The same set of instructors conducted the activities in both camps, keeping the content

and messaging of the activities identical.

Rituals treatment. Adapting slightly the definitions of anthropologists and psychologists (Hobson et al., 2018),
we conceptualize collective rituals as sets of actions that are (i) rigid, (ii) repetitive, (iii) sometimes symbolic and/or
with pre-existing meaning, (iv) casually opaque (i.e., it is not clear why the ritual would deliver a certain outcome),
and (v) carried out in groups, usually in a coordinated and synchronous fashion. While some lab experiments aim to
isolate specific aspects of rituals—for example, synchrony or repetition (Wiltermuth and Heath, 2009; Hobson et al.,
2017)—we intentionally designed our ritual treatment to be bundled and intensive, covering the full gamut of ritual-

istic features. We introduced 20 distinct rituals to the ritual camp (described in Table 1, photos in Appendix Figure

20By contrast, the cricket league intervention in Lowe (2021) had participants play up to eight matches, for only five to ten hours in total.
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S5), including the joint recitation of a camp pledge, coordinated dancing and singing, and daily flag ceremonies. For
most of the ritual elements, there is a corresponding placebo in the regular camp. The goal of the placebo activities
is to ensure that we hold three features constant across the two camps: (i) the extent of contact with other campers
and teammates, (ii) the information communicated, and (iii) the approximate length of the activities. However, it is
important to note that the rituals introduce distinct aspects that aren’t mirrored by the placebo activities: they require
coordination among groups, utilize repetition for emphasis, incorporate symbolism to enrich the conveyed message,
and create a sense of synchrony among participants. EX post, one advantage of the bundled treatment is that our null
effects on intergroup relations are more stark: they cannot easily be explained as due to our rituals missing ritualistic

features present in past studies.

Contact treatments. We randomized those assigned to the camps into teams of ten, stratifying on religion (Hindu
versus Muslim) and camp type (Ritual versus Regular). The teams were a central part of the camp experience.
Boys played soccer in these teams; they also ate meals together, sat at desks together during the lectures, danced
together, and stood together during the daily flag hoisting. Given our interest in the effects of integrative camps, we
did not form any religiously homogeneous teams. Instead, we randomly formed six teams with five Hindus and five
Muslims (high contact for Hindus, low contact for Muslims), and six teams with eight Hindus and two Muslims (low
contact for Hindus, high contact for Muslims), in each camp. This cross-cutting randomization allows us to test for

the effect of more versus less inter-religious, collaborative contact.

3.3 Overview of outcomes

Measures taken during the camps. We administered two sets of daily measures during the camps. First, all
campers completed a “measurement card” at the end of each day (see Appendix Figure S6). The card includes four
questions measuring (i) happiness at the camp today (0 = most sad face, to 4 = most happy face), (ii) feelings of
identity fusion with the other boys at the camp (as used by Swann et al. 2009, from 0 = circles for “You” and “Other
Campers” are separated, to 4 = circles are fully overlapping), (iii) the number of teammates considered close friends
(0t0 9), and (iv) boredom versus excitement at the camp today (1 = very bored, to 10 = very excited). Second, each
day we randomly selected 12 boys from each camp to complete a longer survey. We use these outcomes less often
(given the loss of precision that comes from surveying only a subsample of campers), and describe them when they

appear for analysis.

Endline measures. We administered the endline between four and seven weeks after the camps had concluded,

with the median respondent completing the survey 5.9 weeks later. Surveyors revisited the experimental sample

12



uonnadoy ‘AuoIyouls
‘UOTRUIPIOO)) ‘WSI[OqUIAS

KuoryouAg ‘vonnodoy ‘uoneurpioo)

KuoryouAg ‘vonnodoy ‘uoneuIpIo0))

KUuoIyoukg ‘wsIoquAs

KuoxyouAg ‘vonnodoy ‘uoneurpioo)

KUOIYOUAS ‘UOnBUIPIOO))

wisIoquAS

UOeUIPIOO))

AUOIYIUAS ‘UOTJBUIPIOOD)

KUOIYOUAS ‘UOTJBUIPIOO))

KUOIYOUAS ‘UOTJBUIPIOO))

UuoneUIPIO0))

uonnadoy ‘uoneurpioo)

uonnadoy ‘AuoIyouls

uonnadoy ‘AuoIyouig

KUuoIyoukg ‘wstoquAs

KUuoIyoukg ‘wsIoquAis

uonnadoy ‘AuoIyouig ‘wsoquikg

UONRUIPIOO)) ‘WSI[OqUIAS

uonnaday ‘AUoIyouAg ‘uoneurpIoo)

pokerd st
9101, ouedoys OIIPUOTA OINJA] SUOS Y} PUE JUD) AU} UI PAJLSS UTRWAI [

uonINNU UO JUAUOD dwes oY) Junuasaid A[[enpIAIPUT PIAJOAUT SONTANOY

11 ur ayedronied jou pip pue Kefd oy) payojem srodure)

Qrewrwued) € yim Tyyer aSueyoxe Ajdwrs syuedronied ‘01nod] oy 10y
UreIjoI Pue [[ed OU ‘JUJU0d JWES

Surouep
9[A1$-991F Op UQY) $1030NNSUI ddUBP AQ soaow douep Jy3ne) srodwe)

sIozIue310 Aq Pajdd[[0d
QIe S)0[[eq ‘s10[[eq JIY) drew A[)109s srodwred ‘sayoaads QAIS sarepipue)

QUON

QUON

QUON

QUON

QUON
QUON
SOA[OSWAY) SAYDIAMS

oy} op pue asIngsIp 0) sroduwred S[[o} PUe SAYIJANS SAJLNSUOLIP (oL

ysim Koy se 189 pue pooj 109[[0d sredwre)

soATesway) 03 a3pa[d dures oy Jo sprom pear Apuorrs sroduwe)
SOA[OSWAY) 0} WAYIUL [BUONEU JO SpIom peal A[juafis siodwe)

(o[0110 ou) yojem srodwed se  pury ref, sAes pue Sep sosIel 10Jonnsuf

ysim Koy se ssaIp s1odured uroyun oN

UONLAIdSqO AQ A[JUS[IS 90URPUSYIE dYe) SI0JoNIsu|

RIPUJ J0J SI93YD 1Y) SAIT pue J[OIId [[NJ B OIUI ISO[O U] P[AY Y}

JO 9pIS JOYI0 pIeMO] QUI [[N] B SB SuD{[em A[MO[s J[Iym [0, ouedoyS OIIPUOIA] OIINIA SUIS [[B SIAYSL] WOPaI]
SBIPU] SULIOQUISWIAI “QUI[IS SAINUIW dUO IOYIAZ0) PAO0] SwiIe ‘dur] Suof ut pools dwe)) :Auowardd JuIsor) 07
pooJ snonLynu pue Ayeay

3unea Jo WAy} AY) PUNOIB PIAJOAI SAWEST Y} ¢19Y)930) SuruUNI pue ‘suUoo[[eq Yim Ureyd uewny e SuruLioy Ioya3o)
SJUQUWIOAOW SNOUOIYOUAS Surwrojrod paajoaur Jey) sowes Jo soL1ds e ur pojedionied siodwe)) :sowes 10jeay ], "6
(90U0) sI010® AY)

£q pa[ ‘osuodsax pue [[eos ySnoayy Aejd oy ur pejedionred pue ‘sjsnie oy) punote 9[oId e ur Jes srodured <Sisrae 10jeay)
100ms Teuorssajoxd Aq powrojrad Arryreay Sures jo eouelrodwr oy uo Aefd e payojem siodwre)) :Kerd 10ong g1
(dwres Surmp 95u0) SIYYET JOYI0 YOrd 1) UY) ‘[enLr

depo e woyied ‘(orewwued) e yyim) sired ur pue)s syuedronted cuonmnred s, jeSuog jsurede 3sajo1d 0) pue ‘SwISNA pue
SNPUTH U09M}2q AJun pue ISuams Jo MOys © Se Ueypueqeysyey] Ioj [[es s,2105e], Inoqe Jysne) sredure)) STeY L]
(sAep 21m29) sjutod

A [nsut 0} (,-ow Joyje Jeadar ouoAIons,,) ureljor dnoid pue [[e0 sasn I9Yora) ‘saIniod] Sulng TUTeIaI pue [[8) 9
(sAep

douep) uostun ur dured sjoym e se seduep oY) wogiad pue (drsnw 03 13s) SAOUEP JO 19s © Jy3ne) srodwe)) ddoueq G
(dwed jo pus pue 1e)s) , AOLIOOWAP I0J SIAAYD 1Y), IAIS PUB X0q JO[[Bq © Ul SJO[[Bq

1SBD 0] QUI SUO[ B UI J[qUIISSE U} ‘SIO[[BQq JIoY) YTew A[)010ds s1aduwed ‘sayooads oAIS sejepipue)) TUONII[O JION ¥

(ITeqrooy yim sAep qre) way) sdefo ures) Sursof se ySnoxy syfem
weo) SuruuIA Jey) (Jouoy jo prens)  JOPLLIOD,, € SULIOJ WIed) SUrsof ‘Yojew ay) JO pus ay) Jy “Iouoy Jo pienn ‘¢ |

(Ireqrooy yim skep
11e) dnD pHOA ZZ0Z Y} WOl 3dUEp Wed) [1ZeIg Y} Op A3y} [0S B SII00S W) B W) KIOAF 90UBp URI[IZBIY ¢ [

(Treqro03 Yt sKep [1e) Suntoddns axe Loy) wee) oY) I0J UOSIUN UT Jueyd , £30)09(,, Surs s10je30adg Jueyd ownjeH 11

(11eq100J YIIM SKep &) YoJew oy} JO SOINUIW dAY [UL Y} U PUB UO YOoIew
s10Ae[d Se sowT) 9AY ‘UOSIUN UT JUBYD SIOPTY IYSTUY BILY[OY Suls s103810adg :ydojew Jo pus pue Jre)s e Sursuig "]

(I1eq100J PIIM SKep [[B) Wkd) JAYI0 Y} JO JOquIdW KISAD 1M Spuey
eys pue 1oyjoue auo Ised yrem ‘yod oy Jo 9pIs JOYIIS WOIJ SUI[ UL P[AY 0JUO YIIeW SWe], :P[oy 0Iuo SUIYDILIA “6

(11eq100J YA SABD [[€) PaIO0JS SI [ROT B oW
[OBO SOWI) 991y} dABM UBIIXIIA [[NJ & op pue p[oy Suike[d oy) Suore swed) ur dn ourf siojejoodg ToAEM UBOIXIIN '§
(s310ds yarm sAep [[e) uosiun ur sayojamns ay) op sroduwred [[e udy) saydIaMs s9jensuowap Yoreo) :3umydrons dnoin </

(Aep A19A9) Sunes 210J2q ‘SauIN 2IY) ‘SISL
M Jqe) Sueq udy) , ‘pooy Ay} 10J NoK Yuey],, UBYD [[& ‘Sunes 210Joq {UMOP JIS PUB POOJ 193[[0d [[Y JUBYD [EAN 9

(1°D x1puaddy 99s) Kep yoeo uostun ur o3poyd dures ojroar sxodwres 1y :08pord dwre) g

9rod 3ey punos urpue)s
J[IYM OISNW PuNOISYoeq POPIOdAI 0} AP OB WAYJuE [euoneu ay) Surs A[9And9[[0d s1odwed [[y TWAYIUue [EUONEN §

sowiny da1y) uostun ur Ajpajeadar  dejo-defo-de[) jpury rer,, 1noys [[& Uy} OU[IS
ur pasrel s1 ey (Sey uerpuy Y} JSI0Y 0) PAJBUILIOU WEd) duo ‘Aep yoes ojodTey ay) punoi o[2110 swioj dwe)) :Fef] ‘¢

sKep [[e uo ‘Juoiy oy} uo oJo] dured YPIm SUIYS-) [eINUIPI Jeam s1odwred [[y SWIONUN ¢

[owreu] Sururow poon,,
‘uostun ur syueyd dureds ajoym Juasaid Juapnis Yoea J0J ‘ABp OB Pno[ N0 UYe) [[Bd [[0Y :12ISISAI 90URpUNY |

sydaouo)

0gade|d

[emry

duwres ren3ar ayy ur soqaoe[d Surpuodsarios Iy} pue s[enILI Jo ISIT [ 9[qe],

13



at their homes. The endline survey covers five main families of outcomes. We describe these outcomes here, and

introduce secondary outcome measures when they appear in the discussion of our findings.

Social preferences. We measure social preferences using dictator games and a public goods game. For the dictator
games all participants were randomly matched with a Hindu and Muslim stranger (in random order) from the control
group, with first names making religion salient.”! They were asked to split Rs. 100 with “another boy in Barasat who
you do not know,” and were informed that one of their choices would be randomly implemented. Our main outcome
from the dictator game is the difference in giving to the outgroup stranger versus the ingroup stranger. The boys also
played a standard public goods game, with each boy given an endowment of Rs. 50. Total contributions to the pot
were tripled and divided equally among participants. Campers played the public goods game in their teams of ten,
while control participants were assigned teammates from the control group.’> Before deciding on a contribution,
respondents were reminded of the full names and ages of each of their teammates (or pseudo-teammates in the case
of control participants), and then asked four comprehension questions, with surveyors explaining the correct answer
when relevant. Our main outcome from the public goods game is the amount the boy contributed to the pot (Rs. 0

to 50).

Willingness to interact. We measure willingness to interact with the outgroup using self-reported friendships and an
incentivized willingness to “play” measure (Rao 2019). For friendships, we asked respondents to list the full names
of their five closest friends. Our main outcome is then the number of close outgroup friendships, coded using the
religion signalled by the listed names. For the incentivized measure, we told respondents that we would be selecting
30 boys to attend a future social event “to give a way for boys to make new friends in the city.” We explained that if
the respondent was invited, they would be matched with one other boy, and then spend an hour or two playing board
games and other activities with him. As with the dictator games, we randomly matched each respondent with one
outgroup and one ingroup stranger from the control group, and then we elicited the respondent’s willingness to pay
(or accept) to go to the social event with each person, in random order. We first asked whether the respondent would
attend the social event for Rs. 80, followed by 40, 20, and 0.>* If at any point the respondent said yes, we advanced

to ask about the second partner. If the respondent said no even at 0, we asked whether the respondent would attend

21Ten local research assistants coded the 140 unique first names of control participants as either definitely Hindu, probably Hindu, probably
Muslim, definitely Muslim, or can’t say. We kept the 30 most-distinctive Muslim names, with each name coded as definitely Muslim by seven
or eight RAs, and as probably Muslim by the remaining RAs. We randomly selected 30 names from among the 42 joint most-distinctive
Hindu names, all scored as definitely Hindus by all RAs. We used the remaining 60 names as dictator game partners.

22The assignment followed the same protocol as team assignment for the camps: i.e., 50% of the pseudo-teams included five Hindus and
five Muslims, while the other teams included eight Hindus and two Muslims.

23For the first 21 surveys, we asked the question “would you attend for free?” first. A surprisingly high fraction answered yes, suggesting
possible ceiling effects. As a result, we added the additional 80/40/20 questions for the remaining surveys. We exclude the first 21 surveys
from this analysis, giving us a sample size of 380 instead of 401.
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the social event if paid Rs. 20, followed by 40, 80, 120, 160, and finally 200. We incentivized truthful reporting by

randomly implementing one of the answers. We use the answers to plot demand curves for social interaction.

National identity. We measure national identity using a self-report and an incentivized measure. For the self-
report, we follow Depetris-Chauvin et al. (2020) with the question, “Let us suppose that you had to choose between
being an Indian and being a [Hindu/Muslim]. Which of these two groups do you feel most strongly attached to?”
Respondents chose from 0 = Only [Hindu/Muslim], 1 = More [Hindu/Muslim] than Indian, 2 = Equally Indian and
[Hindu/Muslim], 3 = More Indian than [Hindu/Muslim], and 4 = Only Indian. For the incentivized measure, we
asked each respondent to choose one of two fridge magnets as an extra gift for completing the survey: either a
magnet featuring the Indian flag, or one displaying a religious symbol relevant to their religion (shown in Appendix
Figure S7). Our main outcome measure is a dummy variable equal to one if the respondent selected the Indian
flag magnet. The self-reported and incentivized measures of national identity are highly correlated: conditioning on
religion, control participants that self-report a one-unit higher national identity are 8.5 percentage points (p = 0.001)
more likely to select the Indian flag magnet. Among control participants, Muslims are 25 percentage points less
likely (p = 0.001) to select the Indian flag magnet than Hindus, and score themselves 0.51 points lower (p = 0.006)
on the scale of national identity. Neither measure of national identity is statistically significantly correlated with the
baseline Modi feeling thermometer score, among control participants, controlling for religion. This suggests that

our measures of national identity are orthogonal to the type of muscular Hindu nationalism emphasized by the BJP.

Attitudes. We have five main measures of self-reported attitudes. We capture inter-religious attitudes with two
yes-no questions: (i) would you be willing to marry a [opposite religion] when you’re older? and (ii) would you
support giving Indian citizenship to a [opposite religion] immigrant? We measure attitudes towards foreigners using
feelings thermometer ratings (from 0O to 100) toward Nepalese people for Muslims (as Nepalese people are predom-
inantly Hindu), and the mean of ratings toward Bangladeshi and Pakistani people for Hindus (as Bangladeshis and
Pakistanis are predominantly Muslim). For attitudes toward politicians, we take the mean of thermometer ratings
for Mahatma Gandhi and reverse-coded ratings for Narendra Modi. Finally, for attitudes towards democracy, we
asked respondents which type of political system they think is the best form of government, with options (i) having a
strong leader who does not have to bother with parliament and elections, (ii) having experts, not government, make
decisions according to what they think is best for the country, (iii) having the army rule, (iv) having a democratic
political system, and (v) having a system governed by religious law in which there are no political parties or elec-
tions. We code the outcome as a dummy variable equal to one for respondents answering that a democratic system

is the best form of government.
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Psychological well-being. We measure three dimensions of psychological well-being: respondents’ social lives,
happiness, and depression. Respondents rated their social lives on a scale from O = I feel rather lonely, to 10 =1 have
a fulfilling social life. For happiness, we asked respondents, “Taking all things together in your life, would you say
you are:” with options 0 = Not at all happy, 1 = Not very happy, 2 = Rather happy, 3 = Very happy. For depression,
respondents completed the PHQ-8 scale, answering the following question for eight different problems: “Over the
last 2 weeks, how often have you been bothered by any of the following problems?”” The problems include: (i) little
interest or pleasure in doing things, (ii) feeling down, depressed, or hopeless, and (iii) feeling bad about yourself—or
that you are a failure or have let yourself or your family down. For each of the eight problems, the answer options
are 0 = Not at all, 1 = Several days, 2 = More than half the days, and 3 = Nearly every day. We calculate the overall

depression score as the sum of the eight answers, giving a total that could range from zero to 24.

