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Abstract: Although recent evidence shows detrimental effects of armed conflict on educational
attainment, coupled with the fact that 50% of children out of school live in conflict affected
countries, there is a lack of studies rigorously assessing the effectiveness of different social and
economic development interventions aiming to mitigate the impact of armed conflict on education
outcomes. In order to fill this knowledge gap, this study assesses the impact of education
investments financed by the Angola Social Action Fund from 1994 to 2001 on years of schooling. |
use the Angola 2001 Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey to evaluate this impact. Using difference in
differences estimation and a fixed effects model, | find that for individuals currently enrolled in
schools and living in non-migrant households, an additional year of exposure to Angola Social
Fund leads to an increase of years of schooling by 0.175 years. | find that Angola Social Action
Fund has no impact on years of schooling for individuals currently out of school and for individuals
living in migrant households. | find no heterogeneous effects of ASAF by variables considered.
Interventions such as social funds can be used to mitigate the impact of civil war on education for
individuals already enrolled in schools and living in non-migrant households. However, for
individuals out of schools, there is great need to design innovative interventions specifically
addressed to their circumstances and to test them rigorously in order to find interventions that can
effectively mitigate the impacts of civil war on education.
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1. Introduction

Although 22% of the world’s primary school aged plapion lives in conflict affected
countries, they comprise 50% of children who araiel® an education in 2011, a
proportion that has risen from 42% in 2008. Thet vagjority —95%-— lives in low and
middle income countries (UNESCO, 2011, 20A8pnflict causes the death of students
and teachers, destroys school facilities and oftihéastructures, degrades living
conditions, causes large movement of people, snffend trauma of any kind with long
term effects, and destroys social capital. In aoldito a cross-country literature analysis
showing that civil war is devastating for an edigal! system, as both expenditures and
enrollment decline during periods of civil war (L&iThyne, 2007), there is an emerging
microeconomic research that examines the causaldngd armed conflict on schooling
through a difference-in-differences approach.

Akresh & de Walque (2010) examine the impact of Raeas 1994 genocide on
children’s schooling, combining two cross-sectionalisehold surveys collected before
and after the genocide. They find a strong negathgact of the genocide on schooling,
with exposed children completing one-half year lessication representing an 18.3
percent decline. Dabalen & Saumik (2012) estim#teseffects of civil war on years of
education in the context of a school-going age daihat is exposed to armed conflict in
Cote d’lvoire. They find that the average yeargdtication for a school-going age cohort
is 0.94 years fewer compared with an older cohowar-affected regions. Blattman &

Annan (2010) assess the impact of military servimeghe human capital of Ugandan

?In 2011, of the 28.5 million primary school ageldrén out of school in conflict-affected countrid2.6
million live in sub-Saharan Africa, 5.3 million Bvin South and West Asia, and 4 million live in #heab
States (UNESCO, 2011, 2013).



youth. They use rebel recruitment methods as soofceariation to deal with self-
selection, screening, and selective survival. Theg that abducted male youth attain
0.75 fewer years of education, a 10% reductiontivelato the average non abducted
youth’s 7.6 years of education. Verwimp & Van Bay2013) combine a nationwide
household survey with secondary sources on thdidmcand timing of the conflict to
investigate the effect of exposure to violent cehfon human capital accumulation in
Burundi. They find that the probability of complegi primary schooling for a boy
exposed to violent conflict declines by 7 to 17gestage points compared to a non-
exposed boy. Digging deeper, Guariso & Verpoortgdl1l4) using two waves of
Demographic and Health household Surveys (1992 20@0) and two waves of
population census data (1991 and 2002) examinempact of the armed conflict in
Rwanda on primary and secondary schooling, andrétetive importance of three
channels underlying this impact, i.e. school imibia, grade progression and drop-outs.
The authors find that the armed conflict causedap doth in primary and secondary
schooling attainment, be it through different chelanthe drop in primary schooling
driven by slower grade progression and increaseg-duts, while the drop in secondary
schooling mostly due to a decline in school initiat

Outside of Africa, Merrouche (2011) uses uniquéritislevel data on landmine
contamination intensity in Cambodia combined witlrvey data on individuals to
evaluate the long-run impact of Cambodia's 30 yeémsar (1970-1998) on education
levels and earnings. She finds that individuals wiere too young to have attended
school before the start of the war received in ayer0.5 less years of education.

