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contraction on record

m In 2025, aid from OECD donors fell 23% —
the fastest annual drop on record, led by
U.S. cuts to USAID (OECD, 2026)

m USAID shut down; 92% of grants
terminated (NPR, 2025)

m Estimated 1.2-2.6 million excess deaths
(Kenny and Sandefur, 2025)
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The world’s 42.5 million refugees are exposed in two ways

Directly: cuts reduce food, healthcare, schooling, and work

¥ In 2024, US funded 40% UNHCR income; fell 73% in 2025; (UNHCR, 2025a,b)
¥ WEFP funding fell 34%, affecting 16.7M people (World Food Programme, 2025)
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In 2024, US funded 40% UNHCR income; fell 73% in 2025; (UNHCR, 2025a,b)
WEFP funding fell 34%, affecting 16.7M people (World Food Programme, 2025)

Politically: cuts may reduce host countries’ willingness to continue hosting

71% of refugees live in LIMCs that often rely on donor financing

Locals can benefit from hosting, e.g., infrastructure, jobs, and services (Alix-Garcia et al., 2018;
Zhou et al., 2025; MacDonald and Lichtenheld, 2026)

If funding is cut, will support for hosting erode, encouraging return or onward movement?
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Theory: two literatures, pulling in opposite directions

Q: Does exposure to aid cuts reduce citizens’ support for refugee hosting?
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Theory: two literatures, pulling in opposite directions

Q: Does exposure to aid cuts reduce citizens' support for refugee hosting?

Toward backlash Against backlash

Egocentric: households lose income, jobs, cus-Continued bene ts : cuts reduce the aid econ-
tomers, services, or security omy but net bene ts often remain

Sociotropic: broader concerns about scal, cul- Humanitarian : refugees severely harmed by aid
tural, and security costs(Hainmueller and Hop- cuts, more so than hosts (asymmetric)Weber
kins, 2014) et al., 2024; Hartman and Morse, 2020)

4128
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Q: Does exposure to aid cuts reduce citizens' support for refugee hosting?

Toward backlash Against backlash

Egocentric: households lose income, jobs, cus-Continued bene ts : cuts reduce the aid econ-
tomers, services, or security omy but net bene ts often remain

Sociotropic: broader concerns about scal, cul- Humanitarian : refugees severely harmed by aid
tural, and security costs(Hainmueller and Hop- cuts, more so than hosts (asymmetric)Weber
kins, 2014) et al., 2024; Hartman and Morse, 2020)

Exposure raiseboth the costs hosts beaand their proximity to refugee su ering
) the net e ect is not obvious

4128



Testing this theory in Kenya

m Large refugee host: 800,000 refugees, mostly Refugee populations in Kenya

from South Sudan and Somalia

m Concentrated in two camps: Kakuma and
Dadaab

m Locals benet: economic development
(International Finance Corporation, 2018; Alix-Garcia
et al., 2018); agreement to share aid with hosts

m Higher support where exposed: camp areas!
strongest support(MacDonald and Lichtenheld,
2026)

m Vulnerable to cuts: major pre-cut U.S. aid

recipient (U.S. Department of State, 2025)
Source: UNHCR, April 2025. By camp/urban location and country of origin.
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Aid cuts in Kenya

1. Gradual WFP cuts: rations decreased from 80% to 45% of minimum daily needs
rations fall to 40%; NGOs cut sta and services

3. Severe, sudden cuts & partial recovery: cash suspended, rations 28%, tiered \Di erentiated
Assistance" (and misclassi cation), delayed distribution, protests (Aug) reduced insecurity
(Sept) ! rations and cash partially restored for Cats 1{3 (Oct)

Note: WFP and UNHCR reporting, 2023{2025 (WFP 2025a,b; UNHCR 2025a). Ration % of 2,100 kcal minimum basket; cuts apply across Dadaab and Kakuma/Kalobeyei jointly.
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Research design

Q: Does exposure to aid cuts reduce citizens' support for refugee hosting?

Three original data sources:

Two nationwide phone surveys bracketing the cuts (2023N  3,300; 2026N  2,300),
with oversamples near Kakuma (Turkana county)

Three-wave, face-to-face panel of 300 residents next to Kakuma (May, July, Sep/Oct
2025); 205 in panel

I Includes apre-registered vignette experiment (Wave 3)

52 in-depth interviews with refugee leaders, alongside each wave
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Survey timeline

1. Gradual WFP cuts 3. Severe, sudden cuts
A ~— g

Kakuma W1{3
N -~ _

National W1{wW2
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Aid cuts: harm to refugees

m Acute hunger | some eating \once per day"

m Land too arid to farm , need movement/work permits
to earn elsewhere

m Medication shortages: \Now we have no drugs in the
hospital : :: Malaria is the biggest killer"

m Skipping meals, debt, selling assets | mother sold
\the roof of the house to feed her children”

m Rising theft and violence : \people have been cut with
panga [knife] just because of a smart phone"

m Girls exposed tosexual exploitation and unwanted
pregnancy

- Some returned to South Sudan despite con |Ct . Kakuma protests (July 30, 2025). Source: Gabriella Kennedy

\better to die in your country with a bullet than
hunger”