3.4 Internal validity

Compliance. As shown in Appendix Figure S8, attendance at the camps was high, ranging between 81% and 91%
for any given camp-day, and averaging 87% overall. While regular-camp attendance is slightly higher than ritual-
camp attendance (89% versus 85%), we cannot reject the null hypothesis that regular- and ritual-campers attend the

same number of days (p = 0.24).%*

Manipulation check. Enumerators observed sports activities carefully to assess ritual compliance. Since the sports
rituals did not have placebos, these are natural rituals for which to assess the ritual-regular camp difference. Ap-
pendix Figure S9 shows that rituals were strongly adhered to—spectators in the ritual camp are 47 percentage points
(p < 0.001) more likely to have clapped during the games, and 77 percentage points (p < 0.001) more likely to have
chanted, while players are 14 percentage points (p = 0.03) more likely to have high-fived. This suggests that the

ritual treatment was faithfully implemented.

Balance and attrition. In Appendix Table S3 we show that individual characteristics are well-balanced across
treatment arms. The p-values of the F-tests of joint orthogonality are 0.54 for camps versus control, 0.3 for ritual-
camp versus regular-camp, and above 0.99 for high- versus low-contact. This suggests that the randomization was
successful.

Out of 412 boys in the experimental sample, 401 completed the endline (97%). Appendix Table S4 shows

no evidence of differential attrition across the treatment arms, nor of differential patterns of attrition according to

24We do find heterogeneous effects (by religion) of intergroup contact and rituals on camp attendance—we describe these findings in
Section 5.

16



baseline covariates.

3.5 Estimation

To examine the overall effects of youth camps, we use the following specification:

Y; = Bo + BiCamper, + YX; + 0Z; + &, (1)

where Y; denotes an outcome for child i, Camper; denotes treatment status (equal to one for boys randomly assigned
to either the regular or the ritual camp, and equal to zero for the control group), and X; and Z; denote baseline controls
and randomization strata fixed effects. As pre-specified, we use the baseline version of the outcome variable as a
control when it is available, otherwise, we do not include baseline controls. f3; denotes the treatment effect of camp
assignment relative to the control group. We report robust standard errors for this specification.

To test for differences in the effects of regular and ritual camps, we run the following regression, keeping only
the boys assigned to a camp:

Y, = BO =+ ﬁlRituali + ')/Xz +0Z;+ &, (2)

where Ritual; is equal to one if child i was assigned to the ritual camp and zero if he was assigned to the regular
camp. All other variables are defined as above. Since we are analyzing the effects of camps in this regression, as in
Equation 1, we use robust standard errors.

Finally, to analyze the effects of contact we use the following specification, again only with those assigned to

the camps:

Y, = ﬁo =+ Bl ngh COHtaCti + th + QWS + &, (3)

where High Contact; is an indicator equal to one for individuals randomized into a team with high exposure to
outgroup individuals, and equal to zero otherwise. Hindus have high contact when in teams with five Hindus and
five Muslims, whereas Muslims have high contact when in teams with eight Hindus and two Muslims. Given that
the randomization to teams was stratified on camp and religion, we include camp X religion fixed effects, W;. The
identifying variation then comes from comparing individuals belonging to the same camp and religion, but assigned

to high- versus low-exposure teams. We cluster standard errors at the camp-team-level, with 24 clusters.
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4 Treatment effects of camps

This section presents our findings on how youth camps shape intergroup relations and psychological well-being

among adolescent boys. We explore the mechanisms behind the camps’ effects in Section 5.

4.1 Summary of effects

We examine the overall effects of youth camps by comparing the endline outcomes of campers with the control
group. Our core results are summarized in Figure 1, which plots the estimated effects of the camp on our four pre-
registered primary outcome families (social preferences, willingness to interact, national identity, and attitudes) and
on one pre-registered secondary outcome family (psychological well-being).?>

Camps positively affect three of the five families of outcomes, improving group-related social preferences by
0.190, willingness to interact with the outgroup by 0.30, and psychological well-being by 0.17¢. Despite these
behavioral changes, we estimate null effects on national identity and attitudes.”® We can reject positive effects on
national identity (0.090), and on attitudes (0.140), with 95% confidence.

Our indexed outcome measures help reduce concerns about multiple hypothesis testing. But we also use the
Westfall-Young procedure (Young, 2018) to assess the significance of the camps in the aggregate. This procedure
first conducts a joint test of the sharp hypothesis that neither of the two camp treatments had an effect on each of
our four primary outcome indexes, and then performs the test combining the four equations. Consistent with Figure
1, we reject the hypothesis that neither the regular nor ritual camps impacted social preferences (p = 0.03), and
willingness to interact (p < 0.001), whereas we cannot reject the null hypothesis of zero effects on identity (p =
0.58) and attitudes (p = 0.21). Using the combined test, we reject the hypothesis that neither of the camps had an

impact on the four primary outcomes (p = 0.004).>

4.2 Social preferences

Our social preferences index includes two incentivized measures: ingroup bias in the dictator game, as measured
by the difference in money given to an ingroup stranger versus an outgroup stranger, and the amount given to one’s

group in a public goods game.

25We promote psychological well-being to a main outcome to emphasize a result with potentially important implications: youth camps
have surprisingly large and enduring effects on psychological well-being. Nevertheless, this finding should be considered more exploratory
given that we pre-registered well-being as a secondary outcome.

26We might expect camps to be more effective in swaying the attitudes of younger, more malleable campers. Appendix Table S6, however,
shows statistically insignificant effects on attitudes for both younger (0.10) and older cohorts (-0.010). At the same time, this heterogeneity
analysis reveals that camps increased social preferences more for younger campers, and well-being more for older campers.

271f we also include the (secondary outcome) well-being index, the p-value is 0.0004.
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Figure 1: Estimated effects of camps on main outcomes

0.19%*

A. Social preferences 0.28++
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B. Willingness to interact 039"
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D. Attitudes
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E. Well-being

0.18*
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Notes: This figure plots the effects of the camps on five families of outcomes. Each coefficient plot summarizes a separate
regression of the outcome on (i) an indicator for assignment to either of the two camps, (ii) randomization strata, and (iii)
where available, a baseline measure of the outcome variable. Each index is the unweighted average of all components within
a family of outcomes. Each component is a z-score, centered and standardized using the variable’s control-group mean and
standard deviation. We include the pre-registered components with clear directional predictions (see Appendix C.2 for full
details along with explanations for minor deviations from the pre-registration). All components are from the endline survey,
and their definitions are provided in Section 3.3. 95% confidence intervals are based on robust standard errors. Outcomes
marked with stars are incentivized. N is 401 for outcome families A, C, D, and E, 400 for outcome B.ii, and 380 for outcome
B.iii. Coefficient magnitudes and statistical significance for the treatment indicator are displayed on the left-hand side of the
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plot: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01. Full tabulated results are displayed in Appendix Table S5.
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Camp attendance reduces ingroup bias in dictator game giving by 0.28c (Figure 1). On average, control group
participants give Rs. 43.1 of their Rs. 100 endowment to ingroup members, and Rs. 40.7 to outgroup members
(6% less). Camps eliminate this bias entirely—the difference in payments made to ingroup and outgroup strangers
by camp attendees is statistically indistinguishable from zero, with the point estimates showing that campers give
roughly Rs. 1 more to the outgroup stranger (Figure 2). This result confirms that the effects of the camps generalize
to the broader outgroup, and not just those directly interacted with, as in some work on intergroup contact (e.g.,
Mousa 2020).

Figure 2: Impact of camps on ingroup bias in dictator giving

Outcome:
Dictator giving to stranger (outgroup — ingroup)

:| p=0.01
Camps- 104 —_—

-2 0 2 4
Mean difference, Rupees

Notes: The Control bar shows the average outgroup-ingroup Rs. gap in giving in the dictator game for control participants.
The Camps bar adds the camps treatment effect, estimated from a regression with randomization strata fixed effects. The 95%
confidence interval and p-value for the difference are based on robust standard errors. N is 401.

The reduction in ingroup bias is driven roughly 50:50 by a decrease in payments to the ingroup and an increase in
payments to the outgroup. It follows that control participants and campers show similar levels of generosity overall
(p = 0.89 for the difference in average giving to strangers). Here, our findings differ from Rao (2019). In his Indian
school setting, exposure to poor children increased generosity to both poor and rich children. In our setting, camps
reduce bias in giving, but do not increase generosity overall.

While the dictator game captures social preferences, it cannot quantify the efficiency effects of the camps, given
that the dictator game endowment is fixed. For this, we explore effects on the public goods game, where the size
of the pie is maximized when participants contribute their full endowment to the group. In this game, campers play
with their nine teammates, while the control group play with nine pseudo-teammates, assigned in the same way that
campers were assigned teammates.”® Note, in this case effects do not capture generalization; they instead capture
effects on beliefs about, and preferences toward, other boys a camper has directly interacted with.

Control participants contribute Rs. 36.3 of their Rs. 50 endowment to the group on average. Campers contribute
a statistically insignificant Rs. 1.6 (0.110 or 4.4%) more than control participants (p = 0.28). This weak positive

result is surprising—ex ante we would expect social preferences with respect to strangers (as in the dictator game)

28For the control group, the group assignment is similar to that of the minimal group paradigm (e.g., Chen and Li 2009).
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to be less affected than social preferences with respect to teammates (as in the public goods game). More concretely,
Goette et al. (2012) find that groups that interact with each other are more cooperative in a simultaneous prisoners’
dilemma than “minimal” groups that do not interact. We find only weak positive effects of a comparable treatment.
Nevertheless, our finding is consistent with the null effect of the camps on overall generosity in the dictator game,
since public goods contributions to the team reflect the level of altruism toward, and beliefs about, teammates. Camps

reduce bias in social preferences without necessarily shifting levels.

4.3 Willingness to interact

We measure the effects on willingness to interact with outgroup members using two different outcomes: the number
of outgroup members in the participant’s list of five closest friends, and the participant’s willingness to pay to attend
a social event with an outgroup stranger. The first is an unobtrusive measure of intergroup friendships, but does not
directly capture general attitudes towards interacting with outgroup members, since these outgroup friendships can
include friendships with other campers. The second measure captures generalized effects.

Camps increase the number of outgroup friendships by 0.24 (120% or 0.390, p < 0.001, Figure 3), consistent
with one in four campers forming one close outgroup friendship from attending the camp. This friendship effect is
large relative to the highly segregated counterfactual: in the control group, only 1 in 25 friendships are with outgroup
members, despite the fact that roughly 1 in 3 baseline-reported classmates belong to the outgroup. The camps more
than doubled outgroup friendships to approximately 1 in 12.

Most of the outgroup friendship effect is driven by campers becoming friends with other campers—campers re-
port 0.15 more outgroup names that match the names of other campers (Appendix Table A), accounting for 0.15/0.24
= 63% of the overall treatment effect.”’ The remaining effect comes from campers listing outgroup names that we
are unable to match with any camper or control participant. These names may reflect network effects (e.g., a camper
becoming friends with the friend of an outgroup camper), or imperfect matching to campers due to spelling mistakes
or nicknames. Given the possibility of imperfect matching, we rely on the willingness to play measure below to test
for generalized effects on willingness to interact.

The large effect of the camps on outgroup friendships is striking for two extra reasons. First, given that our mea-
surement was unobtrusive—participants were not told we would code the names as Hindu- and Muslim-sounding—
the effect is unlikely to be driven by experimenter demand effects. Second, given that the endline was administered
four to seven weeks after the last day of the camp, the friendships formed by the camp far outlast the camp itself.

This is despite the fact that campers would not automatically see each other following the intervention: they were

29Sensibly, the effects for ritual-campers are driven by names that match other ritual-campers, while the effects for regular-campers are
driven by names that match other regular-campers (Appendix Table A, columns 5 and 6).
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not recruited from the same school, nor did we arrange any follow-up events for campers in between the end of the

camp and the endline.
Figure 3: Camps more than double the number of close outgroup friendships

Outcome:
Number of outgroup friends among five closest friends

1 :| p =<0.01

0.0 02 0.4 0.6 08
Average number

Notes: The Control bar shows the average number of outgroup friendships listed by control participants as among their five
closest friends. The Camps bar adds the camps treatment effect, estimated from a regression with randomization strata fixed
effects, a control for the baseline measure of the same outcome, and an indicator for missingness of this baseline control. The
95% confidence interval and p-value for the difference are based on robust standard errors. N is 400.

Campers make durable outgroup friendships, but these effects need not extend to the outgroup as a whole—
campers could consider their camp friendships special cases, and remain wary of interactions with outgroup strangers.
We use our incentivized willingness to play measure to test for generalized effects.

Control participants are mostly enthusiastic about the social event with outgroup members. 50% of control
participants are willing to pay our highest price (Rs. 80) to attend the event, with the share increasing to 82% when
the event is free (Figure 4, Panel (i)). Almost all control participants (95%) are willing to attend the event when
offered Rs. 200 to attend, our most negative price.*’

Camps shift the demand curve outwards: at each price, a weakly higher share of campers are willing to attend
than control group participants.®! At the highest price, campers are 12.6 percentage points more likely to want to
attend the event (or 0.21c with strata fixed effects, p < 0.05, as shown in Figure 1). At the most negative price,
campers and control participants behave similarly, with almost all willing to attend.

To summarize the effects on willingness to play, we estimate a tobit regression, with willingness to pay coded
as: (i) the midpoint between X and Y when the participant said they were not willing to play for Rs. X, but willing
to play for Rs. Y, asked in the subsequent question, (ii) censored at Rs. 80 when the participant said they were

willing to play for the highest price (here we have a lower bound on willingness to pay), and (iii) censored at Rs.

-200 when the participant said they were not willing to play for the most negative price (here we have a lower bound

30Note that our demand curves are downward-sloping by construction, as we lowered the price with each question, and stopped asking
further questions whenever the participant said they would attend the event.

31 Though the comparison of demand curves is unconditional, i.e., not strata-adjusted, the conditional differences are similar, given that
the probability of being assigned to the camps is similar across the randomization strata.
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on willingness to accept).

Figure 4: Camps increase willingness to play with outgroup strangers

(i) Demand curve for (i) Willingness to pay
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Notes: Panel (i) plots demand curves for social interaction with outgroup strangers separately for control participants (N = 159)
and for those assigned to either of the two camps (N = 221). As an example, the bottom-right point of the control group demand
curve tells us that roughly 50% of control participants said that they would be willing to attend the social event with an outgroup
stranger as their partner with a cost of attending of Rs. 80. Panel (ii) summarizes the results of a tobit regression of willingness
to pay to play with the outgroup (with censoring at -200 and 80) on an indicator for camp assignment, along with randomization
strata fixed effects. The 95% confidence interval and p-value for the difference are based on robust standard errors.

The tobit model predicts an average willingness to pay of Rs. 91 for the control participants. This number is
higher than our highest price, Rs. 80, reflecting the fact that Rs. 80 is a lower bound on willingness to pay for 50%
of the control participants. Campers have 43% higher willingness to pay, at Rs. 130 (p = 0.05). The camps thus
have a substantial impact on the willingness of boys to socially interact with outgroup strangers. Like the effects on
social preferences, these findings demonstrate generalizability to the outgroup as a whole.

Unlike outgroup strangers, the camps do not increase willingness to play with ingroup strangers. Consistent
with ingroup bias, control participants have higher willingness to pay to play with an ingroup stranger than with an
outgroup stranger (Rs. 141 versus 91, Appendix Figure S10). Camps increase this willingness to pay by a statistically
insignificant 13% (p = 0.41), and the control and camper demand curves for interaction with the ingroup stranger
are more often overlapping (Appendix Figure S10, Panel (i)). As with effects on social preferences, camps reduce

ingroup bias in willingness to interact more than they shift the general level.

23



4.4 National identity

Our positive effects on social preferences and willingness to interact demonstrate campers now behaving differently
towards outgroup members that they have never met. The generalized nature of these effects is fundamental to
nation-building, an activity that requires individuals to feel affinity with their co-nationals, regardless of whether
they have met in person. One channel by which this might be achieved is social identity recategorization. Do
campers identify more with their nation, and less with their religion, than control participants? On the one hand, the
camp experience, which highlights an inclusive vision of India through lectures on the country’s freedom struggle
and appeals for Hindu-Muslim harmony, could amplify the significance of national identity over religious identity.
Conversely, increased interaction with outgroup members could make religious differences salient, diminishing
participants’ sense of a single national identity.

Control participants report a mix of national and religious identity: 50% report being equally attached to being
Indian and being Hindu/Muslim, while 28% report feeling only Indian, and 8% report feeling only Hindu/Muslim.
The remaining 10% and 4% report feeling more Indian than Hindu/Muslim and vice versa. As for our incentivized
measure of national identity, 79% of control participants chose the Indian fridge magnet over the own-religion
magnet. Camps reduce the self-reported measure of national identity by 0.13¢ (p = 0.27) and have no effect on the
choice of the Indian fridge magnet (p = 0.97, Figure 1). These effects combine for a statistically insignificant -0.05c
effect on the national identity index (Figure 1). The effects on the two components remain statistically insignificant
when considering only Hindus, or only Muslims. This rules out the possibility that nationalistic messaging worked
only for the majority Hindu group, who may associate national identity with the Hindu nationalist ideology of India’s
ruling party, the BJP.

Given the focus of the camp’s lectures, the null effects on national identity may seem surprising. We show in

Section 5 that negative effects of intergroup contact on national identity help provide an explanation.