Similarly, de Walque (2006) studies the long-tempact of genocide during the period



of the Khmer Rouge (1975-79) in Cambodia. He firtdat individuals—especially
males—who were of schooling age during this interhave a lower educational
attainment than the preceding and subsequent ¢otibrts. In particular, schooling for
abducted youth falls by nearly a year. Swee (2@ddntifies war intensity effects of the
1992-1995 Bosnian War on schooling attainment amdsfthat cohorts of children that
endured greater war intensity are less likely tmglete secondary schooling. However,
he does not find a similar result for primary sdim@p Chamarbagwala & Moran (2011)
combine data from the 2002 National Population @Genand the distribution of the
number of human rights violations and victims asr@2 departments to examine how
Guatemala's 36-year-long civil war affected humapital accumulation. They find that
rural Mayan males exposed to conflict complete® y&ars less of schooling while rural
Mayan females exposed to the conflict completed Yelars less of schooling. Justino et
al. (2013) examine the impact of the conflict inmbr Leste on primary school
attendance, grade deficits and primary schoolrattants of boys and girls. Using two
cross-sectional household surveys: the Timor Ldsteng Standard Measurement
Surveys conducted in 2001 and 2007 and data ortseaed violations contained in the
Human Rights Violations Database, the authors fndtrong negative impact of the
conflict on primary school completion among boyssohool age exposed to peaks of
violence during the 25-year long conflict. Rodrigug Sanchez (2012) estimates the
effect that exposure to armed conflict has on skchoop-out decisions of Colombian
children between the ages of six and seventeery. flilek that armed conflict reduces the
average years of schooling in 8.78%for all Colomtmhildren. This estimate increases to

17.03% for children between sixteen and seventeamsyold. Oyelere & Wharton (2013)



examine the impact of internal armed conflict inld@@abia on education outcomes of
school aged children (Internally Displaced Pers@b®s) directly affected by conflict.
Using four sources of data including the Colomb@0% census, the humanitarian
situation risk index, the coca cultivation survegni 2001 to 2005, and municipality-
level conflict data, they find a significant eduoat accumulation gap for children of
IDPs compared to non-migrants that widens to apprately half a year at the secondary
level. They find no evidence of enroliment gapshat primary level but do find a lower
probability of enrollment at the secondary levedstly, Brick et al. (2014) evaluate the
effect of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict on thelpability to pass the final high-school
exam for Palestinian students in the West Bankndutihe Second Intifada (2000-2006).
Using several datasets coming from different sairaad exploiting within school
variation in the number of conflict-related Palestn fatalities during the academic year,
they find that the conflict reduces the probability pass the final exam and to be
admitted to the university.

From the perspective of gender, Shemyakina (20d4eg differences in regional
and temporal exposure to the 1992-1998 armed coniliTajikistan to study the effect
of violent conflict on schooling outcomes. She &nthat girls who were of school age
during the conflict, and lived in conflict-affectaggions, were 12.3% less likely to
complete mandatory schooling as compared to git® wompleted their schooling
before the conflict started. They are also 7% lésdy to complete school than girls of
the same age who lived in regions relatively uraéfd by the civil war. She finds no
effect of regional and household conflict exposareeducation of boys. Furthermore,

using the data from the 2003 and 2007 Tajik LivBtgndards Measurement Surveys,



Shemyakina (2011b) finds a persistent and lasteqyig the educational attainment by
women who were of school age during the war anedliin the more conflict-affected
regions as compared with women the same age whd livthe lesser affected regions
and also to the older generation. Singh & Shemyakd®13) explore the long-run effect
of the 1981-1993 Punjab Insurgency on the educatiatiainment of adults who were
between ages 6-16 years at the time of the insaygdusing the 2005 India human
development survey, a unique historical datasethenannual expenditure decisions by
farmers in the state of Punjab during 1978-1984, the data on the number of terrorist
incidents and killings at the district level comerh the South Asia Terrorism Portal
(SATP). They find a significant negative effect tfe insurgency in Punjab on
educational attainment in the long run, and findegative effect that is mostly felt by
women.

The strong negative impact of the civil war on féanaducation is also found by
Chamarbagwala & Moran (2011). In contrast, Swed 120Akresh & de Walque (2010),
de Walque (2006), and Justino et al. (2013) fihd tmpact of conflict schooling
attainment is more important for boys than girleu3, the magnitude of the loss and the
relative impact on girls versus boys may depenccamextual factors (Buvitiet al.
2013).

