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Figure A1. Polychoric correlations for items measuring dimensions of marital quality, by national subgroups[image: ]







Table A1. Descriptive statistics of Syrian refugees married before and after displacement 
	 
	Married before displacement
	Married after displacement
	Total
	p-value

	Individual and household characteristics
	
	
	

	Sex
	
	
	
	<0.001

	   Male
	14.62%
	42.32%
	31.78%
	

	   Female
	85.38%
	57.68%
	68.22%
	

	Age
	26.57 (2.94)
	22.52 (3.48)
	24.06 (3.83)
	<0.001

	Education
	
	
	
	0.43

	   Less than basic
	47.17%
	42.61%
	44.34%
	

	   Basic
	33.49%
	37.97%
	36.27%
	

	   Secondary
	16.51%
	17.97%
	17.41%
	

	   Higher education
	2.83%
	1.45%
	1.97%
	

	Currently working
	8.02%
	21.74%
	16.52%
	<0.001

	Residence location
	
	
	
	<0.001

	   Urban
	67.45%
	51.30%
	57.45%
	

	   Rural/Camps
	32.55%
	48.70%
	42.55%
	

	Household wealth
	
	
	
	0.45

	   Poorest
	31.13%
	24.64%
	27.11%
	

	   Poor
	27.83%
	30.43%
	29.44%
	

	   Middle
	25.47%
	25.80%
	25.67%
	

	   Rich
	13.21%
	17.10%
	15.62%
	

	   Richest
	2.36%
	2.03%
	2.15%
	

	Union and marriage-specific characteristics
	
	
	

	Marriage arrangements
	
	
	0.002

	   Self-arranged
	54.72%
	65.80%
	61.58%
	

	   Family arranged
	36.32%
	22.61%
	27.83%
	

	   Jointly arranged
	8.96%
	11.59%
	10.59%
	

	Age at current marriage
	17.51 (2.56)
	19.40 (3.07)
	18.68 (3.03)
	<0.001

	Married before age 18
	53.77%
	31.59%
	40.04%
	<0.001

	Consanguineous marriage
	51.42%
	64.64%
	59.61%
	0.002

	Marital duration in years
	9.02 (2.85)
	3.05 (2.12)
	5.32 (3.78)
	<0.001

	Children ever born alive
	3.39 (1.32)
	1.30 (1.10)
	2.29 (1.60)
	<0.001

	Obs.
	220
	345
	565
	 


Source: SYPJ (2020-21).


Table A2. Bivariate relationships between union formation and marriage characteristics and marital quality, Syrian sample  
	 
	Marital quality (factor)

	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	Marriage arrangement (ref: Self-arranged)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Family arranged
	-0.117
	
	
	
	
	

	
	[0.132]
	
	
	
	
	

	Jointly arranged
	0.121
	
	
	
	
	

	
	[0.235]
	
	
	
	
	

	Age at marriage (ref: 18+)
	
	
	
	
	

	Before 16
	
	-0.338+
	
	
	
	

	
	
	[0.174]
	
	
	
	

	Between ages 16-17
	
	0.046+
	
	
	
	

	
	
	[0.121]
	
	
	
	

	Age at marriage (continuous)
	
	
	0.017
	
	
	

	
	
	
	[0.015]
	
	
	

	Consanguineous marriage
	
	
	0.076
	
	

	
	
	
	
	[0.104]
	
	

	Marital duration in years
	
	
	
	
	-0.004
	

	
	
	
	
	
	[0.019]
	

	Marriage timing (ref: Before displacement)
	
	
	

	Married after displacement to Jordan
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.072

	
	
	
	
	
	
	[0.132]

	Constant
	0.075
	-0.236
	-0.271
	-0.006
	0.067
	0.095

	
	[0.070]
	[0.145]
	[0.283]
	[0.068]
	[0.085]
	[0.118]

	R-squared
	0.007
	0.015
	0.004
	0.002
	0.000
	0.002

	Obs.
	565
	565
	565
	565
	565
	565


Source: SYPJ (2020-21). Notes: Estimates from linear regression models. Positive coefficients indicate better marital quality. Standard errors in brackets. Cols 1-6 show bivariate relationships between marital quality and each union formation characteristic. + p<0.1, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001



Table A3. Bivariate relationships between union formation and marriage characteristics and marital quality, Jordanian sample
	 
	Marital quality (factor)

	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)

	Marriage arrangement (ref: Self-arranged)
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Family arranged
	-0.516**
	
	
	
	

	
	[0.191]
	
	
	
	

	Jointly arranged
	-0.086
	
	
	
	

	
	[0.249]
	
	
	
	