4.5 Attitudes

For our fourth family of outcomes, we focus on social and political attitudes. With camps shifting ingroup bias and
willingness to interact with outgroup members, we might also expect camps to shift our two binary outgroup attitu-
dinal measures: willingness to marry an outgroup member and support for citizenship for an outgroup immigrant.
These two outcomes represent two ends of a continuum of prejudicial attitudes: while only 22% of control partic-
ipants express willingness to marry an outgroup member when they are older, 73% would support giving Indian

citizenship to an outgroup immigrant. The camps do not change these attitudes: we estimate a 2.6 percentage point
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effect on willingness to marry (p = 0.55), and a -1.1 percentage point effect on citizenship support (p = 0.81).3

Beyond the religious outgroup in India, the camp effects could extend to outgroup members outside of India.
To test for this, we use feeling thermometer questions about people from Nepal (a predominantly Hindu country),
Bangladesh, and Pakistan (both predominantly Muslim countries). Specifically, we set the outcome as the thermome-
ter score for the Nepalese for Muslims, and the mean of the thermometer scores for Bangladeshis and Pakistanis for
Hindus. As shown in Figure 1 above, we find no evidence of generalization to foreign outgroup members—we
estimate an insignificant effect of -0.035.%3

As with social attitudes, we find only limited evidence of effects of the camps on political attitudes. The camps
have no effect on thermometer feelings toward the politicians we ask about: Narendra Modi, Mahatma Gandhi, and
Mamata Banerjee (Appendix Figure S11). Arguably, the null effects on feelings toward contemporary politicians
Modi and Banerjee reveal a strength of our youth camps: they improve intergroup relations and psychological
well-being while remaining non-partisan. Finally, the camps have positive, but insignificant, effects on support for
democracy: campers are 7.4 percentage points (p = 0.15) more likely to report that democracy is the best political
system.

Other than social and political attitudes, we included three questions on masculinity. One potential concern
about boys’ camps is that bringing boys together could induce more traditional attitudes regarding masculinity and
violence.** Reassuringly, we estimate null impacts on masculinity attitudes (Appendix Figure S12)—those assigned
to camps are no more likely than control participants to agree that (i) boys who cry are weak, (ii) boys should appear
manly, or (iii) boys should use violence to get respect.

In short, we find little evidence of camps affecting attitudes, summarized by the null effects of camps on the
omnibus attitudes index (Figure 1).* The pattern of behavioral change without attitudinal change echoes the re-
sults of other experiments on prejudice reduction (Paluck et al. 2021). Tentatively, we speculate that more direct
messaging—for example, through lectures on the importance of intergroup tolerance—may be necessary to move

attitudes.>®

32The effect remains statistically insignificant (p = 0.46) for Hindus only, for whom the citizenship question is arguably more relevant.

33We also find no effect on feelings toward the English: the point estimate is 1.35 points on a 0 to 100 scale, with p = 0.61. Camp lectures
on India’s freedom struggle do not stir up anti-colonial sentiment.

34These concerns relate to evidence on the persistent effects of male-biased sex ratios on conservative attitudes in Australia (Grosjean and
Khattar, 2019), and on the correlation between traditional views on masculinity and local violence in Brazil (Matavelli, 2023).

35To the extent that experimenter demand effects are as large or larger for self-reported attitudes than for incentivized questions, we note
that this null on attitudes helps to rule out the possibility of experimenter demand driving effects on social preferences and willingness to
interact.

36That would align with the value-shaping educational intervention of Dhar et al. (2022), which shaped attitudes more than behaviors.
Importantly, the lectures in our camps did not explicitly urge campers to be more tolerant (Appendix C.3). We estimate null effects of our
lectures on attitudes in Section 5.3. But they did focus on the value of democracy, and using quasi-random variation in lecture-day attendance,
we do observe that they positively affect support for democracy.
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4.6 Psychological well-being

Our first four families of outcomes look at different facets of cohesive communities. To understand broader welfare
consequences, we turn to effects on psychological well-being. Camps may improve well-being through the creation
of lasting social connections (Jose et al. 2012; Banerjee et al. 2023), through engagement in physical activity (Bailey
et al. 2018), and by providing a collaborative environment for personal growth (Bialeschki et al. 2007).

Control participants have high well-being at endline: on average, they rate their social life as 8.1 out of 10, their
happiness as 2.7 out of 3 (closer to “Very happy” than “Rather happy”), and they score only 4.3 out of 24 on the
PHQ-8 depression scale. Despite the already-high well-being of control participants, campers score even higher on
all three dimensions (Figure 5). They rate their social lives 0.47 points higher (p = 0.09), their happiness 0.12 points
higher (p = 0.02), and they score 0.67 points lower on the depression scale (p = 0.05). Combining these results, we
estimate that the camps increase a well-being index by 0.18¢ (p < 0.01, Figure 5). This is a substantial improvement
considering that (i) the camps were not explicitly designed to improve well-being, and (ii) participants reported their
well-being four to seven weeks after the camp’s final day.?’

A natural channel for the effects on happiness and depression would be through camps creating lasting social
connections for boys who feel disconnected. Supporting this mechanism, we find suggestive evidence that the effects
on happiness and depression are larger for boys who rate their social lives below-median at baseline, compared to
boys with above-median ratings (0.33¢ versus 0.09¢ for happiness, p = 0.2 for the difference, 0.28¢ versus 0.030
for depression, p = 0.19 for the difference).

The effects on well-being are not equally distributed. For Hindus, we estimate an effect of 0.240 (p < 0.01) on
the index. For Muslims, we estimate an effect of only 0.066 (p = 0.46, and p = 0.13 for the difference in effects
between Hindus and Muslims). The heterogeneity is not explained by differences in lasting friendships: Muslims
report continuing to be friends with more campers than Hindus (39 versus 33 friends), and report having spent time
with a similar number of camp teammates in the past two weeks (2.4 for Muslims, 2.5 for Hindus). The Hindu-
Muslim difference in treatment effects also remains after controlling for baseline well-being, suggesting that the
difference is not due to lower baseline levels of well-being among Hindus. In the next section, we show that this
heterogeneity is not explained by the effects of intergroup contact either, but is instead attributable to the divergent

effects of rituals.

370ne concern would be that the positive effect is driven by control participants’ disappointment at not being selected for the camps. We
attempted to alleviate this concern by reminding control participants of the post-endline sports day that they were invited to. We think these
attempts succeeded—in particular, control participants do not systematically report lower well-being at endline than at baseline (at baseline,
the average for control participants is 7.2/10 for social life, 3.7/24 for depression, and 2.5/3 for happiness. Comparing with the endline control
means in Figure 5, only the depression measure deteriorates between baseline and endline).
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Figure 5: Camps increase psychological well-being
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Notes: The figure shows the treatment effect of camps on three dimensions of well-being, and on an unweighted average of
the standardized versions of the three dimensions (centered and standardized using the variables’ control-group means and
standard deviations). The social life component is the answer to the question: On a scale from 0 = I feel rather lonely, to 10 =
I have a fulfilling social life, how would you describe your current personal situation? The happiness component is the answer
to the question: Taking all things together in your life, would you say you are: 0 = Not at all happy, 1 = Not very happy, 2
= Rather happy, 3 = Very happy. The depression component is the PHQ-8 score, calculated from summing up the answers to
eight questions like: Over the last 2 weeks, how often have you had little interest or pleasure in doing things? 0 =Not atall, 1 =
Several days, 2 = More than half the days, 3 = Nearly everyday. Each regression includes randomization strata fixed effects and
the baseline-measured outcome variable. The 95% confidence intervals and p-values are derived from robust standard errors.

5 Mechanisms

Why does camp attendance improve intergroup behaviors and increase psychological well-being? In this section,
we explore the mediating role of rituals, intergroup contact, and civic modules. We find that each of these factors

influences different outcomes, though with significant heterogeneity across groups.

5.1 Collective rituals

Collective rituals have long been a fundamental component of youth camps. Psychologists and anthropologists argue
that rituals can increase prosociality, group survival, and emotional well-being (Norton and Gino, 2014; Xygalatas et
al., 2013). Rituals may thus explain some of the camp’s effects. For example, it could be that ritual-campers are more
psychologically satisfied and therefore are more willing to interact with outgroup members than regular-campers.
It is also plausible that by forging a shared identity collective rituals enhance Hindu-Muslim relations (Durkheim,

1912).
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Effects of rituals: during the camp. We first explore the contemporaneous effects of rituals using the daily
surveys completed by camp attendees. Appendix Figure S14 presents a day-by-day comparison of the means of these
outcomes across the regular and ritual camps. Regular-campers score themselves highly on happiness, excitement,
pride, and shared identity with other campers. We fail to reject equality between ritual- and regular-campers for these
four measures during the first week of the camp: rituals do not appear to deepen emotions and social connectedness
over and above “regular” social interactions in that initial period. However, in the second week ritual-campers report
stronger shared identity with other campers (0.18c, p = 0.03), higher excitement (0.140, p = 0.11), and greater
pride (0.420, p < 0.01). The growth in impact we observe over time suggests that rituals may require repetition

before becoming meaningful and taking force. Studies of one-off rituals would miss such dynamic effects.

Effects of rituals: at endline. Rituals increase pride, excitement, and shared identity with other campers in the
immediate term, but do they lead to persistent changes even after the rituals end? We present the effects of rituals
on our primary endline outcomes in Figure 6, which includes the same set of primary outcomes used to evaluate
the effects of camps in Figure 1, in addition to five pre-registered subcomponents that were only measured for boys
assigned to the camps.

Overall, Figure 6 indicates that rituals do not account for the positive effects of camps. We find that the effects of
rituals on the four families of outcomes concerning intergroup relations are not statistically significant (Panels A to
D), with negative point estimates for three of the four. We do see some suggestive changes in individual subcompo-
nents. In particular, rituals increase participants’ agreement with the statement, “I am willing to do anything to help
the campers” by 0.28¢ (or 0.18 points on a 0 to 3 scale, p = 0.02). Rituals might, then, engender a deeper sense of
camp identity, with participants more willing to make personal sacrifices for the benefit of the group. Having said
that, ritual-campers have 0.52 fewer teammates (p = 0.09) that they have spent time with in the past two weeks. It

is clear that despite fostering a stronger camp-identity, rituals do not improve broader intergroup relations.

Rituals and psychological well-being. The effect of rituals on the well-being index is not statistically significant
(Figure 6, Panel E). But the magnitude is large in relation to the overall effect of the camps on well-being. Whereas
the effect of the regular-camp relative to control is 0.140 (p = 0.06), the effect of the ritual-camp relative to the
regular-camp is 0.080 (p = 0.30). Performing rituals, then, increases the well-being effects of the camps by almost

60%.
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Figure 6: Rituals do not improve intergroup relations
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Note: This figure plots the effects of the ritual-camp (relative to the regular-camp) on five families of outcomes. Each coefficient
plot summarizes a separate regression of the outcome on (i) an indicator for assignment to the ritual-camp, (ii) randomization
strata, and (iii) where available, a baseline measure of the outcome variable. The sample includes only those assigned to the
ritual- or regular-camp. Each index is the unweighted average of all components within a family of outcomes. Each component
is a z-score, centered and standardized using the variable’s regular-camp mean and standard deviation. All components are from
the endline survey, and their definitions are provided in Section 3.3. 95% confidence intervals are derived from robust standard
errors. Outcomes marked with stars are incentivized. Outcomes marked with plus signs are recorded for campers only, and thus
do not appear in the Camps versus Control comparisons. These include: ingroup bias in dictator giving to teammates (A.iii)
and non-teammates (A.iv) from the camp (when asked “to split Rs. 100 with Hindu/Muslim teammates and non-teammates”),
agreement with the statement, “I am willing to do anything to help the campers” (A.vi), and finally the number of camp friends
(B.iii, “Here is a list of all the boys from your camp. Can you select the ones that are still your friends?””) and team friendships
(B.iv; “Can you select which ones, if any, you have spent time with in the past two weeks?”). Coefficient magnitudes and
statistical significance are indicated on the left-hand side of the plot: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01. Full tabulated results are
displayed in Appendix Table S8.

Rituals also explain why we observe larger effects of camps on well-being for Hindus than Muslims (discussed
in Section 4.6). In particular, while the effect of the regular-camp on well-being is 0.16¢ for Hindus and 0.120
for Muslims, rituals strengthen the effects for Hindus, and weaken them for Muslims (Figure 7, p = 0.06 for the
difference in treatment effect). The differences are stark. For Hindus, the ritual-camp increases well-being by 0.33¢

relative to the control group. For Muslims, the ritual-camp has no effect on well-being relative to the control group.*®

380ne possibility is that Muslims tend to engage in religious rituals more intensively than Hindus. As a result, introducing a new set of
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Figure 7: Rituals improve the well-being of Hindus but not Muslims
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Note: This figure plots the point estimates and confidence intervals from a single regression of the endline psychological
well-being index on (i) religion indicators interacted with regular- and ritual-camp indicators, (ii) the baseline psychological
well-being index, and (iii) randomization strata, with robust standard errors.

Why would collective rituals improve the well-being of the majority group but not the minority? One possibility
is that some of our rituals are explicitly nationalistic (e.g., singing the national anthem), and participants may per-
ceive these rituals as related to the Hindu nationalist appeals of Modi’s BJP. With Muslims less supportive of Modi
than Hindus at baseline (averaging 47 versus 65 on the feeling thermometer measure), such rituals may differen-
tially isolate Muslims, leading to negative well-being effects. However, the Hindu-Muslim difference in the effects
of rituals barely changes (remaining at 0.266) when we add an interaction term between the ritual-camp and the
baseline-measured Modi feeling thermometer.

An alternative hypothesis is that rituals promote social bonding more for Hindus than for Muslims. Indeed, the
divergent effects of rituals on well-being are driven mostly by the social life component, rather than the depression
and happiness components (Table 2, columns 1 to 3). Rituals increase the 0-10 social life score reported by Hindus
by 0.8 points (or roughly 1/30), and decrease the social life score reported by Muslims by a similar amount. A
plausible hypothesis would then be that rituals promote lasting friendship formation for Hindus, but not for Muslims.
However, if anything, rituals are somewhat more likely to create lasting teammate and other-camper friendships for
Muslims (columns 4 and 5). We instead see suggestive evidence for divergent effects of rituals on the self-reported
willingness to do anything to help the campers—rituals increase this willingness for Hindus, but not Muslims (with

p = 0.3 for the difference). A natural interpretation is that rituals increase the depth and meaningfulness of camper

rituals might not be as effective in enhancing well-being for Muslims. Our endline data lends credence to this notion: within the control
group, Muslims consistently report higher levels of religious activity and also exhibit greater well-being.
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relationships for the majority group, but not for the minority group. While rituals strengthen camp attachment for
Hindus, they appear to alienate Muslims, as judged by revealed preference: Muslims attend 1.7 fewer days when
assigned to the ritual camp (column 8). Collectively, these findings suggest that rituals were alienating for the
minority group but meaningful for the majority group.

Why would rituals alienate Muslims but not Hindus? One possible explanation is that rituals are more satisfying
when performed with ingroup members. Given that Hindus were the majority in each camp (65% of campers),
they may have consequently benefited more from the rituals. Our experiment design does not permit us to test
for this explanation, but future work might do so by estimating the effects of rituals separately for Hindu-only and

Muslim-only camps.?”

Table 2: Heterogeneous effects of rituals by religion

Outcome:
Social ~ Depression Friendships ~ Friendships  Anything Camp
life PHQ-8 Happiness team camp campers  attendance
(€Y (@) (€) (€] (&) (6) (7
Ritual x Hindu 0.84+* -0.39 0.09 -0.74* 0.91 0.23%* 0.15
(0.42) 0.61) (0.08) (0.40) (4.16) (0.10) (0.53)
Ritual x Muslim -0.81%* -0.75 -0.10 -0.11 4.12 0.08 -1.67%*
(0.46) (0.56) (0.09) (0.45) 4.74) (0.11) (0.65)
N 235 235 235 235 235 235 240
Outcome mean 8.1 4.1 2.7 24 34.9 24 10.4
Hindu vs. Muslim p-value <0.01 0.67 0.12 0.29 0.61 0.30 0.03
Randomization strata FEs Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Intervention day FEs N N N N N N N
Baseline dependent variable Y Y Y N N N N

Notes: The sample includes only the boys randomly assigned to the camps. Ritual is an indicator for being assigned to the
ritual camp. All outcomes are measured at endline. Social Life is the O to 10 self-report of how fulfilling the participant’s social
life is. PHQ-8 Depression is the 0 to 24 total score of how depressed the participant has felt during the last two weeks (higher
means more depressed). Happiness is measured from 0 = Not at all happy to 3 = Very happy. Friendships Team are the number
of camper teammates spent time with in the last two weeks. Friendships Camp are the number of campers that the participant is
still friends with. Anything Campers is the self-reported agreement with the statement, “I would do anything to help the group
of boys who attended my camp,” from 0 = Strongly Disagree to 3 = Strongly Agree. Column 7 uses the number of camp-days
attended (0 to 12). Robust standard errors are in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.

5.2 Intergroup contact

All camp participants had outgroup teammates, with teams containing either five Hindus and five Muslims, or
eight Hindus and two Muslims. The latter may be considered as the status quo composition given Hindu-Muslim
population shares in West Bengal, whereas in equal share teams Hindus are likely to have much more exposure to

Muslims than they are used to. Intergroup contact can foster better intergroup relations (Paluck et al., 2018; Mousa,

39 A related hypothesis concerns minority status within a feam, rather than within the camp as a whole. The divergent effects of rituals
could be due to Muslims being an absolute minority in teams with eight Hindus and two Muslims. Against this hypothesis, we find a positive,
although statistically insignificant, interaction between rituals and high intergroup contact for Muslims (a point estimate of 0.20, p = 0.18),
when considering the effect on the endline well-being index. It follows that the effects of rituals on the well-being of Muslims are more
negative (though insignificantly) in teams with five Hindus and five Muslims.
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2020), particularly when contact is collaborative (Lowe, 2021), as is the case with our ten-person soccer teams.
However, contact studies often find either limited or no effects that generalize toward outgroup strangers (Scacco
and Warren 2018; Mousa 2020; Paluck and Clark 2020). In addition, contact may backfire if an expanding minority
group is perceived as a threat (Enos, 2016). We see some correlational evidence for the latter in our baseline data:
a one standard deviation increase (roughly a 30 percentage point increase mirroring our high- versus low-contact
treatment for Hindus) in the share of Muslim classmates is associated with children’s parents self-identifying with
a stronger (0.150, p = 0.04) Hindu (over Indian) identity.*’ The rapid ascent of the BJP in West Bengal—driven in
part by their successful campaign to convince voters that the TMC state government favors minorities and promotes
(unlawful) Muslim immigration—further suggests that this sentiment may resonate with the majority group.*' We
report the effects of high- versus low-intergroup contact in Figure 8.