However, despite strong evidence across time dfefeht contexts of significant
and long-lasting detrimental effects of armed dohfhn education and a great need due
to the fact that 50% of children out of school limeconflict affected countries, there is a
lack of evidence of proven effective interventidnsmitigate the impact of conflict on

education attainment. As suggested by Shemyaki@a3]2 conflict affected countries



requires rigorous evaluations of post-conflict pels and aid that can provide useful
information to address educational needs and gethfierentials in these environments.
While both formal and non-formal education intertvens (Beltramo, & Levine, 2012,
Nordtveit, 2005; Population Council and Women’s iRefe Committee, 2010;Anastacio,
2006; Zelaya et. Al, 2003;Blattman & Annan, 2011yj Bt al. 2003;Cook &Younis,
2012; Fauth & Daniels, 2001;Hamilton & Greenwoodl12;Right to play, 2010;Whalen,
2010) have been implemented in different settingsonflict affected countries (i.e.
classrooms, community centers, non-formal leargraups) to improve access to basic
education, reading, writing, and mathematics skitdaly few of them have been
rigorously evaluated using experimental or quagiegxnental methods (Burde& Linden,
2013; Fearon et al. 2009; Beath et al.,2012).fadth, educational outcomes (enrollment
and test scores, minimum walk to school, probabifitat child is enrolled in school,
school attendance) used in these studies mighbeahe most relevant outcomes to
properly assess whether these programs can mitigatenpact of conflict on education
attainment. These measures capture short-termteffdrich might not necessarily be
sustained and translated into long-term impactadqaiibn attainment), which should be
one of the main goals of any program aiming to gaie the impact of conflict on
education.

In order to fill this important knowledge gap, img paper, | assess the impact of
the Angola Social Action Fund (ASAF) on educatidtaiament (years of schooling). To

the best of my knowledge, this is the first paget tigorously examines the impact of



social funds on education attainment in fragile aodflict affected countriesSocial
funds, which are one of the key instruments of lléeeel development implemented by
World Bank, finance small projects in health, edioca water and sanitation, and
income-generating activities using a demand-driw@tess (Jgrgensen & Van Domelen,
1999). While a majority of Community Driven Devetopnt (CDD) interventions and
social funds have been implemented in non-condiftected countries, the approach has
also been applied in conflict or post-conflict cowes. According to one account (World
Bank, 2006), 94 CDD and social fund projects wereoperation in 2006in countries
characterized by violent armed conflict or postftiohreconstruction.

Quantifying the impact of ASAF on education attagmnis important to inform
policy for at least two reasons. First, it enaldi@sascertain whether intervention such
social funds work in fragile and conflict affecteduntries, and, if they work, to what
extent (magnitude) social funds mitigate the impEctonflict on education attainment.
Second, it allows for evaluation of the heterogeiseampacts of social funds on
educational attainment for different subgroupsgeesgly by gender, given strong exiting
evidence of the differential effects. The heteraggnanalysis will tell us whether there
is a need for specific targeted interventions acuhstinct subgroups. Angola provides a
unique opportunity to assess the impact of soaciad$ because of the length of the
Angola civil war (27 years), its detrimental effgcand the length of the roll out of
Angola Social Action Fund.

Because the assignment of ASAF was not random alygpost-intervention data

are available, | rely on a non-experimental metthfierence in differences estimation,

3Education attainment has been used in most stugliafiating the impact of conflict on education.
Therefore, | think that it is the most relevantamme when assessing the effectiveness of inteouenti
aiming to mitigate the impact of conflict on eduocat



to evaluate the effect of ASAF on education attantn Specifically, | exploit both
temporal variation in the exposure of ASAF and @egl variation across communities in
the ASAF participation to identify the ASAF's calusapact on education attainment. |
also check the robustness of difference in diffeeeresults by estimating a fixed effects
model.

My main finding is that ASAF increases years of aging for individuals
currently enrolled in school and living in non-magt households. Specifically,
individuals expose to ASAF during one year havaverage 0.166 years to 0.175 years
of schooling higher than individuals not expos@®AF. Put differently, this represents
7.642% to 7.936% increases of years of schooling tduone year exposure to ASAF.
The remaining sections of the paper are organizefolows. Section 2 reviews the
literature of the impact of social funds on edumatoutcomes. Section 3 presents the
context and rollout of ASAF. Section 4 presentsadand preliminary observations.
Section 5 discusses the methodology used. Sectprs®nts the findings and Section 7

concludes.

2. Theimpact of social funds on educational outcomes

To the best of my knowledge, this is the first pajhat evaluates the impact of social
funds on educational attainment in a conflict-aielccountry. Hence, given that effects
of social funds on education in conflict and nomitiot countries have been assessed
only on intermediary (short-term) educational outes, this literature provides an

overview of impact of social funds on short-ternueational outcomes and discusses

what impacts might be on education attainmentadordlict-affected country.