	Age at marriage (ref: 18+)
	
	
	
	

	Before 16
	
	-0.874*
	
	
	

	
	
	[0.383]
	
	
	

	Between ages 16-17
	
	-0.269+
	
	
	

	
	
	[0.157]
	
	
	

	Age at marriage (continuous)
	
	
	0.059**
	
	

	
	
	
	[0.019]
	
	

	Consanguineous marriage 
	
	
	0.015
	

	
	
	
	
	[0.161]
	

	Marital duration in years
	
	
	
	
	-0.025

	
	
	
	
	
	[0.024]

	Constant
	0.125
	-0.792*
	-1.274**
	-0.011
	0.114

	
	[0.107]
	[0.370]
	[0.432]
	[0.095]
	[0.130]

	R-squared
	0.047
	0.039
	0.041
	0.001
	0.008

	Obs.
	419
	419
	419
	419
	419


Source: SYPJ (2020-21). Notes: Estimates from linear regression models. Positive coefficients indicate better marital quality. Standard errors in brackets. Cols 1-5 show bivariate relationships between marital quality and each union formation characteristic. + p<0.1, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001




Table A4. Adjusted linear regression models with interactions with gender, Syrian sample
	 
	Marital quality (factor)

	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)

	Marriage arrangement (ref: Self-arranged)
	
	
	
	

	Family arranged
	-0.434+
	-0.172
	-0.175
	-0.167
	-0.166

	
	[0.237]
	[0.132]
	[0.136]
	[0.132]
	[0.132]

	Jointly arranged
	0.366
	0.173
	0.171
	0.174
	0.172

	
	[0.360]
	[0.179]
	[0.176]
	[0.177]
	[0.179]

	Age at marriage (continuous)
	0.007
	-0.024
	0.005
	0.004
	0.005

	
	[0.019]
	[0.028]
	[0.020]
	[0.020]
	[0.019]

	Consanguineous marriage
	-0.021
	-0.016
	-0.073
	-0.004
	-0.006

	
	[0.094]
	[0.091]
	[0.140]
	[0.092]
	[0.091]

	Marital duration in years
	-0.023
	-0.025
	-0.023
	-0.035
	-0.026

	
	[0.022]
	[0.022]
	[0.022]
	[0.025]
	[0.022]

	Marriage timing (ref: Before displacement)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Married after displacement to Jordan
	-0.106
	-0.112
	-0.100
	-0.092
	0.068

	
	[0.144]
	[0.141]
	[0.142]
	[0.146]
	[0.170]

	Gender (ref: Male)
	
	
	
	

	Female
	-0.162
	-1.055
	-0.203
	-0.211
	0.020

	
	[0.121]
	[0.671]
	[0.188]
	[0.211]
	[0.173]

	Marriage arrangement × Gender 
	
	
	
	
	

	Family arranged × Female
	0.298
	
	
	
	

	
	[0.294]
	
	
	
	

	Jointly arranged × Female
	-0.263
	
	
	
	

	
	[0.407]
	
	
	
	

	Age at marriage × Female
	
	0.046
	
	
	

	 
	
	[0.034]
	
	
	

	Consanguineous marriage × Female
	
	
	0.096
	
	

	
	
	
	[0.187]
	
	

	Marital duration × Female 
	
	
	
	0.015
	

	
	
	
	
	[0.030]
	

	Marriage timing × Gender 
	
	
	
	
	

	Married before displacement to Jordan × Female
	
	
	
	-0.221

	
	
	
	
	
	[0.180]

	Constant
	0.234
	0.887
	0.296
	0.324
	0.158

	
	[0.422]
	[0.634]
	[0.447]
	[0.462]
	[0.449]

	R-squared
	0.047
	0.039
	0.041
	0.001
	0.008

	Obs.
	565
	565
	565
	565
	565


Source: SYPJ (2020-21). Notes: Estimates from linear regression models. Positive coefficients indicate better marital quality. Standard errors in brackets. All models control for respondent’s region of residence (Centre, North, South), education, residence type (urban, rural/camps), wealth and employment status. + p<0.1, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001.