If the overall camp effects were driven by the fact that campers experience more collaborative intergroup contact
than non-campers, we would expect the pattern of findings in Figure 8—that is, the effects of high-contact among
campers—to approximate the main effects of the camps plotted in Figure 1. In reality, the effects of contact are
substantively different to the camps’ main effects, with two exceptions: the positive effects on close friendships with
outgroup members, and the null effects on attitudes.

Relative to low contact, high contact increases outgroup friendships by 0.42c (p = 0.01), explaining the overall
0.390 effect of the camps on this outcome.*? In contrast, the effects of contact on four of the remaining five outcomes
in Figure 8 are qualitatively different to the effects of the camps. Contact reduces willingness to interact with an
outgroup stranger (-0.220, p = 0.07) and national identity (-0.210, p = 0.03), and has no effect on ingroup bias
(-0.060, p = 0.65) or well-being (0.020, p = 0.77). These findings suggest that intergroup contact is not the core
mechanism behind the effects of youth camps, with one exception: contact facilitates outgroup friendship-making.*3

The clearest negative effect of contact is on national identity. Both sub-components are similarly affected:

4ODye to a survey questionnaire error, we have a high share of missing data from children for this outcome. But, given the strong
correlation between political attitudes of parents and children (see Appendix Figure S3), the correlation is likely to be similar for children.

4lewest Bengal: BIP accuses TMC govt of resorting to appeasement politics,” Indian Express, April 24, 2017.

42More formally, assuming linear effects of intergroup contact, the 0.42¢ coefficient implies an effect of 0.42/3 for each 10 percentage
points increase in collaborative contact. Assuming zero collaborative contact in the control group, and the fraction of outgroup team members
as the extent of collaborative contact for the campers, the estimated effect of the camp on collaborative contact is 42 percentage points. The
effect of the camps that come through intergroup contact is then (0.42/3)*4.2 = 0.590. In this sense, the effect of contact can fully account for
the 0.390 effect of the camps. The mediated effect of contact is smaller if we assume that the control group experienced some collaborative
contact, but this effect can still fully account for the effect of the camps provided that the control group has collaborative contact of less than
14%.

430ne counterpoint to our reasoning would be that contact may have non-linear effects: with positive effects going from zero to some
contact (call this effect S), and negative effects going from some to high contact, the effect that we can estimate (call this effect H). In the
regular camp, 65% of campers have low intergroup contact, while the remainder have high intergroup contact. For the effects of non-linear
contact to rationalize the effect of the regular camp on willingness to interact, we would need 0.65*S + 0.35*(S+H) = 0.26. Substituting in
H=-0.22, we get S = 0.340. We do not find such non-linearity likely, especially in light of the largely linear effects of cross-caste contact in
our previous work in India (Lowe 2021). In that experiment, there is in fact suggestive evidence of the opposite non-linearity (negative effects
as the outgroup share goes from zero to one-quarter, positive effects as the outgroup share increases from one-quarter). That said, without
single-religion teams, we cannot fully rule out the possibility of non-linear effects of contact.
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Figure 8: The effects of intergroup contact
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Notes: This figure plots the effects of high intergroup contact on our main outcomes. We regress outcomes on an indicator
for assignment to high (within-team) contact, randomization strata, and, where available, a baseline measure of the outcome
variable. Regressions include only participants randomly assigned to a camp. The outcomes parallel those in Figure 1, with
two exceptions: (i) we exclude the public goods game since high contact mechanically affects the form of the game (high-
contact participants play the game with more outgroup members), and (ii) we break up the willingness to interact index into its
components, to unmask the opposite effects of contact on each. Full outcome variable definitions are provided in Section 3.3.
Variables are centered and standardized using the variable’s low-contact-group mean and standard deviation. 95% confidence
intervals are based on team-clustered standard errors (with 24 teams). Coefficient magnitudes and statistical significance are
indicated on the right-hand side of the plot: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01. Full tabulated results are displayed in Appendix
Table SO.
high contact reduces self-reported national identity by 0.25 points (p = 0.11), and the choice of the Indian fridge
magnet by 9 percentage points (p = 0.11) (leading to the overall effect of -0.210 on the index). This backfiring
helps account for the insignificant -0.050 pooled effects of the camps on national identity (Figure 1). If outgroup
exposure increases the salience of religious differences, intergroup contact can actually enhance religious identity,
muting the effectiveness of integrated camps in creating a shared national identity. Specifically, the significance
of religious attachment might be heightened in more polarized (equal share teams) contexts, due to an increased
perception of threat to the religious aspect of one’s identity (Bazzi et al., 2019). This finding raises the question
of whether national identity can coincide with social integration. Relatedly, this finding may also help explain the
enduring appeal of ethnocentric nationalism (e.g., Hindu nationalism in India) across many regions worldwide.

Our findings on contact are notable for an additional reason: they are the first experimental findings of negative

effects of collaborative contact (Paluck et al., 2018; Clochard, 2022). So far, researchers only estimate negative

effects of contact when contact is adversarial (Lowe 2021), or when contact involves the presence of the outgroup
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without any actual social interaction (Enos 2014). Why does contact backfire for some outcomes? We explore three
potential explanations. First, if negative effects are due to the group threat of a growing minority population, we
would expect the effects to be driven by Hindus. Second, the effects of contact may be negative because larger
outgroups self-segregate—for example, two Muslim participants may have no choice but to befriend some of their
eight Hindu teammates, whereras five Muslim participants might revert to interacting only among themselves. For
this channel, we test for effects of contact on ingroup bias in within-team friendship formation. Third, and related,
larger outgroups (e.g. five Muslims rather than two) may invest less effort in cooperating and getting along with
their other teammates. If this channel is at play, we would expect high-contact participants to have more negative

perceptions of their outgroup teammates’ prosociality than low-contact participants.

Heterogeneity by religion. Hindus drive the negative effects of contact (Figure 9), while the effects for Muslims
are imprecisely estimated. Higher contact increases close outgroup friendships for Muslims more than for Hindus
(1.050 versus 0.250). For Hindus, contact reduces willingness to interact with the outgroup (-0.31c, p = 0.03)
and national identity (-0.250, p = 0.02), and increases ingroup bias (0.24c, p = 0.08). We estimate imprecise null
effects of contact on these three outcomes for Muslims, and null effects on attitudes for both Hindus and Muslims.
Finally, while effects of contact on well-being are not statistically significant for both Hindus and Muslims, the point
estimates are somewhat more positive for Muslims.

This heterogeneity at endline is consistent with our first hypothesis: that contact backfires because of the per-
ceived threat posed by a growing minority population. Our daily measurement during the camps echoes these
findings. In Table 3, we show that the effects of contact on emotions and teammate friendships—as recorded on
the daily measurement cards—are more negative for Hindus than for Muslims. These differences are also reflected
by the revealed preferences of participants: Hindus attend one less day of the camp when assigned to high-contact
teams, whereas Muslims attend 0.8 more days when in high-contact teams (p = 0.04 for the difference in the two
effects). We might expect such polarizing effects to diminish over time, but the asymmetric impact of contact is if

anything greater during the second week of the camp than the first (Table 3, Panel B versus Panel C).

Contact and self-segregation. The formation of mixed peer groups can backfire when subgroups self-segregate
(Carrell et al., 2013). In our setting, the natural parallel would be that Hindus and Muslims self-segregate in teams
with five Hindus and five Muslims, but integrate when there are only two Muslims. That could lead to negative
effects of contact for Hindus and positive effects for Muslims, in line with the findings of heterogeneity in Figure

9. To test for self-segregation, we use dyadic endline data on teammate friendships. At endline we showed each
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camper a list of their nine teammates, and asked them, “Can you select which ones, if any, you have spent time with
in the past two weeks?” We use the answers to explore whether ingroup bias in friendship formation is greater for
Hindu participants—and weaker for Muslim participants—with high intergroup contact.

Figure 9: Negative effects of contact are driven by Hindus
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Notes: This figure shows the effects of intergroup contact on our main outcomes, separately for Hindu and Muslim campers.
We run regressions of each outcome on (i) an indicator for assignment to a team with a high outgroup share, (ii) randomization
strata, and (iii) where available, baseline measures of the outcome variable. The outcomes exactly parallel those in Figure
8. Full outcome variable definitions are provided in Section 3.3. 95% confidence intervals are derived from team-clustered
standard errors (with 24 teams). p-values on the right-hand side test for the equality of effects of high contact for Hindus and
Muslims. Coefficient magnitudes and statistical significance are indicated on the left-hand side of the plot: *p<0.1; **p<0.05;
*#%p<0.01.

Both Hindus and Muslims display ingroup bias in their teammate friendships: Hindus with low intergroup
contact are 12 percentage points more likely to report having spent time with ingroup teammates than outgroup
teammates, while for Muslims the ingroup bias is 31 percentage points (Figure 10, Panel (a)). The effects of con-
tact are the opposite of those suggested by the self-segregation hypothesis. Hindus are statistically significantly
less ingroup-biased when assigned to five-Hindu-five-Muslim teams (p = 0.05); Muslims, on the other hand, are
more ingroup-biased when assigned to eight-Hindu-two-Muslim teams, although the difference is not statistically
significant (p = 0.2). It therefore appears that the 50:50 teams actually promote integration, with both Hindus and
Muslims showing less ingroup bias in their teammate friendships when in 50:50 teams. These findings also indicate

that self-segregation cannot explain the negative effects of contact that we identify. This may be partly due to the
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fact that many of the camp activities required collaboration across the entire ten-person teams.

Table 3: Intergroup contact, daily emotions, and team friendships

Outcome:
Team Camp
Excited  friends  Happy attendance
M @) 3 C))
Panel A: Pooled
High contact x Hindu -0.40 -0.76%* -0.15 -1.02%
(0.27) (0.35) (0.11) (0.55)
High contact x Muslim 0.68* 0.18 0.03 0.79

(0.39) (0.33) (0.12) (0.79)

Hindu vs. Muslim effect, p-value 0.08 0.11 0.40 0.04
Low contact outcome mean 8.79 7.67 3.57 10.58
N 2,524 2,526 2,521 240
Panel B: Week 1
High contact x Hindu -0.29 -0.68 -0.19 -0.55%
(0.39) 0.41) (0.14) (0.29)
High contact x Muslim 0.77 -0.06 0.07 0.33

(0.53) (0.38) (0.18) (0.40)

Hindu vs. Muslim effect, p-value 0.23 0.38 0.38 0.06
Low contact outcome mean 8.79 7.67 3.57 5.31
N 1,254 1,254 1,251 240
Panel C: Week 2
High contact x Hindu -0.52%%  -(0.83%* -0.10 -0.47
(0.24) (0.34) (0.15) (0.32)
High contact x Muslim 0.59* 0.42 0.00 0.47

(032) (035  (0.11) (0.41)

Hindu vs. Muslim effect, p-value 0.02 0.03 0.66 0.05
Low contact outcome mean 8.79 7.67 3.57 5.28
N 1,270 1,272 1,270 240
Strata FEs Y Y Y Y
Day FEs Y Y Y N

Notes: This table presents regression estimates of the heterogeneous effects of inter-
group contact on outcomes measured during the camps. The outcomes for columns
1 to 3 are from the daily question cards answered by all campers (see Appendix
Figure S6), while the outcome for column 4 is camp attendance as recorded by the
camp supervisors (number of days attended from O to 12). The survey questions for
each column are: (1) “How bored or excited did you feel during the camp today?” (1
= “very bored” to 10 = “very excited”); (2) “Which picture best describes your rela-
tionship with the other boys at the camp today?” (0 = self and other-campers circles
fully apart to 4 = self and other-campers circles fully overlapping); and (3) “Which
picture best describes your emotions at the camp today?” (0 = very sad emoji to
4 = very happy emoji). The unit of observation is the participant in column 4 and
participant/day otherwise. Standard errors are clustered at the team level in columns
1 to 3 and are robust (unclustered) in column 4. *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01.

Contact and perceived prosociality. While larger outgroups do not self-segregate, it may still be the case that
outgroup members behave differently when they have large numbers. In particular, when outgroup members are

many, they may not need to make as much effort to be accepted by the broader team. Relatedly, smaller minority
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Figure 10: Effects of contact on ingroup bias in friendships and perceived prosociality
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Notes: We estimate ingroup bias for low-contact campers using the specification: y;; = ; + YSame Religion;; + &;;, where
yij is respondent i’s answer about teammate j—an indicator for having spent time with teammate j in the past two weeks
(“Teammate friendships”), or an indicator for guessing that teammate j volunteered to help with the camp at baseline (“Pre-
dicted volunteering”). ¢ are respondent fixed effects, and Same Religion;; is an indicator equal to one when 7 and j are
either both Hindus, or both Muslims. We run this regression with the friendship outcome including only Hindus in low-
contact teams (far-left coefficient), and Muslims in low-contact teams (third-from-left coefficient). We run this regres-
sion with the predicted volunteering outcome for all campers in low-contact teams (second-from-right coefficient). The
three remaining high-contact coefficients are equal to low-contact ingroup bias (§) plus @ from the following specification:
yij = @i + 6Same Religion;; x High Contact; + nSame Religion;; x W;) + &;;, where W) are the randomization strata for
the intergroup contact randomization. 95% confidence intervals are based on team-clustered standard errors, while the p-values
test the null hypothesis that there is no effect of contact on ingroup bias (i.e., that § = 0).
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groups have stronger incentives to “assimilate” by cooperating with the majority group (Lazear, 1999). To test
for this channel, we again use dyadic endline data. We now measure ingroup bias in the perceived prosociality of
teammates, testing whether high-contact participants are more likely to believe their own group to be more prosocial
than the outgroup. Specifically, at baseline we asked all recruits, “At some point during or after the camps, we may
need volunteers to help us with organization. The volunteers would not be paid for helping. Would you be willing to
volunteer? If yes, we may ask for your help later.” While 80% said yes, we did not ultimately ask any of the boys for
help. At endline, we asked respondents, “Here are your nine teammates from the camp. Which of your teammates
do you think offered to volunteer? If you guess the right number of people, you will get INR 10.” We use these
answers to measure ingroup bias in the perceived prosociality of teammates.

Participants with low intergroup contact show negative ingroup bias, predicting that ingroup teammates are five
percentage points (p = 0.09) less likely to have volunteered than their outgroup teammates (Figure 10, Panel (b)).
Consistent with our hypothesis, greater intergroup contact increases ingroup bias in perceived prosociality (p = 0.07
for the difference). Thus, intergroup contact shapes social inference in a direction that makes the effects of contact
more negative.

Summarizing, we find suggestive evidence of two mechanisms behind the null or negative effects of contact seen
in Figure 8. First, the effects are more negative for Hindus, consistent with the idea that a larger minority presence
is viewed as a threat. Second, greater contact increases ingroup bias in perceived prosociality, consistent with the
claim that larger outgroups need not act as prosocially to integrate. Our broader takeaway is that intergroup contact

can only rationalize the positive effect of the camps on intergroup friendships.

Rituals and contact. Do rituals, when combined with increased intergroup contact, produce effects that differ
qualitatively from either rituals or contact alone? If rituals and contact complement each other, optimal program
design would require the bundling of both features. To test this, we restrict our sample to the camp attendees,
and run a specification with the contact and ritual treatments, as well as their interaction as the main explanatory
variables. We report standardized effects on the interaction term for each of our five outcomes indices, as well as
on the individual components (Appendix Figure S13). We note that, while pre-registered, we have limited statistical
power for the interaction term, making this analysis more exploratory.

The results indeed show some evidence of complementarities, especially for social preferences and well-being

(0.260, p=0.01 and 0.210, p = 0.1 respectively).** But, we estimate statistically insignificant interaction effects

“However, we note that we do not observe a statistically significant interaction term for dictator giving to strangers—the component of
the social preferences index affected positively by the camps (Figure 1). The positive interaction effect is driven by camper-only outcomes.
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for willingness to interact (-0.06c, p = 0.62), attitudes (0.10, p = 0.38), and national identity (0.22c, p = 0.25);
although the effect on the national identity index is substantially more positive than the other two indices. Recall that
greater intergroup contact led to negative effects on national identity overall. Therefore, the positive interaction here
provides suggestive evidence that rituals might be able to mediate some of the backfiring from increased outgroup
exposure. However, given power issues, the results are generally less precise. Future work could focus on more

precisely estimating whether bundling rituals with contact could be beneficial.