Based on refugee leader interviews (May{Oct 2025).
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Aid cuts: harm to hosts

Bene t from the camp economy Change across the panel (W1 | wW2! W3)
Services Health and schools: \Since the refugees came::: Camp healthcare42 | 30! 27%
Schools and hospitals were built" (Woman, 21) Camp education 20! 20! 17%
Jobs NGOs \creating job opportunities” (Man, 27); Work NGO jobs 20! 17! 14%

Business & in-
come

Security

for refugees, \fetch water, wash the dishes, do the
laundry” (Woman, 48);

Selling to refugees:\[We] take rewood ::: sell it to
the refugees::: then go feed [our] kids" (Woman,
23)

Historically cordial host{refugee relations

Refugee-household jobs 13 12! 14%

Businesses serving refugees 18 17! 13%

Feels unsafe at night58 | 69! 72%

Crime victim 53 ! 52! 43%

Note: Kakuma panel, W1{W3 2025; N = 205 households. Cells = share reporting each item by wave
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Four ndings

No nationwide backlash
I Support moderately increased

Backlash concentrated in refugee-hosting regions

I Most-exposed areas no longer more supportive than the rest of the country
I Panel and experiment both show aid cuts reduce support for local hosting in Kakuma

Backlash driven by household losses and insecurity

I Households that lost jobs/services became less supportive; una ected neighbors did not
I Most who want to close the camp cite security

B\ Humanitarian concerns dampen backlash for some

I High concern for refugee need and su ering | locals and nationwide
I Origin-country con ict larger factor for support than aid
I Support stable among high-empathy locals despite cuts
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No nationwide backlash | modest increases in support

Hosting Support Index by region, pre/post-cuts

Note: Weighted mean Hosting Support Index (ICW composite: nationwide hosting, local hosting, opposing return) by province. 0 = neutral, higher = pro-refugee. N = 949
(2023), 2,034 (2026). Turkana oversample shown separately. Triangles: Kakuma and Dadaab camps.
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Support for hosting fell in camp regions (nationwide DiD)

Change in Hosting Support Index by region

Hosting Index

Post-cuts 0.100
(0.040)
Turkana 0.219
(0.080)
Post-cuts  Turkana -0.238
(0.096)
Controls Yes
N (Turkana, 2026) 349
Observations 3,263
R? 0.036

Note: Pooled di erence-in-di erences, 2023{2026. HC-robust SEs; controls for age,
gender, education

Note: Change in weighted meanHosting Support Index (ICW composite: nationwide hosting, local hosting, opposing return) by province, 2023{2026. Nationwide phone surveys,
N = 949 (2023), 2,034 (2026). Turkana oversample shown separately. Triangles: Kakuma and Dadaab camps
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Support for hosting fell during the cuts (panel)

Note: Mean support for hosting locally and camp closure (1{5; higher = more pro-closure), 95% Cls, by wave. Support hosting locally: \Refugees continuing to live in your
district." Support camp closure: \The Kenyan government closing Kakuma camp and moving the refugees in Kakuma back to their countries." Balanced Kakuma panel, W1{W3
2025; N = 205. Trend con rmed with repeated cross-section (N 300/wave). Stars: event-study tests, SEs clustered on respondent.
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Aid cuts lower support (experiment)

0@0000

Rate 6 of 24 hypothetical
refugee pro les; support
hosting in Kenya 1{5

Four attributes vary : aid
(100/40/0%), services,
local jobs, origin peace

Manipulation check on
aid level

AMCEs isolate the e ect
of changing each variable
alone

Note: AMCEs on hosting support (1{5); respondent FE, SEs clustered on respondent. Dashed line = reference-level mean. Kakuma W3 Full (Sep/Oct 2025); N = 301

respondents, 1,885 pro les
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ort drops under a hypothetical full cut scenario

Hosting support under hypothetical full aid cut

\Currently, Kenya receives nancial support
from international donors to host refugees.
Imagine a situation where donors completely
cut o /end their nancial support for

refugees in Kenya. This would mean that
they no longer provide any of the aid that is
used for services for refugees, such as
healthcare and education.

In this hypothetical situation, to what extent
would you support Kenya continuing to host
refugees?"

Note: Mean support for hosting nationwide under a hypothetical full aid cut (1{5), 95% Cls. Kakuma area, W1 vs W2 2025; N = 202 (W1), 201 (W2). SEs clustered on

respondent.
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Personal exposure drives backlash (panel DiD)

Camp-closure support by exposure Three ways to measure exposure:

m ITT (baseline): aid recipient or
NGO/aid employee at W1
! xed pre-shock trait
| But note selection into group;
quasi-causal
= Switching DiD: within-respondent,
by domain of loss

m Cohort DiD: freshly lost access by
W3 vs. never-exposed neighbors

I W1! W2 as a placebo
pre-trend

Note: Left (ITT): mean camp-closure support by baseline exposure (W1 aid recipient or NGO/aid employee) vs unexposed, 95% Cls; n = 127 exposed, 78 unexposed. Right
(switching DiD): within-respondent e ect of losing camp access, by domain and pooled (SD units). Balanced W1{W3 Kakuma panel; respondent (and wave) FE; SEs clustered on
respondent. N = 205 (615 respondent-waves).
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