Table A5. Adjusted linear regression models with interactions with gender, Jordanian sample
	 
	Marital quality (factor)

	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	Marriage arrangement (ref: Self-arranged)
	
	
	

	Family arranged
	-0.099
	-0.494**
	-0.531**
	-0.509**

	
	[0.325]
	[0.182]
	[0.180]
	[0.181]

	Jointly arranged
	1.150**
	0.037
	0.012
	-0.004

	
	[0.409]
	[0.234]
	[0.226]
	[0.220]

	Age at marriage (continuous)
	0.058
	0.007
	0.069+
	0.065+

	
	[0.036]
	[0.079]
	[0.036]
	[0.036]

	Consanguineous marriage
	0.029
	0.025
	0.254
	0.039

	
	[0.170]
	[0.167]
	[0.348]
	[0.165]

	Marital duration in years
	0.025
	0.025
	0.024
	-0.044

	
	[0.033]
	[0.032]
	[0.032]
	[0.081]

	Gender (ref: Male)
	
	
	

	Female
	0.112
	-1.524
	0.209
	-0.081

	
	[0.286]
	[1.957]
	[0.287]
	[0.332]

	Marriage arrangement × Gender 
	
	
	
	

	Family arranged × Female
	-0.476
	
	
	

	
	[0.374]
	
	
	

	Jointly arranged × Female
	-1.326**
	
	
	

	
	[0.465]
	
	
	

	Age at marriage × Female
	
	0.068
	
	

	 
	
	[0.079]
	
	

	Consanguineous marriage × Female
	
	
	-0.282
	

	
	
	
	[0.364]
	

	Marital duration × Female 
	
	
	
	0.076

	
	
	
	
	[0.081]

	Constant
	-1.51
	-0.242
	-1.758+
	-1.483

	
	[1.041]
	[2.037]
	[1.054]
	[1.070]

	R-squared
	0.188
	0.176
	0.175
	0.177

	Obs.
	419
	419
	419
	419


Source: SYPJ (2020-21). Notes: Estimates from linear regression models. Positive coefficients indicate better marital quality. Standard errors in brackets. All models control for respondent’s region of residence (Centre, North, South), education, residence type (urban, rural/camps), wealth and employment status. + p<0.1, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001.


Table A6. Adjusted ordinal logistic regression models of marital quality items – Syrian sample
	
	All respondents
	Female sample

	 
	Equal decision-making 
	Talk through disagreement
	Understand each other well
	Spouse is not disrespectful
	Do not argue often
	Spouse does not treat respondent harshly 
	Equal decision-making 
	Talk through disagreement
	Understand each other well
	Spouse is not disrespectful
	Do not argue often
	Spouse does not treat respondent harshly 

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

	Marriage arrangement (ref: Self-arranged)
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Family arranged
	0.632+
	0.623
	0.563+
	0.883
	1.037
	0.912
	0.511
	0.540
	0.482
	1.575
	1.280
	0.850

	
	[0.180]
	[0.328]
	[0.163]
	[0.334]
	[0.393]
	[0.497]
	[0.268]
	[0.336]
	[0.251]
	[0.721]
	[0.501]
	[0.564]

	Jointly arranged
	0.777
	2.991+
	1.583
	2.360*
	1.806
	0.868
	0.490
	2.083
	1.804
	3.561+
	1.791
	0.590

	[0.485]
	[1.814]
	[1.167]
	[0.999]
	[0.748]
	[0.424]
	[0.371]
	[1.381]
	[1.867]
	[2.341]
	[0.810]
	[0.353]

	Age at marriage
	0.911
	0.950
	0.754
	1.082
	0.868
	1.182
	1.020
	0.935
	0.727
	1.162
	1.119
	1.397

	
	[0.279]
	[0.341]
	[0.243]
	[0.336]
	[0.260]
	[0.451]
	[0.456]
	[0.482]
	[0.326]
	[0.496]
	[0.459]
	[0.757]

	Consanguineous marriage
	1.049
	0.984
	1.033
	1.033
	1.023
	0.925
	1.177+
	1.029
	1.079
	1.194
	1.142
	0.889

	
	[0.066]
	[0.070]
	[0.065]
	[0.065]
	[0.069]
	[0.055]
	[0.115]
	[0.112]
	[0.105]
	[0.131]
	[0.113]
	[0.091]

	Marital duration in years
	0.949
	1.024
	1.057
	0.973
	0.958
	0.887
	0.997
	1.00
	1.136
	1.193
	1.137
	0.898

	
	[0.076]
	[0.091]
	[0.085]
	[0.072]
	[0.063]
	[0.074]
	[0.133]
	[0.150]
	[0.155]
	[0.141]
	[0.121]
	[0.121]

	Number of children
	
	
	
	 
	0.800
	1.086
	0.840
	0.570*
	0.603*
	0.977

	Marriage timing (ref: Before displacement)
	
	
	
	 
	[0.152]
	[0.254]
	[0.173]
	[0.126]
	[0.155]
	[0.221]

	Married after displacement to Jordan
	0.541
	1.407
	0.974
	0.237**
	0.414+
	0.448
	0.440
	1.476
	1.260
	0.274*
	0.444
	0.614