5.3 Programming content

Rituals and intergroup contact can affect behaviors through emotion-based channels. Camp lectures, meanwhile,
might affect behaviors through reasoning. Previous research has shown curriculum content can indeed shape atti-
tudes and behaviors of children in the direction intended by the content (Cantoni et al., 2017). We use quasi-random
variation in lecture attendance to probe this possibility. While each camp was 12 days long, only three days in-
cluded lectures: days 2, 7, and 11. Given that the first and last days of the camps were somewhat special—including
introductions and the closing ceremony—we focus on the effect of attending the three lecture days as opposed to
the non-lecture days excluding the first and last days. Since each day’s activities were not announced in advance,
attendance of lecture days is plausibly exogenous conditional on overall attendance. That motivates the following

specification:

Y; = 1 + y1Lecture Days Attended; 4+ y»Middle Days Attended; + p3X; + €, @)

where Lecture Days Attended; € {0,1,2,3} is the key regressor and Middle Days Attended, € {0, 1,...,9,10} is the
key control: the number of days attended excluding the first and last days of the camp. ¥, is the coefficient of interest,
while 7, is not interpretable as causal. As with our analysis of the effects of camps, we include baseline dependent
variables as controls when available, and we estimate robust standard errors. As hypothesized, balance tests show
that lecture-day attendance is as-good-as-random after conditioning on non-lecture-day attendance (Appendix Table
A). Thus, the effects of lecture days are cleanly identified, although less precisely estimated than the effects of the
treatments that we explicitly randomized. Given the lack of precision, we consider these findings more exploratory.*

Recall that the camps have statistically significant positive effects on three of five outcome families: social

preferences, willingness to interact, and well-being (Figure 1). Lecture-day attendance positively affects only social

45The decline in precision comes from the fact that relatively few individuals contribute variation in lecture attendance conditional on
attendance from days 2 to 11. In particular, of the 235 camp participants who completed the endline, 155 attended every day from day 2
to day 11, and 10 attended zero days—these 165 participants do not contribute identifying variation. Of the remaining 70 participants, 69
contribute variation, with 51 of these participants attending eight or nine days from day 2 to day 11.
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preferences (Figure 11). Each additional lecture-day attended increases the social preference index by 0.450 (p <
0.01), driven by positive effects of 0.540 and 0.360 on the dictator game and public goods contributions sub-
components, respectively. These findings suggest that the educational component of camps plays a role in molding
social preferences in the domain of money, but not, for example, in molding feelings of national identity and attitudes.
Tentatively, it might be that lectures around topics of inclusiveness are effective at molding reason-based decisions

(like monetary decisions), and less so at moulding emotion-based decisions (like attitudes).

Figure 11: Programming improves social preferences
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Notes: The figure plots the point estimates and 95% confidence intervals from 12 separate regressions. Each outcome is
regressed on the number of lecture days that the camper attended, controlling for the total number of camp days attended (not
including the first and last day). The sample includes only the boys randomly assigned to the camps. Outcome variables are
centered and standardized using the variables’ control-group means and standard deviations. Confidence intervals are based on
robust standard errors. Coefficient magnitudes and statistical significance for number of lecture days attended are displayed on
the left-hand side of the plot: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01.

While the lectures did not explicitly discuss monetary judgments, they did directly cover the history and success
of India’s democratic political system. At endline, 43% of control group participants consider democracy to be the
best political system. Each lecture-day attended increases this fraction by 18 percentage points (p = 0.09), suggest-
ing that the lecture content was persuasive among the participants driving the lecture-day effects. One interpretation
of these results is that lectures shift attitudes only to the extent that they explicitly target a particular topic (the

strength of India’s democracy, in our case). Participants change their mind on the targeted topic, but do not make the
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inferential leap to change their views on related topics (e.g., support for citizenship for outgroup members). In prin-
ciple, such inferential leaps (or “generalization”’) may be more likely among older and more educated participants, a

claim that might be tested in future work.

6 Conclusion

Most societies have organizations and traditions that involve bringing together children of similar ages, but from dif-
ferent families, for group activities. Whether intentionally or not, such institutions have the potential to build bonds,
develop social skills, and instill progressive community norms. We assess whether youth camps can strengthen ties
between adolescents from historically antagonistic religious groups, and so forge social cohesion in ethnically po-
larized societies. In a randomized controlled trial fielded among Hindu and Muslim boys in West Bengal, India, we
show that youth camps reduce ingroup bias, increase willingness to interact with outgroups, and bolster psycholog-
ical well-being. Different components of camps explain different effects: intergroup contact facilitates intergroup
friendship-making, rituals add to psychological well-being (although only for the majority group), while program-
matic content influences social preferences. At the same time, these components affect majority- and minority-group
children in heterogeneous ways. Additional outgroup exposure tends to backfire for the majority-group Hindu boys,
while rituals alienate Muslims and promote psychological well-being only for Hindus. Table 4 summarizes these
findings.

Robert Baden-Powell, the founder of modern scouting, wrote that “a week of [camp] life is worth six months
of theoretical teaching in the meeting room” (Baden-Powell, 1949, 35). We find that camps integrating team sport,
group rituals, and programmatic instruction can have powerful impacts on young people, and remake social rela-
tions for the better. Still, our results raise questions for future research. The first is what can be done to bring about
attitudinal and not just behavioral change in adolescents. We detect positive shifts in attitudes regarding democracy,
which was the focus of our lecture plans. Studies targeting intergroup attitudes might therefore concentrate lesson
material on explicit dimensions of tolerance—for instance, arguments favoring intermarriage. Second, how might
camps’ design be modified to ensure that intergroup contact works equally well for majority- and minority-group
campers? It may be that an even more immersive residential (rather than day) camps might provide more opportuni-
ties for positive interactions between campers of different groups, and fewer chances to self-segregate. In that vein,
Corno et al. (2022) demonstrate that having outgroup roommates in a university dorm setting reduces stereotypes
and improves attitudes. Based on our suggestive evidence of complementarities, future research could also measure
more precisely the consequences of bundling rituals with high contact. Coming up with an optimal template for

tolerance-promoting camps would be valuable for policymakers.
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Last, the overall null effect of rituals is an important takeaway from our study. The ritual component of the
intervention was highly intensive, featuring 20 distinct rituals, and encompassing at least four different concepts said
to matter in the literature (coordination, symbolism, synchrony, and repetition). Thus, the null cannot be attributed
to a “light touch” treatment. We conclude that rituals may not have the community-building power often ascribed to
them, and claims by Durkheim (1912), Turner (1977) and others about the potency of “collective effervescence” in
ritual contexts may be incorrect. But there are types of rituals we do not evaluate. Rituals that are extreme (especially
those that are physically demanding or painful), or those that involve costly signals of loyalty, might perform better
in creating cooperation across diverse groups (Aronson and Mills, 1959; Xygalatas et al., 2013). Longstanding
religious rituals, replete with pre-existing meaning, might also be more effective for identity fusion. While difficult

to test in field experimental settings, these types of ritual deserve more investigation.

Table 4: Summary of results

Primary outcome index:

Social Willingness to National identity
preferences interact Attitudes Well-being

Main effects:

Camps + + Null Null +
Mechanisms:

Contact Null + friendships - Null Null

— willingness to
play
Rituals Null Null Null Null + Hindus
Content + Null Null + democracy as Null

best system

42



References

Adukia, Anjali, Sam Asher, Kritarth Jha, Paul Novosad, and Brandon Tan, “Residential Segregation and Un-
equal Access to Local Public Services in India: Evidence from 1.5 m Neighborhoods,” Dartmouth College, mimeo,
2022.

Alan, Sule, Ceren Baysan, Mert Gumren, and Elif Kubilay, “Building Social Cohesion in Ethnically Mixed
Schools: An Intervention on Perspective Taking,” The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 2021, 136 (4), 2147-
2194,

Allport, Gordon, The Nature of Prejudice, Garden City, NJ: Anchor, 1954.

Alter, Joseph S, “Somatic Nationalism: Indian Wrestling and Militant Hinduism,” Modern Asian Studies, 1994, 28
(3), 557-588.

Andersen, Walter and Shridhar Damle, The Brotherhood in Saffron: The Rashtriya Swayamsevak Sangh and
Hindu Revivalism, Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1987.

Aronson, Elliot and Judson Mills, “The Effect of Severity of Initiation on Liking for a Group,” The Journal of
Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1959, 59 (2), 177.

Asher, Sam, Paul Novosad, and Charlie Rafkin, “Intergenerational Mobility in India: New Methods and Estimates
Across Time, Space, and Communities,” American Economic Journal: Applied Economics, forthcoming, 2023.

Baden-Powell, Robert, Aids to Scoutmastership: A Guide Book for Scoutmasters on the Theory of Scout Training,
London: Herbert Jenkins, 1949.

Bagues, Manuel and Christopher Roth, “Interregional Contact and the Formation of a Shared Identity,” American
Economic Journal: Economic Policy, 2023, 15 (3), 322-350.

Bailey, A, S Hetrick, S Rosenbaum, R Purcell, and A Parker, “Treating Depression with Physical Activity in
Adolescents and Young Adults: A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis of Randomised Controlled Trials,”
Psychological Medicine, 2018, 48 (7), 1068-1083.

Bandiera, Oriana, Myra Mohnen, Imran Rasul, and Martina Viarengo, “Nation-Building Through Compulsory
Schooling During the Age of Mass Migration,” The Economic Journal, 2019, 129 (617), 62—109.

Banerjee, Abhijit, Esther Duflo, Erin Grela, Madeline McKelway, Frank Schilbach, Garima Sharma, and
Girija Vaidyanathan, “Depression and Loneliness among the Elderly in Low-and Middle-Income Countries,”
Journal of Economic Perspectives, 2023, 37 (2), 179-202.

Bazzi, Samuel, Arya Gaduh, Alexander Rothenberg, and Maisy Wong, “Unity in Diversity? How Intergroup
Contact Can Foster Nation Building,” American Economic Review, November 2019, 109 (11), 3978-4025.

Bialeschki, Deborah, Karla Henderson, and Penny James, “Camp Experiences and Developmental Outcomes
for Youth,” Child and Adolescent Psychiatric Clinics of North America, 2007, 16 (4), 769-788.

Blouin, Arthur and Sharun Mukand, “Erasing Ethnicity? Propaganda, Nation Building, and Identity in Rwanda,”
Journal of Political Economy, 2019, 127 (3), 1008—1062.

Butinda, Lewis Dunia, Aimable Amani Lameke, Nathan Nunn, Max Posch, and Rail Sanchez de la Sierra,
“On the Importance of African Traditional Religion for Economic Behavior,” National Bureau of Economic Re-
search, working paper #31430, 2023.

Cantoni, Davide, Yayu Chen, David Yang, Noam Yuchtman, and Jane Zhang, “Curriculum and Ideology,”
Journal of Political Economy, 2017, 125 (2), 338-392.

43



Carlitz, Ruth, Ameet Morjaria, and Joris M Mueller, “State-Building in a Diverse Society,” National Bureau of
Economic Research, working paper #30731, 2022.

Carrell, Scott, Bruce Sacerdote, and James West, “From Natural Variation to Optimal Policy? The Importance of
Endogenous Peer Group Formation,” Econometrica, 2013, 81 (3), 855-882.

Chakrabarty, Anindita and Manish Jha, “Social Construction of Migrant Identities: Everyday Life of
Bangladeshi Migrants in West Bengal,” Community Development Journal, 2022, 57 (4), 731-749.

Chen, Yan and Sherry Xin Li, “Group Identity and Social Preferences,” American Economic Review, March 2009,
99 (1), 431-457.

Chwe, Michael Suk-Young, Rational Ritual: Culture, Coordination, and Common Knowledge, Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 2013.

Clochard, Gwen-Jiro, “Contact Interventions: A Meta-Analysis,” Center for Research in Economics and Statistics,
mimeo, 2022.

Corno, Lucia, Eliana La Ferrara, and Justine Burns, “Interaction, Stereotypes, and Performance: Evidence from
South Africa,” American Economic Review, 2022, 112 (12), 3848-3875.

Cox, P, “Opera Nazionale Balilla: An Aspect of Italian Education,” Junior-Senior High School Clearing House,
1935, 9 (5), 267-270.

DellaVigna, Stefano and Devin Pope, “What Motivates Effort? Evidence and Expert Forecasts,” The Review of
Economic Studies, 2018, 85 (2), 1029-1069.

_, John List, Ulrike Malmendier, and Gautam Rao, “Estimating Social Preferences and Gift Exchange at Work,”
American Economic Review, 2022, 112 (3), 1038-1074.

Depetris-Chauvin, Emilio, Ruben Durante, and Filipe Campante, “Building Nations Through Shared Experi-
ences: Evidence from African Football,” American Economic Review, 2020, 110 (5), 1572-1602.

Dhar, Diva, Tarun Jain, and Seema Jayachandran, “Reshaping Adolescents’ Gender Attitudes: Evidence from a
School-Based Experiment in India,” American Economic Review, 2022, 112 (3), 899-927.

Ditlmann, Ruth K and Cyrus Samii, “Can intergroup contact affect ingroup dynamics? Insights from a field study
with Jewish and Arab-Palestinian youth in Israel.,” Peace and Conflict: Journal of Peace Psychology, 2016, 22
(4), 380.

Durkheim, Emile, The Elementary Forms of Religious Life, Paris, France: Alcan, 1912.

Enos, Ryan, “Causal Effect of Intergroup Contact on Exclusionary Attitudes,” Proceedings of the National Academy
of Sciences, 2014, 111 (10), 3699-3704.

Enos, Ryan D, “What the Demolition of Public Housing Teaches Us About the Impact of Racial Threat on Political
Behavior,” American Journal of Political Science, 2016, 60 (1), 123-142.

Fitri, Hadiani and Anwar Soleh Purba, “Youth In the Existence of Nias Ethnic Culture,” Resmilitaris, 2023, 13
(1), 2679-2692.

Gaikwad, Nikhar and Gareth Nellis, “Do Politicians Discriminate Against Internal Migrants? Evidence from
Nationwide Field Experiments in India,” American Journal of Political Science, 2021, 65 (4), 790-806.

Ghosh, Arkadev, “Religious Divisions and Production Technology: Experimental Evidence from India,” Duke
University, mimeo, 2022.

44



Goette, Lorenz, David Huffman, Stephan Meier, and Matthias Sutter, “Competition Between Organizational
Groups: Its Impact on Altruistic and Antisocial Motivations,” Management Science, 2012, 58 (5), 948-960.

Government of India, “Sachar Committee Report: Social, Economic and Educational Status of the Muslim Com-
munity of India,” 2006.

Green, Donald and Janelle Wong, “Tolerance and the Contact Hypothesis: A Field Experiment,” in “The Political
Psychology of Democratic Citizenship,” New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2009, pp. 1-23.

Grosjean, Pauline and Rose Khattar, “It’s Raining Men! Hallelujah? The Long-Run Consequences of Male-
Biased Sex Ratios,” The Review of Economic Studies, 2019, 86 (2), 723-754.

Grzybowski, Romuald, “The Ideological Aims and Organisational Structure of the Vladimir Lenin All-Union
Pioneer Organisation and its Place in the System of Education of a New Man,” Biuletyn Historii Wychowania,
2017, (37), 63-78.

Henrich, Joseph, The WEIRDest People in the World: How the West Became Psychologically Peculiar and Partic-
ularly Prosperous, London: Penguin, 2020.

Hobson, Nicholas, Francesca Gino, Michael Norton, and Michael Inzlicht, “When Novel Rituals Lead to In-
tergroup Bias: Evidence from Economic Games and Neurophysiology,” Psychological Science, 2017, 28 (6),
733-750.

_, Juliana Schroeder, Jane Risen, Dimitris Xygalatas, and Michael Inzlicht, “The Psychology of Rituals: An
Integrative Review and Process-Based Framework,” Personality and Social Psychology Review, 2018, 22 (3),
260-284.

Jaffrelot, Christophe, Modi’s India: Hindu Nationalism and the Rise of Ethnic Democracy, Princeton, NJ: Prince-
ton University Press, 2021.

Jose, Paul, Nicholas Ryan, and Jan Pryor, “Does Social Connectedness Promote a Greater Sense of Well-Being
in Adolescence Over Time?,” Journal of Research on Adolescence, 2012, 22 (2), 235-251.

Kanungo, Pralay, “The Rise of the Bharatiya Janata Party in West Bengal,” Studies in Indian Politics, 2015, 3 (1),
50-68.

Lazear, Edward, “Culture and Language,” Journal of Political Economy, 1999, 107 (S6), S95-S126.

Lewin, Kurt, Ronald Lippitt, and Ralph White, “Patterns of Aggressive Behavior in Experimentally Created
“Social Climates™,” The Journal of Social Psychology, 1939, 10 (2), 269-299.

Lowe, Matt, “Types of Contact: A Field Experiment on Collaborative and Adversarial Caste Integration,” American
Economic Review, 2021, 111 (6), 1807-1844.

Matavelli, Ieda, “We Don’t Talk About Boys: An Experiment on Masculinity Norms in Brazil,” University of
British COlumbia, mimeo, 2023.

Miguel, Edward, “Tribe or Nation? Nation Building and Public Goods in Kenya versus Tanzania,” World Politics,
2004, 56 (3), 327-362.

Moscona, Jacob and Awa Ambra Seck, “Age Set vs. Kin: Culture and Financial Ties in East Africa,” Harvard
University, mimeo, 2022.

Mousa, Salma, “Building Social Cohesion Between Christians and Muslims Through Soccer in Post-ISIS Iraq,”
Science, 2020, 369 (6505), 866-870.

45



Nath, Suman and Subhoprotim Roy Chowdhury, “Manufacturing Polarisation in Contemporary India: The Case
of Identity Politics in Post-Left Bengal,” International Journal of Conflict and Violence, 2019, 13.

Norton, Michael and Francesca Gino, ‘“Rituals Alleviate Grieving for Loved Ones, Lovers, and Lotteries,” Journal
of Experimental Psychology: General, 2014, 143 (1), 266.

Okunogbe, Oyebola, “Does Exposure to Other Ethnic Regions Promote National Integration? Evidence from
Nigeria,” American Economic Journal: Applied Economics, forthcoming, 2023.

Paglayan, Agustina, “Education or Indoctrination? The Violent Origins of Public School Systems in an Era of
State-Building,” American Political Science Review, 2022, 116 (4), 1242-1257.

Paluck, Elizabeth and Chelsey Clark, “Can Playing Together Help Us Live Together?,” Science, 2020, 369 (6505),
769-770.

— , Roni Porat, Chelsey Clark, and Donald Green, “Prejudice Reduction: Progress and Challenges,” Annual
Review of Psychology, 2021, 72, 533-560.

_ , Seth Green, and Donald Green, “The Contact Hypothesis Re-Evaluated,” Behavioural Public Policy, 2018,
pp- 1-30.

Purakayastha, Anindya Sekhar, “Communalisation of Politics in West Bengal,” Economic and Political Weekly,
2018, 53 (16), 12—-15.

Rao, Gautam, “Familiarity Does Not Breed Contempt: Generosity, Discrimination, and Diversity in Delhi Schools,”
American Economic Review, 2019, 109 (3), 774-8009.

Roy, Rajat, “Communal Politics Gaining Ground in West Bengal,” Economic and Political Weekly, 2017, 52 (16),
18-20.

Scacco, Alexandra and Shana Warren, “Can Social Contact Reduce Prejudice and Discrimination? Evidence
from a Field Experiment in Nigeria,” American Political Science Review, 2018, 112 (3), 654-677.

Sherif, Muzafer, “Experiments in Group Conflict,” Scientific American, 1956, 195 (5), 54-59.

Smith, Christian and Melina Lundquist Denton, Soul Searching: The Religious and Spiritual Lives of American
Teenagers, New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2009.

Sosis, Richard and Bradley Ruffle, “Religious Ritual and Cooperation: Testing for a Relationship on Israeli Reli-
gious and Secular Kibbutzim,” Current Anthropology, 2003, 44 (5), 713-722.

Swann, William, Angel Gomez, D Conor Seyle, J Morales, and Carmen Huici, “Identity Fusion: the Interplay of
Personal and Social Identities in Extreme Group Behavior.,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 2009,
96 (5), 995.

Turner, Victor, The Ritual Process: Structure and Anti-Structure, Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1977.

Valiani, Arafaat, “Physical Training, Ethical Discipline, and Creative Violence: Zones of Self-Mastery in the Hindu
Nationalist Movement,” Cultural Anthropology, 2010, 25 (1), 73-99.

Vescovi, Roberta, “Children into Soldiers: Sport and Fascist Italy,” in “Militarism, Sport, Europe,” London: Rout-
ledge, 2004, pp. 179-200.

Wilkinson, Steven, Votes and Violence: Electoral Competition and Ethnic Riots in India, Cambridge University
Press, 2006.

Wilkinson, Tom, “The Student Labour Camp Movement, Postcolonial Development, and the Shaping of Citizens-
to-be in Independent India, 1954-1965,” London School of Economics, mimeo, 2023.

46



Wiltermuth, Scott S and Chip Heath, “Synchrony and Cooperation,” Psychological science, 2009, 20 (1), 1-5.
Xygalatas, Dimitris, Ritual: How Seemingly Senseless Acts Make Life Worth Living 2022.

_, Panagiotis Mitkidis, Ronald Fischer, Paul Reddish, Joshua Skewes, Armin Geertz, Andreas Roepstorff,
and Joseph Bulbulia, “Extreme Rituals Promote Prosociality,” Psychological Science, 2013, 24 (8), 1602—-1605.

_ , Sammyh Khan, Martin Lang, Radek Kundt, Eva Kundtova-Klocova, Jan Kratky, and John Shaver,
“Effects of Extreme Ritual Practices on Psychophysiological Well-Being,” Current Anthropology, 2019, 60 (5),

699-707.

Young, Alwyn, “Channeling Fisher: Randomization Tests and the Statistical Insignificance of Seemingly Significant
Experimental Results*,” The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 11 2018, 134 (2), 557-598.

47



ONLINE APPENDIX

“Creating Cohesive Communities:
A Youth Camp Experiment in India”

Arkadev Ghosh"
Prerna Kundu™
Matt Lowe™
Gareth Nellis*

#Duke University
*University of British Columbia
*University of California San Diego



A Supplementary Tables

Table S1: Summary statistics

Measure N Mean  St. Dev. Min. Median Max.
Baseline (parent):
Monthly HH income: Rs. 5,001-15,000 412 0.75 0.43 0.00 1.00 1.00
Thermometer: Narendra Modi 412 59.01 30.94 0.00 56.00 100.00
Thermometer: Mamata Banerjee 412 72.23 26.63 0.00 79.00 100.00
Thermometer: Mahatma Gandhi 412 76.36 25.51 0.00 84.00 100.00
Trust: other religion 412 3.12 0.73 1.00 3.00 4.00
Trust: other nationality 412 2.69 0.86 1.00 3.00 4.00
Trust: other state 412 2.83 0.78 1.00 3.00 4.00
Baseline (child):
Thermometer: Narendra Modi 412 58.42 30.54 0.00 60.00 100.00
Thermometer: Mamata Banerjee 412 72.84 26.75 0.00 81.00 100.00
Thermometer: Mahatma Gandhi 412 73.00 26.81 0.00 81.00 100.00
Trust: other religion 412 3.04 0.71 1.00 3.00 4.00
Trust: other nationality 412 2.68 0.83 1.00 3.00 4.00
Trust: other state 412 2.83 0.77 1.00 3.00 4.00
Aged 13 to 15 412 0.73 0.44 0.00 1.00 1.00
Previously attended camp 412 0.16 0.36 0.00 0.00 1.00
Number of Hindu students in class 412 6.12 2.83 0.00 7.00 10.00
Number of Muslim students in class 412 3.80 2.85 0.00 3.00 10.00
Number of outgroup friends 412 -6.47 25.02 -99.00 0.00 5.00
Opinion of democracy 412 1.74 0.75 1.00 2.00 4.00
Loneliness 412 7.26 2.46 0.00 8.00 10.00
Depression 412 4.18 3.73 0.00 3.00 19.00
Happiness 412 2.52 0.59 0.00 3.00 3.00
Measures taken during camp (campers only):
Excited 2,524 877 2.04 1.00 10.00 10.00
Team friends 2,526 751 2.18 0.00 9.00 9.00
Happy 2,521 3.54 0.91 0.00 4.00 4.00
Camp attendance 240 10.42 3.22 0.00 12.00 12.00
Lecture day attendance 240 2.59 0.86 0.00 3.00 3.00
Endline (all children):
Dictator game (stranger) 401 -0.53 12.86 -50.00 0.00 75.00
Public goods game (stranger) 401 37.14 14.32 0.00 40.00 50.00
Number of outgroup friends 400 0.33 0.83 0.00 0.00 5.00
Willingness to play 380 0.56 0.50 0.00 1.00 1.00
More Indian than Hindu/Muslim 401 2.40 1.19 0.00 2.00 4.00
Selected Indian flag magnet 401 0.79 0.41 0.00 1.00 1.00
Marry outgroup 401 0.23 0.42 0.00 0.00 1.00
Citizenship for outgroup 401 0.73 0.45 0.00 1.00 1.00
Thermometer: Foreigners 401 49.81 21.97 0.00 50.00 100.00
Thermometer: Politicians 401 56.13 15.82 2.50 54.50 100.00
Democracy best system 401 0.47 0.50 0.00 0.00 1.00
Social life 401 8.12 2.59 0.00 9.00 10.00
Less depression 401 -4.15 3.55 -17.00 -3.00 0.00
Happiness 401 2.72 0.50 0.00 3.00 3.00
Teammate friendships 2,350 0.24 0.43 0.00 0.00 1.00
Predicted volunteering 2,350 0.60 0.49 0.00 1.00 1.00
Boys should appear manly 401 2.42 0.64 0.00 2.00 3.00
Boys should use violence 401 1.45 1.06 0.00 1.00 3.00
Boys who cry are weak 401 1.14 0.93 0.00 1.00 3.00
Endline (campers only):
Dictator game (nonteam) 235 -0.38 11.45 -40.00 0.00 40.00
Do anything for campers 235 2.39 0.58 0.00 2.00 3.00
Camp friends 235 34.92 24.15 0.00 30.00 117.00
Team friends 235 2.44 2.33 1.00 1.00 9.00

Notes: This table reports summary statistics. We include all outcome variables used in the main anal-
ysis, all baseline variables used in the analysis, and baseline variables mentioned in the main paper to
characterize the sample.



Table S2: Camp activities by day

Activities list

Day 1 - Introduction
« Football
Day 2 « Lecture and discussion on democracy
- Mock election
+ Football
Day 3 - Dance
- Football
Day 4 - Street theater
- Cricket
Day 5 - Camp photo
« Football
Day 6 + Dance
- Football
Day 7 - Lecture and discussion on history and politics of Bengal
- Rakhis
- Cricket
Day 8 + Football
- Sports day: cricket, relays, badminton
Day 9 - Street theater
« Football
Day 10 « Football
- Cricket
Day 11 - Lecture and discussion on India’s freedom struggle
+ Mock election
- Football
Day 12 - Closing ceremony, certificates

Notes: The schedule repeated twice per day. Morning sessions took place from
9am to 1pm; afternoon sessions took place from 1pm to Spm.



Table S3: No evidence of imbalance in baseline covariates across experimental conditions

Camps Ritual High contact
vs. control vs. regular vs. low contact
Control Low-contact
mean Coef. Coef. mean Coef.
(SD) (SE) p-value (SE) p-value (SD) (SE) p-value
) ) 3) @ ®) ©) %) ®)
A. Household characteristics
Household size 4.60 -0.23 0.08 0.18 0.27 441 -0.03 0.88
(1.36) (0.13) 0.17) (1.31) (0.20)
Monthly HH income: Rs. 0-10,000 0.41 0.05 0.29 -0.08 0.20 0.45 0.02 0.78
(0.49) (0.05) (0.06) (0.50) (0.06)
Monthly HH income: Rs. 10,001-15,000 0.35 -0.01 0.87 0.09 0.14 0.35 -0.01 0.82
(0.48) (0.05) (0.06) (0.48) (0.05)
Monthly HH income: Rs. 15,001-20,000 0.12 0.01 0.71 0.04 0.34 0.13 -0.02 0.62
(0.32) (0.03) (0.04) (0.34) (0.03)
Monthly HH income: Rs. >20,000 0.12 -0.06 0.05 -0.05 0.12 0.06 0.01 0.76
(0.33) (0.03) (0.03) (0.25) (0.04)
Owns TV 0.81 0.02 0.62 -0.02 0.60 0.83 -0.03 0.57
(0.39) (0.04) (0.05) (0.38) (0.06)
Owns fridge 0.45 0.06 0.24 -0.09 0.16 0.49 0.08 0.22
(0.50) (0.05) (0.06) (0.50) (0.06)
Owns almirah 0.80 -0.01 0.73 0.00 >0.99 0.79 -0.01 0.79
(0.40) (0.04) (0.05) (0.41) (0.05)
Owns microwave 0.06 -0.03 0.18 -0.01 0.74 0.04 -0.02 0.39
(0.25) (0.02) (0.02) (0.21) (0.02)
B. Parent survey
Mother’s education: <10th standard 0.84 -0.01 0.80 0.07 0.13 0.83 -0.05 0.36
(0.37) (0.04) (0.05) (0.37) (0.05)
Father’s education: <10th standard 0.77 -0.01 0.85 -0.08 0.13 0.73 0.07 0.25
(0.42) (0.04) (0.06) (0.44) (0.06)
Thermometer: Narendra Modi (0-100) 58.12 2.27 0.41 0.07 0.98 58.52 1.20 0.73
(30.90) (2.74) (3.51) (30.92) (3.44)
Thermometer: Mahatma Gandhi (0-100) 74.56 3.34 0.19 -2.18 0.50 77.83 -0.11 0.97
(26.31) (2.56) (3.22) (23.84) (2.82)
Trust: another religion 3.16 -0.09 0.20 -0.09 0.34 3.14 -0.13 0.09
(0.70) (0.07) (0.09) (0.75) (0.07)
Trust: another nationality 2.74 -0.11 0.19 -0.14 0.20 271 -0.13 0.33
(0.83) (0.08) (0.11) (0.86) (0.13)
Trust: other Indian states 291 -0.15 0.04 -0.22 0.03 2.82 -0.11 0.31
(0.73) (0.08) (0.10) (0.82) 0.11)
C. Child survey
Age 14.62 0.08 0.59 0.14 0.43 14.67 0.11 0.59
(1.47) (0.15) (0.18) (1.34) (0.19)
Caste: General 0.50 -0.07 0.17 0.21 <0.01 0.45 -0.01 0.88
(0.50) (0.05) (0.06) (0.50) (0.05)
Caste: OBC 0.15 0.02 0.54 -0.12 0.01 0.17 0.05 0.24
(0.36) (0.03) (0.04) (0.38) (0.04)
Caste: SC 0.32 0.03 0.49 -0.09 0.08 0.32 0.00 0.95
(0.47) (0.04) (0.05) (0.47) (0.05)
Caste: ST 0.02 0.02 0.21 0.02 0.52 0.05 -0.03 0.17
(0.15) (0.02) (0.03) (0.22) (0.02)
Subject: arts 0.52 0.01 0.84 -0.01 0.90 0.51 0.02 0.77
(0.50) (0.05) (0.06) (0.50) (0.08)
Subject: commerce 0.09 0.00 0.90 -0.02 0.64 0.08 0.01 0.72
(0.28) (0.03) (0.04) (0.27) (0.04)
Subject: science 0.24 0.03 0.49 -0.03 0.66 0.30 -0.09 0.19
(0.43) (0.04) (0.06) (0.46) (0.06)
Subject: other 0.02 0.00 0.99 -0.01 0.63 0.01 0.04 0.10
(0.13) (0.01) (0.02) (0.08) (0.02)
News source: newspaper 0.22 -0.04 0.30 0.03 0.61 0.20 -0.06 0.28
(0.41) (0.04) (0.05) (0.40) (0.05)
News source: TV 0.63 0.01 0.78 0.01 0.89 0.67 -0.09 0.14
(0.48) (0.05) (0.06) (0.47) (0.06)
News source: social media 0.70 -0.09 0.05 -0.03 0.59 0.59 0.03 0.72
(0.46) (0.05) (0.06) (0.49) (0.07)
News source: word of mouth 0.61 0.07 0.13 0.09 0.13 0.68 0.00 0.91
(0.49) (0.05) (0.06) (0.47) (0.04)
Social media: Youtube 0.88 -0.04 0.28 -0.01 0.86 0.83 0.04 0.40
(0.32) (0.03) (0.05) (0.37) (0.05)
Social media: Facebook 0.63 -0.04 0.46 0.02 0.79 0.57 0.10 0.05
(0.48) (0.05) (0.06) (0.50) (0.05)



Table S3: (continued) Balance across experimental conditions

Camps Ritual High contact
vs. control vs. regular vs. low contact
Control Low-contact
mean Coef. Coef. mean Coef.
(SD) (SE) p-value (SE) p-value (SD) (SE) p-value
€8} (@) 3 (C)) (5) (6) (@) (®)
Social media: WhatsApp 0.76 -0.04 0.34 -0.03 0.57 0.69 0.11 0.07
(0.43) (0.04) (0.06) (0.46) (0.06)
Social media: Instagram 0.42 -0.04 0.45 0.01 0.89 0.38 0.04 0.61
(0.49) (0.05) (0.06) (0.49) (0.07)
Social media: TikTok 0.05 -0.02 0.43 0.02 0.47 0.03 0.01 0.86
(0.21) (0.02) (0.02) (0.18) (0.03)
Social media: none 0.05 0.06 0.02 0.03 0.42 0.14 -0.07 0.07
(0.22) (0.03) (0.04) (0.35) (0.04)
Owns smartphone 0.33 -0.04 0.35 0.02 0.67 0.28 0.04 0.49
(0.47) (0.05) (0.06) (0.45) (0.05)
Previously attended camp 0.15 0.02 0.63 0.03 0.48 0.17 -0.05 0.28
(0.36) (0.04) (0.05) (0.38) (0.04)
Number of Hindu students in class (out of 10) 6.02 0.18 0.42 -0.03 0.91 6.03 0.16 0.54
(2.88) (0.23) (0.29) (2.86) (0.25)
Number of Muslim students in class (out of -10) 3.89 -0.17 0.46 -0.04 0.89 3.86 -0.06 0.80
(2.93) (0.23) (0.29) (2.84) (0.25)
Political system: strong leader (1-4) 2.46 0.04 0.66 -0.06 0.66 248 0.01 0.93
(0.91) (0.10) (0.13) (0.97) (0.15)
Political system: experts (1-4) 2.03 0.01 0.89 -0.03 0.79 2.10 -0.21 0.18
(0.98) (0.10) (0.13) (1.00) (0.15)
Political system: army (1-4) 2.16 -0.01 0.95 0.17 0.17 2.16 0.05 0.74
(1.04) (0.10) (0.13) (1.02) (0.15)
Political system: democracy (1-4) 1.70 0.06 0.46 -0.02 0.87 1.72 0.10 0.38
(0.74) (0.08) (0.10) (0.75) (0.11)
Political system: religious law (1-4) 3.01 0.01 0.94 0.02 0.85 3.04 -0.07 0.64
(0.99) (0.10) (0.13) (0.98) (0.15)
Thermometer: Narendra Modi (0-100) 57.49 1.52 0.35 -1.43 0.49 57.20 3.97 0.21
(30.73) (1.63) (2.06) (31.69) (3.08)
Thermometer: Mahatma Gandhi (0-100) 72.11 1.33 0.61 3.12 0.36 74.76 -2.41 0.53
(26.48) (2.62) (3.43) (27.67) (3.76)
Trust: another religion (1-4) 3.01 0.05 0.48 -0.03 0.78 3.05 0.06 0.51
(0.71) (0.07) (0.09) (0.74) (0.09)
Trust: another nationality (1-4) 2.63 0.07 0.39 -0.10 0.35 2.72 0.03 0.81
(0.81) (0.08) (0.11) (0.84) (0.10)
Trust: other Indian states (1-4) 2.80 0.05 0.54 -0.07 0.50 2.89 -0.10 0.27
(0.76) (0.08) (0.10) (0.76) (0.09)
Well-being: loneliness (0-10) 7.14 0.25 0.32 0.06 0.85 7.53 -0.50 0.15
(2.57) (0.25) (0.31) (2.30) (0.33)
Well-being: depression (0-24) 3.80 0.76 0.04 -0.17 0.71 4.37 0.12 0.82
(3.76) (0.37) 0.47) (3.74) (0.53)
Well-being: happiness (1-4) 2.53 -0.02 0.76 0.13 0.07 2.51 0.00 0.99
(0.63) (0.06) (0.07) (0.54) (0.10)
p-value from joint F-test 0.54 0.30 >0.99

Notes: Columns 3, 5, and 8 present p-values (for the treatment indicator) from separate OLS regressions of each baseline outcome on the treatment
indicator and randomization strata fixed effects. Regressions in columns 2-5 employ robust standard errors; regressions in columns 7-8 employ
standard errors clustered by team. The final row of the table reports the p-value from the F-test of a regression of the treatment indicator on all
baseline variables displayed in the table. There were 172 boys in the control group; 240 in the camps group (120 in the regular camp, and 120 in the
ritual camp); 156 campers were in the low-contact group, and 84 campers were in the high-contact group.