	
	[0.289]
	[0.902]
	[0.581]
	[0.115]
	[0.209]
	[0.287]
	[0.350]
	[1.245]
	[1.098]
	[0.148]
	[0.268]
	[0.481]

	Gender (ref: Male)
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	0.560
	0.443*
	0.831
	0.511+
	0.344**
	0.740
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	[0.255]
	[0.177]
	[0.296]
	[0.188]
	[0.140]
	[0.240]
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Obs.
	565
	565
	565
	565
	565
	565
	388
	388
	388
	388
	388
	388


Source: SYPJ (2020-21). Notes: Estimates from ordinal logistic models. Exponentiated coefficients (OR). The scale of the dependent variables ranges from 0 to 5, where higher values indicate better marital quality. Standard errors in brackets. Cols 1-6 show relationships between marital quality items with all union characteristics included. Cols 7-12 for the sample of women. All models control for respondent’s region of residence (Centre, North, South), education, residence type (urban, rural/camps), wealth and employment status. + p<0.1, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001


Table A7. Adjusted ordinal logistic regression models of marital quality items, Jordanian sample
	
	All respondents
	Female sample

	 
	Equal decision-making 
	Talk through disagreement
	Understand each other well
	Spouse is not disrespectful
	Do not argue often
	Spouse does not treat respondent harshly 
	Equal decision-making 
	Talk through disagreement
	Understand each other well
	Spouse is not disrespectful
	Do not argue often
	Spouse does not treat respondent harshly 

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

	Marriage arrangement (ref: Self-arranged)
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Family arranged
	0.398*
	0.731
	0.405*
	0.929
	1.298
	0.255**
	0.264**
	0.533
	0.298**
	0.765
	1.273
	0.164***

	
	[0.171]
	[0.261]
	[0.183]
	[0.343]
	[0.532]
	[0.109]
	[0.113]
	[0.231]
	[0.127]
	[0.308]
	[0.572]
	[0.082]

	Jointly arranged
	0.824
	2.039
	0.663
	1.066
	0.475+
	0.694
	0.849
	1.158
	0.363
	0.719
	0.454
	0.542

	[0.295]
	[1.359]
	[0.410]
	[0.558]
	[0.195]
	[0.469]
	[0.336]
	[0.445]
	[0.229]
	[0.401]
	[0.222]
	[0.327]

	Age at marriage
	1.458
	1.378
	1.446
	1.215
	1.331
	1.020
	1.352
	1.942+
	1.18
	0.939
	1.337
	0.884

	
	[0.634]
	[0.491]
	[0.650]
	[0.472]
	[0.517]
	[0.390]
	[0.492]
	[0.698]
	[0.542]
	[0.371]
	[0.589]
	[0.376]

	Consanguineous marriage
	1.191*
	1.078
	1.160+
	1.139+
	1.042
	1.129
	1.247*
	1.131
	1.158
	1.172+
	1.024
	1.145

	
	[0.105]
	[0.089]
	[0.104]
	[0.090]
	[0.094]
	[0.091]
	[0.117]
	[0.090]
	[0.104]
	[0.097]
	[0.091]
	[0.106]

	Marital duration in years
	1.108
	1.100
	1.007
	1.034
	0.988
	1.034
	1.472***
	1.222+
	0.958
	1.069
	0.906
	1.160

	
	[0.074]
	[0.075]
	[0.088]
	[0.068]
	[0.075]
	[0.070]
	[0.143]
	[0.126]
	[0.126]
	[0.146]
	[0.105]
	[0.119]

	Number of children
	
	
	
	 
	0.473*
	0.781
	1.247
	1.117
	1.342
	0.634+

	
	
	
	
	
	 
	[0.139]
	[0.225]
	[0.415]
	[0.383]
	[0.416]
	[0.160]

	Gender (ref: Male)
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	1.608
	0.831
	1.290
	1.116
	1.114
	1.190
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	[1.010]
	[0.495]
	[0.968]
	[0.495]
	[0.812]
	[0.767]
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Obs.
	419
	419
	419
	419
	419
	419
	336
	336
	336
	336
	336
	336



[bookmark: _GoBack]Source: SYPJ (2020-21). Notes: Estimates from ordinal logistic models. Exponentiated coefficients (OR). The scale of the dependent variables ranges from 0 to 5, where higher values indicate better marital quality. Standard errors in brackets. Cols 1-6 show relationships between marital quality items with all union characteristics included. Cols 7-12 for the sample of women. All models control for respondent’s region of residence (Centre, North, South), education, residence type (urban, rural/camps), wealth and employment status. + p<0.1, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001.
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