Table S4: No evidence of differential attrition in the endline survey

Outcome: Attrition indicator

Experimental comparison:

Camps Ritual High contact
vs. control  vs. regular  vs. low contact
(eY) (@) (3)
Panel A: Tests of differential attrition by treatment status
Treatment -0.017 -0.008 0.024
(0.017) (0.019) (0.023)
Proportion of randomized subjects surveyed at endline 0.973 0.979 0.979
Strata FEs Y Y Y
Panel B: Tests of patterns of differential attrition
Treatment -0.196 -0.117 1.317
(0.565) (0.556) (1.051)
Baseline characteristics Y Y Y
Baseline characteristics interacted with treatment Y Y Y
Strata FEs Y Y Y
p-value from joint F-test 0.23 0.78 >0.99

Notes: Panel A presents three separate OLS regressions of a binary attrition indicator (where 1 = attrited)
on the treatment indicator and randomization strata fixed effects. Panel B presents three separate OLS
regressions of the binary attrition indicator on the treatment indicator, all baseline covariates included in
Appendix Table S3, the interactions of all those covariates with the treatment indicator, and randomization
strata. The F-tests in Panel B test the hypothesis that the treatment and all baseline variables interacted
with the treatment are jointly zero. Standard errors, shown in parentheses, are robust in columns 1 and 2,
and are clustered by team in column 3.



Table S5: Estimated impact of camps on main outcomes: tabulated results

Control Baseline
mean ITT SE 95% Cls p-value N dep. var
1 2 (3) @ 5) ©) )]

A. Social preferences

(1) Index (z-score) 0.00 0.19%**  (0.07) [0.05, 0.34] 0.01 401 N

(ii) Dictator game (stranger) -2.37 341%¥%  (1.30)  [0.86, 5.96] 0.01 401 N

(iii) Public goods game (stranger) 36.33 1.61 (1.47) [-1.29,4.50] 0.28 401 N
B. Willingness to interact

(1) Index (z-score) -0.01 0.30%**  (0.07) [0.15, 0.44] 0.00 379 Y

(ii) Number of outgroup friends 0.20 0.24**%*  (0.07) [0.11, 0.38] 0.00 400 Y

(iii) Willingness to play 0.50 0.10%* (0.05) [0.00, 0.21] 0.05 380 N
C. National identity

(1) Index (z-score) 0.00 -0.05 (0.08)  [-0.20, 0.09] 0.47 401 N

(ii) More Indian than Hindu/Muslim 2.46 -0.13 (0.12)  [-0.37,0.10] 0.27 401 N

(iii) Selected Indian flag magnet 0.79 0.00 (0.04) [-0.08, 0.08] 0.97 401 N
D. Attitudes

(1) Index (z-score) 0.00 0.04 (0.05) [-0.06, 0.14] 0.41 401 N

(ii) Marry outgroup 0.22 0.03 (0.04) [-0.06,0.11] 0.55 401 N

(iii) Citizenship for outgroup 0.73 -0.01 (0.04) [-0.10, 0.08] 0.81 401 N

(iv) Thermometer: Foreigners 50.07 -0.58 (2.24)  [-4.99, 3.83] 0.80 401 N

(v) Thermometer: Politicians 55.65 0.75 (1.41) [-2.03,3.53] 0.60 401 Y

(vi) Democracy best system 0.43 0.07 (0.05) [-0.03,0.17] 0.15 401 Y
E. Well-being

(i) Index (z-score) 0.00 0.18***  (0.06) [0.06, 0.30] 0.00 401 Y

(ii) Social life 7.86 0.47* (0.27)  [-0.07, 1.00] 0.09 401 Y

(iii) Less depression -4.43 0.67* (0.34) [0.00, 1.34] 0.05 401 Y

(iv) Happiness 2.65 0.12%* (0.05) [0.02, 0.22] 0.02 401 Y

Notes: This table reports the effects of the camps on five families of outcomes. Each coefficient summarizes a separate
regression of the outcome on (i) an indicator for assignment to either of the two camps, (ii) randomization strata,
and (iii) where available, a baseline measure of the outcome variable. Each index is the unweighted average of all
components (standardized) within a family of outcomes. All outcomes are from the endline survey, and their definitions
are provided in Section 3.3. 95% confidence intervals are based on robust standard errors. Outcomes marked with stars
are incentivized. *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01.



Table S6: Heterogeneous effects of camps by age group

Outcome index (z-score):

Social Willingness ~ National
preferences to interact identity  Attitudes ~ Well-being
@ (@) 3 @ (&)
Camp x Age 13-14 0.28*** 0.30%** -0.07 0.10 0.07
0.11) 0.11) (0.10) (0.07) (0.08)
Camp x Age 15-18 0.10 0.31%** -0.05 -0.01 0.30%**
(0.10) (0.10) 0.11) (0.08) (0.10)
Age 13-14 vs. Age 15-18 effect, p-value 0.23 0.94 0.92 0.29 0.07
Control-mean difference: Age 15-18 — Age 13-14 0.13 -0.26 0.07 0.04 -0.25
N 401 379 401 401 401

Notes: This table reports the heterogeneous effects of camps by age, for the five main outcome indexes. We regress
outcomes on camp X age-group indicators, the age-group indicator itself, baseline measures of the outcome variable where

available, and randomization strata interacted with the age-group indicator. Robust standard errors are in parentheses.
*p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01.



Table S7: Camp effects on outgroup friendships are driven mainly by friends made at camp

Outcome: Outgroup friend...

From Not from  From control ~ Fromritual ~ From regular
Any camp camp group camp camp
@ @ 3 “ (6)) ©
Camper 0.24%%* (. 15%** 0.08* 0.00
(0.07) (0.04) (0.05) 0.02)
Regular camp 0.00 0.23 %%
(0.02) (0.06)
Ritual camp 0.09%* -0.02
(0.04) (0.01)
N 400 400 400 400 400 400

Notes: This table presents treatment effects of the camps on outgroup friendships. Outcomes are
the number of friends—out of the five closest friends mentioned by participants—with outgroup-
sounding names, as coded by research assistants and the authors. The specific outcomes by column
are: (1) total number of outgroup friends; (2) number of outgroup friends whose names match
the name of another participant assigned to either of the camps; (3) number of outgroup friends
whose names do not match the name of any participant assigned to either of the camps and does
not match any control participant; (4) number of outgroup friends whose names match the name of
a participant in the control group; (5) number of outgroup friends whose names match the name of
a participant in the ritual camp; and (6) number of outgroup friends whose names match the name
of a participant in the regular camp. Each regression controls for the number of outgroup friends
mentioned by participants at baseline, a dummy variable indicating missingness in that baseline
control, and randomization strata fixed effects. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. *p<0.1;
**p<0.05; ***p<0.01.



Table S8: Rituals do not improve intergroup relations: tabulated results

Regular Baseline
mean ITT SE 95% Cls p-value N dep. var
M 2) 3 (4) (5) (6) @
A. Social preferences
(i) Index 0.000 0.030 (0.061) [-0.09, 0.15] 0.623 235 N
(ii) *Dictator game (stranger) 0.299 0.964 (1.744) [-2.47, 4.40] 0.581 235 N
(iii) *Dictator game (team) -0.632 -1.561 (1.647) [-4.81, 1.68] 0.344 235 N
(iv) *Dictator game (nonteam) -0.786 0.788 (1.495) [-2.16, 3.73] 0.599 235 N
(v) *Public goods game 38.932  -2.416 (1.794) [-5.95, 1.12] 0.179 235 N
(vi) Do anything for campers 2.299 0.179%*%  (0.075) [0.03, 0.33] 0.017 235 N
B. Willingness to interact
(i) Index -0.011 -0.072 (0.072) [-0.21, 0.07] 0.322 220 Y
(i) Number of outgroup friends 0.444 -0.052 (0.111) [-0.27,0.17] 0.640 234 Y
(iii) Camp friends 33915  2.029 (3.166) [-4.21, 8.27] 0.522 235 N
(iv) Team friends 2.709 -0.525*%  (0.303) [-1.12,0.07] 0.085 235 N
(v) *Willingness to play 0.631 -0.051 (0.067) [-0.18, 0.08] 0.443 221 N
C. Identity
(i) Index 0.000 -0.055 (0.092) [-0.24, 0.13] 0.549 235 N
(ii) More Indian than Hindu/Muslim 2.487 -0.253*  (0.153) [-0.55, 0.05] 0.099 235 N
(iii) *Selected Indian flag magnet 0.761 0.052 (0.048) [-0.04, 0.15] 0.283 235 N
D. Attitudes
(i) Index 0.000 -0.093 (0.060) [-0.21, 0.03] 0.123 235 N
(ii) Marry outgroup 0.239 0.016 (0.057) [-0.10, 0.13] 0.772 235 N
(iii) Citizenship for outgroup 0.744 -0.031 (0.057) [-0.14, 0.08] 0.588 235 N
(v) Thermometer: Politicians 56.598 -0.385 (1.883) [-4.10, 3.33] 0.838 235 Y
(vi) Thermometer: Foreigners 52.218 -5.159% (2.867) [-10.81, 0.49] 0.073 235 N
(vii) Democracy best system 0.556 -0.104 (0.065) [-0.23, 0.02] 0.111 235 Y
E. Wellbeing
(i) Index 0.000 0.083 (0.078) [-0.07, 0.24] 0.287 235 Y
(i) Social life 8.179 0.264 (0.321) [-0.37, 0.90] 0.412 235 Y
(iii) Less depression -4.231 0.514 (0.432) [-0.34, 1.37] 0.235 235 Y
(iv) Happiness 2.752 0.022 (0.059) [-0.09, 0.14] 0.711 235 Y

Notes: This table reports the effects of the ritual-camp (versus the regular-camp) on five families of outcomes. Each
row summarizes a separate OLS regression of the outcome on (i) an indicator for assignment to the ritual-camp, (ii)
randomization strata, and (iii) where available, a baseline measure of the outcome variable. The sample includes only those
assigned to the ritual- or regular-camp. Outcomes marked with stars are incentivized. Outcomes marked with plus signs are
recorded for campers only. 95% confidence intervals are based on robust standard errors. *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01.
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Table S9: The effects of intergroup contact: tabulated results

Control Baseline

mean ITT SE 95% Cls p-value N dep. var
1 ) (3) C)) ) (6) @)
(i) Dictator game (stranger) 1.10 -0.86 (1.85) [-4.69, 2.97] 0.65 235 N
(i1) Number of outgroup friends 0.31 0.32%%* (0.12) [0.07, 0.56] 0.01 234 Y
(iii) Willingness to play 0.64 -0.11% (0.06)  [-0.23,0.01] 0.07 221 N
(iv) National identity index 0.00 -0.21%*  (0.09) [-0.41,-0.02] 0.03 235 N
(v) Attitudes index 0.00 0.07 (0.06)  [-0.05,0.19] 0.22 235 N
(vi) Well-being index 0.00 0.02 (0.07)  [-0.13,0.17] 0.77 235 Y

Notes: This table reports the effects of high (versus low) intergroup contact on our main outcomes, tabulating the
results visualized in Figure 8. We regress outcomes on an indicator for assignment to high (within-team) contact,
randomization strata, and, where available, a baseline measure of the outcome variable. The regressions include
only participants randomly assigned to a camp. The outcomes parallel those in Figure 1, with two exceptions:
(i) we exclude the public goods game since high contact mechanically affects the form of the game (high-contact
participants play the game with more outgroup members), and (ii) we break up the willingness to interact index
into its components, to unmask the opposite effects of contact on each. Full outcome variable definitions are
provided in Section 3.3. 95% confidence intervals are based on team-clustered standard errors (with 24 teams).

*#p<0.1; *#p<0.05; ***p<0.01.
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Table S10: No evidence of imbalance in baseline covariates for the analysis of the impacts of attending lecture days
at the camp

Number of lecture
days attended

Variable
mean Coef.
(SD) (SE) p-value
1 2) (3)
A. Household characteristics
Household size 4.38 -0.15 0.59
(1.31) (0.28)
Monthly HH income: Rs. 0-10,000 0.46 -0.05 0.65
(0.50) 0.11)
Monthly HH income: Rs. 10,001-15,000 0.35 0.04 0.68
(0.48) (0.10)
Monthly HH income: Rs. 15,001-20,000 0.13 0.00 0.99
(0.34) (0.10)
Monthly HH income: Rs. >20,000 0.07 0.01 0.82
(0.25) (0.04)
Owns TV 0.82 -0.02 0.70
(0.38) (0.06)
Owns fridge 0.51 0.06 0.60
(0.50) 0.11)
Owns almirah 0.78 0.01 0.94
0.41) (0.08)
Owns microwave 0.04 0.03 0.65

0.19)  (0.06)

B. Parent survey

Mother’s education: <10th standard 0.81 0.03 0.76
(0.39) (0.09)

Father’s education: <10th standard 0.75 0.02 0.85
(0.43) (0.10)

Thermometer: Narendra Modi (0-100) 59.65 -7.66 0.26
(31.03) (6.78)

Thermometer: Mahatma Gandhi (0-100) 77.65 -5.74 0.37
(24.89) (6.40)

Trust: another religion 3.09 -0.03 0.87
(0.75) (0.16)

Trust: another nationality 2.65 -0.09 0.64
(0.87) (0.19)

Trust: other Indian states 2.78 0.10 0.58

(0.81) (0.19)
C. Child survey

Age 14.71 0.24 0.47
(1.40) (0.33)

Caste: General 0.44 0.01 0.93
(0.50) (0.11)

Caste: OBC 0.18 0.05 0.59
(0.38) (0.09)

Caste: SC 0.34 -0.05 0.66
(0.47) (0.11)

Caste: ST 0.04 -0.01 0.87
(0.20) (0.05)

Subject: arts 0.52 -0.13 0.26
(0.50) (0.11)

Subject: commerce 0.08 0.05 0.52
(0.28) (0.08)

Subject: science 0.27 0.06 0.50
(0.45) (0.09)

Subject: other 0.02 -0.02 0.32
0.14) (0.02)

News source: newspaper 0.18 -0.04 0.62
(0.38) (0.09)

News source: TV 0.64 -0.10 0.40
(0.48) 0.11)

News source: social media 0.60 -0.05 0.68
(0.49) 0.11)

News source: word of mouth 0.68 0.01 0.93
(0.47) 0.11)

Social media: Youtube 0.85 0.06 0.45
(0.36) (0.08)

Social media: Facebook 0.60 0.03 0.77
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Table S10: (continued) Balance in effects of programming analysis

Number of lecture
days attended

Variable
mean Coef.
(SD) (SE) p-value
(e)) (@) 3
(0.49) (0.11)
Social media: WhatsApp 0.72 0.03 0.76
(0.45) (0.10)
Social media: Instagram 0.39 -0.02 0.83
(0.49) 0.11)
Social media: TikTok 0.03 0.00 0.94
(0.18) (0.05)
Social media: none 0.12 -0.05 0.41
(0.32) (0.06)
Owns smartphone 0.29 0.08 0.44
(0.45) (0.10)
Previously attended camp 0.16 -0.02 0.83
(0.37) (0.10)
Number of Hindu students in class (out of 10) 6.19 -0.49 0.40
(2.81) (0.58)
Number of Muslim students in class (out of -10) 3.73 0.48 0.41
(2.79) (0.59)
Political system: strong leader (1-4) 2.50 0.24 0.26
(1.01) 0.22)
Political system: experts (1-4) 2.03 -0.26 0.25
(0.99) 0.22)
Political system: army (1-4) 2.17 0.36 0.07
(1.00) (0.20)
Political system: democracy (1-4) 1.76 0.05 0.71
(0.77) (0.14)
Political system: religious law (1-4) 3.01 0.02 0.94
(0.98) (0.24)
Thermometer: Narendra Modi (0-100) 59.08 -9.25 0.19
(30.44) (7.05)
Thermometer: Mahatma Gandhi (0-100) 73.65 -10.54 0.08
(27.08) (6.06)
Trust: another religion (1-4) 3.07 0.01 0.97
(0.70) (0.15)
Trust: another nationality (1-4) 2.72 -0.09 0.64
(0.84) 0.19)
Trust: other Indian states (1-4) 2.85 -0.26 0.06
(0.78) (0.14)
Well-being: loneliness (0-10) 7.35 0.19 0.76
(2.38) (0.61)
Well-being: depression (0-24) 445 -0.82 0.27
(3.70) (0.74)
Well-being: happiness (1-4) 2.51 -0.02 0.86

(0.56) (0.13)

p-value from joint F-test 0.99

Notes: Column 1 shows the mean and standard deviation for the baseline variable
among respondents assigned to the camps condition. For columns 2-3, each row rep-
resents a separate regression in which we regress the baseline covariate on the number
of lecture days the camper attended and the total number of camp days the camper
attended (excluding the first and last days of the camp). Columns 2 and 3 show the
estimate, robust standard error, and p-value associated with the coefficient for number
of lecture days attended. In the final row we run an OLS regression of the number of
lecture days the camper attended on the total number of camp days the camper attended
(excluding the first and last day of the camp) and all baseline variables displayed in the
table. We report the F-test for the joint hypotheses that all the coefficients associated
with the baseline variables are zero in that regression. There are 240 observations.
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B Supplementary Figures

Figure S1: Inter-religious group tensions are high in West Bengal

(i) Unwilling to accept (ii) All or most friends same (iili) Communal violence very
neighbor of other religion religion big or moderately big problem
KE = 51 KE = 622 TE = 70.7
TN = 120 TE = 67.7 JH = 75.1
AP = 123 AP = 76.7 AP = 771
MA = 225 TN = 782 Bl = 783
CH = 232 Bl = 804 MA = 79.8
TE = 234 PU = 813 RA = 838
MP = 258 KA = 813 UpP = 847
KA = 277 MA = 84.4 MP = 86.5
JK = 289 HA = 85.1 HP = 87.6
PU = 31.2 JH = 87.0 HA = 89.8
HA = 340 HP = 87.6 KA = 912
DE = 36.0 MP = 88.4 GU = 91.9
Bl = 385 GU = 9.7 OR = 926
OR = 393 OR = 924 WB = 93.0
HP = 400 DE = 925 DE = 94.0
RA = 414 AS = 93.6 KE = 9.8
WB = 435 RA = 94.4 AS = 95.8
JH = 413 UP = 95.1 CH = 97.3
GU = 49.0 JK = 95.7 PU = 97.5
AS = 53.6 WB = 96.3 TN = 98.6
UP = 56.4 CH= 975 JK = 99.2
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0 30 60 90 0 30 60 90 0 30 60 90

Percent of respondents agreeing

Notes: This figure plots descriptive data from the Pew “Religion in India” survey, fielded nationwide between 2019 and 2020.
Individual responses are averaged by state/union territory. Only Hindu and Muslim respondents are included in the averages
(N =26,058). Only states or union territories in which at least 100 people were interviewed are included. Red bars denote the
state of West Bengal (“WB”). The question wordings, response options, and recodes by panel are: (i) “Would you be willing to
accept a [Hindu/Muslim] as a neighbor?” (Yes = 1; No = 0; Other/Both/Neither/Depends = 0); (ii) “How many of your close
friends are [Hindu/Muslim]” (All of them = 1; Most of them = 1; Some of them = 0; Hardly any of them = 0; None of them =
0); (iii) “Now I am going to read you a list of things that may be problems in India. As I read each one, please tell me if you

think it is a (Very big problem = 1; Moderately big problem = 1; Small problem = 0; Not a problem at all = 0): Communal
violence.”
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Figure S2: Characteristics of North 24 Parganas district, West Bengal

(i) Growth of the BJP (i) Multidimensional poverty index (iif) Muslim population share
(West Bengal) (all India) (all India)
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Notes: Panel (i) presents the average performance of the BJP in state assembly elections in West Bengal between 1987 and
2021; data are from the Trivedi Center for Political Data at Ashoka University. Panel (ii) plots a histogram of multidimensional
poverty for all Indian districts, using the district-level index created by NITI Ayog and based on the fourth round of the National
Family Heath Survey (2015-16). Panel (iii) plots a histogram of the Muslim population share of Indian districts based on the
2011 Census of India.
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Child attitude

Figure S3: Comparison of parent and child attitudes at baseline

(i) Thermometer:
Narendra Modi

(iv) Trust:
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Notes: This figure plots attitudinal data from the baseline survey, comparing answers to six questions asked to both the parent

and the child.

16



Figure S4: Project timeline and randomization

+Agel3tol8 Muslim), Modi feeling thermometer (above vs. below- « Day off December 25 » Social event Mar 31
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Note: This figure describes the timeline of the experiment and the randomization design. The dotted vertical lines refer to
different time periods, while text under the dark bold horizontal line describes the particular activity that was undertaken during
that period. After the endline survey, we organized a sports day with all the participants (campers and control), and also held a
social event to implement choices that the participants made with regards to their willingness to pay to interact with outgroup
members.
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(c) Dancing: Ritual (d) Dancing: Regular

(e) Mock Election: Ritual

Figure S5: Rituals and Placebos

Notes: This figure shows images from various camp activities. For each activity, we include an image from the ritual camp
as well as the regular camp. For mock elections, we only include an image from the ritual camp where the boys stood in a
line (like in polling booths), submitted their ballots and received an electoral ink on their finger. In the regular camp, the boys
simply submitted their ballots to the camp organizers while sitting in their lecture seats.
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Figure S6: Daily camp measurement card (English translation; the original is in Bengali)

Name:

Roll number:

1. Which picture best describes your emotions at the camp today?

O O o O O

TICK ONE BOX ‘.. 5 . ..‘
~N\ — 7
= E»

2. Which picture best describes your relationship with the other boys at the camp today?

] ] ] ] ]
e OO O) O

Other Other Other Other Other
Campers Campers Campers Campers Campers

3. How many of your teammates do you consider to be close friends? CIRCLE ONE NUMBER
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

4. How bored or excited did you feel during the camp today? CIRCLE ONE NUMBER

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

= VERY = VERY
BORED EXCITED
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Figure S7: Badge designs
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Figure S8: Camp attendance was high and did not significantly differ across the two camps

Outcome: Average attendance

0.90-
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e
[

p—value of the difference = 0.24
0.80-

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Day

Notes: The reported p-value is from a regression of the number of days attended by each camper on an indicator for assignment
to the ritual camp, using strata fixed effects and robust standard errors.
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Figure S9: Sports rituals were faithfully adhered to in the Ritual camp

(i) Spectators clapped (i) Spectators chanted (i) Players hi—fived
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Foo03 0.3 0.3

0.0----Feoctlo oo o.o—----. ----- R e B

0.42 0.89 0.15 0.92 021 0.35
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Regular Ritual Regular Ritual Regular Ritual

Note: Bars marked “Regular” present raw means in the regular camp. Levels for the “Ritual” bars are obtained by adding the
treatment effect obtained from OLS regressions that include day and field-monitor fixed effects. 95% confidence intervals and
p-values are derived from robust standard errors.
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Figure S10: Camps do not increase willingness to play with ingroup strangers

(i) Demand curve for (i) Willingness to pay
ingroup stranger for ingroup interaction

p=0.41
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event with ingroup stranger
o
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—A—  Control

event with ingroup stranger (Rs.)

1415

Willingness to pay to attend social

o
1

—2'00 —1'00 (') 160 Control Camps
Cost of attending (Rs.)
Note: Panel (i) plots demand curves for social interaction with ingroup strangers separately for control participants (N = 159)
and for those assigned to either of the two camps (N = 221). As an example, the bottom-right point of the control group demand
curve tells us that roughly 63% of control participants said that they would be willing to attend the social event with an ingroup
stranger as their partner with a cost of attending of Rs. 80. Panel (ii) summarizes the results of a tobit regression of willingness
to pay to play with the ingroup (with censoring at -200 and 80) on an indicator for camp assignment, along with randomization
strata fixed effects. The 95% confidence interval and p-value for the difference are derived from robust standard errors.
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Figure S11: Camps did not impact attitudes
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Notes: This figure plots the effects of the camps on a range of attitudinal outcomes. Each coefficient plot summarizes a separate
OLS regression of the outcome on (i) an indicator for assignment to either of the two camps, (ii) randomization strata, and (iii)
where available, a baseline measure of the outcome variable. Each component is a z-score. All components are from the endline
survey. 95% confidence intervals are derived from robust standard errors. Coefficient magnitudes and statistical significance
for the treatment indicator are displayed on the left-hand side of the plot: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01.
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Figure S12: Camps do not affect attitudes about masculinity

(i) Boys should (ii) Boys should (iii) Boys who cry
appear manly use violence for respect are weak
3- 3- 3-

8" p=0.48 p=0.58 p=0.69

=Ry

gL

23

>

eg

= 52" 2- 2-

(2]

nn

om

gy

so

ET

S

(9]

SN

o il d o

gg’ ' !

o =

T2

22

— T

% 1

o

=

0= T 220 0TIy T 148 0TIy T 117
Ll Ll Ll Ll Ll Ll
Control Camps Control Camps Control Camps

Note: This figure shows the camps treatment effect on boys’ self-reported attitudes about masculinity. The question wordings
were: “We are now going to ask you three questions about how you think boys should behave. To what extent do you agree or
disagree with the following statements: (i) Boys should try to appear manly in almost all situations; (ii) Boys should use violence
to get respect if necessary; (iii) Boys who cry are weak.” Bars marked “Control” present raw control-group means. Levels for
the “Camps” bars are obtained by adding the treatment effect obtained from OLS regressions that include randomization strata
fixed effects. 95% confidence intervals and p-values are derived from robust standard errors.
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Figure S13: Evidence of complementarity between contact and rituals
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Note: This figure plots the interaction effect between the ritual treatment and the high-contact treatment on five families
of outcomes. Each coefficient plot summarizes a separate OLS regression of the outcome on (i) indicators for assignment
to the ritual-camp, assignment to a high-contact team, and the interaction of those indicators, (ii) randomization strata, and
(iii) where available, a baseline measure of the outcome variable. The sample includes only those assigned to the ritual-
or regular-camp. 95% confidence intervals are derived from team-clustered standard errors. Outcomes marked with stars
are incentivized. Outcomes marked with plus signs are recorded for campers only. Coefficient magnitudes and statistical

0.52*

-1.0

-0.5

——

standard deviations

(i) Index

(i) *Dictator game (stranger)
(iii) *+Dictator game (team)
(iv) *+Dictator game (nonteam)
(v) *Public goods game

(vi) +Do anything for campers

i) Index

ii) Number of outgroup friends
i) +Camp friends

v) +Team friends

V) *Willingness to play

(
(i
(
(
(

(i) Index
(i) More Indian than Hindu/Muslim
(iii) *Selected Indian flag magnet

(i) Index

(i) Marry outgroup

(iii) Citizenship for outgroup
(v) Thermometer: Politicians
(
(

vi) Thermometer: Foreigners
vii) Democracy best system

(i) Index

(i) Social life

(iii) Less depression
(iv) Happiness

significance are indicated on the left-hand side of the plot: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01.
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Figure S14: Effects of rituals during the camp
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Note: The four panels visualize the means and 95% confidence intervals of four outcomes, by day and by camp. Each panel’s
estimates come from a single regression of the outcome on (i) camp type fully interacted with day dummies and (ii) random-
ization strata, with standard errors clustered at the individual-level. The p-values test for the difference between ritual- and
regular-campers during the first and second week of the camps. The outcomes for panels (a) to (c) are from the daily question
cards answered by all campers, while the outcome for panel (d) is from the daily survey answered by six randomly selected
boys per camp. The survey questions for each panel are: (a) Which picture best describes your relationship with the other boys
at the camp today? 0 = self and other-campers circles apart to 4 = self and other-campers circles fully overlapping, (b) Which
picture best describes your emotions at the camp today? 0 = very sad emoji to 4 = very happy emoji, (c) How bored or excited
did you feel during the camp today? 1 = very bored to 10 = very excited, and (d) How proud do you feel right now? 0 = not at
all, 1 = somewhat, 2 = moderately so, 3 = very much so.
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C Supplementary Text

C.1 Camp pledge

We are a group of brothers who have come together to learn, play games, and develop new skills. By doing these
things, we plan to understand ourselves, each other, and our country better. We pledge to support and honor each
other inside and outside the camp. We will respect people who disagree. We won’t fight. We will listen to our
teachers and follow their instructions. We will ask questions when we’re confused. We will work, we will have fun,
and we will grow. We are in this together!
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C.2 Relation to AEA pre-registration

We pre-registered the experiment in the AEA RCT Registry (AEARCTR-0010661) on December 18, 2022, one day
before the two camps began. Our sampling, experiment design, and analysis specifications are exactly as we pre-
specified. We explain minor deviations with respect to outcome variables here, including (i) justification for dropping
two primary outcome measures, and (ii) justification for which components we include in our main outcome families,
both relevant to Figure 1. For our pre-registered secondary outcomes, we do not report exhaustive analysis of these
outcomes in the main text; instead, we analyze the outcomes that help to narrow down mechanisms for the overall
effects of the camps.

Willingness to plank. We pre-registered “willingness to plank™ as one measure of social preferences. A plank is a
core strength exercise which involves holding a position similar to a push-up for as long as possible. During the
endline survey, we asked each boy to plank twice, with a gap in between. One plank was a plank for others: for
every five seconds the boy held the plank, he earned Rs. 10 to be divided among eight other boys (four Muslims and
four Hindus, randomly chosen from non-teammates at the same camp for campers, and from control participants for
non-campers). The other plank was a plank for self: for every five seconds the boy held the plank, they earned Rs.
0, 2, or 10 (randomly assigned) for themselves. The boys did the plank for others and plank for self in random order.

We included the plank measure to test whether campers are willing to endure more physical comfort (and hold
the plank for longer) to help other campers, than control participants, who are planking for boys that they didn’t
camp with. The key test would then be whether campers plank for others longer than control participants, with the
plank for self serving as a placebo check (e.g., to check that campers are not more physically fit as a result of the
sports played at the camp).

The cross-randomization of monetary incentives for the plank for self was to serve two purposes: (i) as a sanity
check that plank time is responsive to incentives, and (ii) as an input into behavioral structural estimation, allowing
us to interpret the treatment effect in terms of a change to a boy’s altruism parameter (following DellaVigna and
Pope (2018) and DellaVigna et al. (2022)). Ex-post we find that the plank for self is barely affected by even large
monetary incentives (Table S11). We find evidence for fatigue: boys plank for themselves roughly 13 seconds less
(15%) when randomly assigned to do the plank for self after having done the plank for others. We cannot reject null
effects of monetary incentives, whether comparing each of the three incentive groups to each other (column 1) or
assuming linear effects in the incentive size (column 2). Most surprisingly, we estimate a statistically insignificant
increase of eight seconds (9%) of going from zero cash incentive to Rs. 10—a meaningful increase in incentives,
giving a mean payout of roughly Rs. 180, or over half a typical daily wage. Anecdotally, this lack of responsiveness
comes from the fact that the boys were motivated to plank for as long as possible even if no money was at stake.

Ex-ante, we would expect the effect of the camps on the plank for others time to be much smaller than that of
the effect of a Rs. 10 incentive on the plank for self time. In some sense, the effect of the Rs. 10 incentive is an
upper bound of the effects of camps—for the camps to increase the plank for others time by the same amount, it
would be as if control participants have no altruism towards their plank partners (playing the game as if their plank
partners were earning no money), with campers having perfect altruism towards their plank partners (treating the
Rs. 10 earned by their plank partners as utility-enhancing as Rs. 10 earned by themselves). Given that (i) any camp
effects would be plausibly meaningfully smaller than the effects of the Rs. 10 incentive, and (ii) we do not detect
effects of the Rs. 10 incentive, we drop the plank measures from the main analysis.

For completeness, we show the effects of the camps in column 3 of Table S11. We estimate an imprecise null
effect, with the confidence interval of -10 to 8 including the point estimate for the effect of the Rs. 10 incentive.

Proud to be Indian. We pre-registered the question “How proud are you to be Indian?” as one component of national
identity. Boys could answer (i) not at all proud, (ii) not very proud, (iii) quite proud, or (iv) very proud. 91%
answered very proud, and 9% answered quite proud. Give the lack of variation, we drop this component from the
main analysis. Inclusion of this component would not change our core conclusion of a null effect of the camps
on identity—for the dummy variable equal to one if the boy responded “very proud,” we estimate an effect of -2.1
percentage points of the camp (p = 0.48).

29



Table S11: Effects on plank performance

Plank Plank Plank
Self Self Others
(D (2) (3)
Plank for others first (0/1) S12.57%%*  J12.56%**  16.15%**
(4.23) (4.23) (4.42)
Plank for self incentive = Rs. 2 (0/1) 3.27
4.91)
Plank for self incentive = Rs. 10 (0/1) 7.83
(5.34)
Plank for self incentive (Rs.) 0.72
(0.51)
Camper -1.30
(4.52)
Observations 401 401 401
Outcome mean 84.2 84.2 78.8
p(Rs. 2 =Rs. 10) .39
Randomization strata FE No No Yes

Notes: Standard errors are robust. The outcome is the number of seconds planked for self
in columns 1 and 2, and the number of seconds planked for others in column 3. *** p<0.01,
** p<0.05, * p<0.1.

Justification for exclusion of other components for main families of outcomes.

e For “Thermometer: Foreigners,” we keep only the thermometer variables that can be coded as related to
opinions toward the religious outgroup in other countries (Nepal for Muslims, Bangladesh and Pakistan for
Hindus). While we don’t include the thermometer score for the English as a component in our main index, we
discuss the effects of the camp on this outcome in a footnote in Section 4.5.

* For “Thermometer: Politicians,” we keep only the two politicians with clear directional predictions: Gandhi
(we would predict positive effects given the lectures on Indian independence) and Modi (we would predict
negative effects). While we exclude Mamata Banerjee, we report effects on this outcome in the main text in
Section 4.5.

* We exclude our measure of support for reservation for Muslims (0 = Strongly disagree to 3 = Strongly agree)
from the index since we only have a clear directional prediction (positive) for Hindus. Consistent with our
null effects of the camps on attitudes, we do not see an effect of camp assignment on support for reservation
for Muslims among Hindus (Camp coefficient = 0.006, p = 0.95).

* We exclude political issue importance because with hindsight, there are no clear directional predictions of
the effects of camps. For issue importance, respondents ranked four issues from most to least important—
welfare programmes for the poor, harmony between communities, corruption, and employment opportunities.
While “harmony between communities” relates directly to the purpose of our integrative camps, it is not clear
whether we should expect campers to consider harmony more important (because the camps remind them
of the importance of good Hindu-Muslim relations) or less important (because the camps make them think
Hindu-Muslim relations are good enough already that they do not need to be prioritized). Ex post we estimate
an effect of -3 percentage points (p = 0.44) of camp assignment on ranking harmony between communities
as the most important issue (20% of control participants rank it first).
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C.3 Lecture overviews

e Lecture 1 (Day 2) — Democracy and Elections: History of Democracy: Growth and Development; Forms of
Democracy; Modern use of Democracy; Elections as Means of Exercising Democracy: History and Forms;
Modern Practices and Breaches in Practice.

e Lecture 2 (Day 7) — Role of Bengal in India’s Freedom Struggle: Battle of Plassey and Buxar; Role of Bengal
in Indian Nationalism; Bengal Leadership in Congress; Rise of Radicalism in Bengal; Bengali Literature as
a form of Protest; Partition and effect on Bengal. In this lecture, we also delved into Rabindranath Tagore’s
rakhi ritual. Tagore initiated this symbolic act, urging both Hindus and Muslims in Bengal to tie rakhis on
one another. This gesture was a poignant protest against the British government’s proposed partition of the
country. We then organized this in the ritual camp.

e Lecture 3 (Day 11) — India’s Freedom Struggle: First War of Independence of 1857; Nationalism in India;

Establishment of Indian National Congress — Moderates and Radicals; Establishment of Muslim League;
Gandhian Era, Subhas Chandra Bose and the Indian National Army (INA); Independence and Partition.
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