Three papers examine the impact of different irgetons (one village-based
school and two social funds) on short-term eduopatiamutcomes in conflict affected
countries. Burde & Linden (2013) examines the eftéovillage-based schools over a 2-
year period on children’s academic performanceguaisample of 31 villages and 1,490
children in rural northwestern Afghanistan. Usimgnadtom assignment design, they find
that program significantly increases enrollment ¢t scores among all children, but
particularly for girls. Specifically, girls’ enratient increases by 52 percentage points and
their average test scores increase by 0.65 stan@aidtions. Fearon et al. (2009) assess
the effects of community-driven reconstruction (QDProject in northern Liberia
implemented in 42 communities between Septembes 200 February 2007. Using data
collected in 2008 and a random assignment dedngy, find that individuals in treated
communities enjoyed greater access to education &vi#.3% higher attendance rate
among children and youths aged 7 to 24. Similanltehold when they focus on the
probability that a child or youth has had minimetess to education. Lastly, Beath et al.
(2012) analyzes the effect of Phase-Il of Afgham& National Solidarity Programme
(NSP), which ran from 2007 through 2011. Using mandssignment design and data for
the first follow-up survey collected in October 20@hey find NSP may have increased
girls’ school attendance rates, although this maydbe in part to stochastic variation
unrelated to NSP between the control and treatmbages. No evidence exists that NSP
increase boys’ attendance rates.

In short, this review shows that not much can laenled from existing studies of
the impact of social funds on educational attainmienconflict-affected countries.

Indeed, the length of roll out of programs (lesanthi2 years) assessed renders it
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impossible to evaluate the impact of these programsthe educational attainment.
However, one might think that the increase of sthewmrollment and attendance,
especially among girls, will translate into an g@mse in educational attainment will
depend on whether constraints impeding schoolinth@se environments stay constant
over time.

Regarding the impact of social funds on educatiangbtomes in non-conflict
countries, results focus on intermediary outcomes are mixed. Newman et al. (2002)
consider the impact of small-scale rural infradinee projects in education (construction
and rehabilitation) funded by the Bolivian Sociavéstment Fund (SIF) over the period
1994-1998. Using random assignment design and P&Meadline data collected in
1998, they find that education projects improvetost infrastructure but had little
impact on educational outcomes (dropout rate, nunelbestudents attending classes,
number of students repeating classes). Chase &b&GmerBenz (2001) evaluate
education projects financed by the Zambia Sociald~ZSF) between 1991 and 1998.
Using household-level data collected in 1998, piygeand PSM methods, they find that
education projects increased school attendancénaunseholds' education expenditures.
Chase (2002) uses pipeline and PSM to analyze nipaat of school rehabilitation
projects financed by the Armenian Social Investmiéahd (ASIF) during the period
1996-2000. He finds that education projects in@dawmonthly household expenditures
on schooling across the country as a whole butimotonflict zones where ASIF
households spent significantly less than eithertha control groups. Furthermore,
education projects increase the proportion of Y2gear olds attending school across the

country as a whole but not in conflict zones. Peadand Rawlings (2002) consider the
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impact of education investments (construction amthosl rehabilitation) by the
Nicaragua Emergency Social Investment Fund betw86i and 1998. Using household
data collected in 1998 and PSM, they assess eduocativestments on various
educational outcomes including primary net enrofiméhe education gap (the difference
between the ideal education attainment, given #d'shage, and the highest grade
attended), children in correct age for grade, adyschool missed in past month, and age
in first grade. They find education investments hadmpact of primary net enroliment,
the share of children in the correct grade forrthge, and days of school missed in past
month. However, they find a positive impact on@tion gap and the age in first grade.
Paxson & Schady (2002) use difference-in-differencand instrumental variables
estimators to estimate the impact of constructiod aenovation of school facilities
funded by the Peruvian Social Fund (FONCODES) tivemperiod 1992-1998. They find
that education investments by FONCODES had posegifects on school attendance
rates for young children (children ages 6-11).\(@898) uses a difference-in-differences
matching estimator to examine the impact of edooainvestments funded by the
Kecamatan Development Program in Indonesia (KDR2j the period 2002-2007. They
find that KDP2 has no impact on primary and secondehool enrollment rates.

Overall, none of these studies assesses the impacicial funds on educational
attainment although the length of programs assessatlles the authors to do so. The
impact on intermediary outcomes is mixed and midhpend on context-specific
characteristics; therefore, it is difficult to dray implications for similar interventions
in a post-conflict country. To conclude, it is pdéale that despite many challenges faced

(chronic shortages of qualified teachers, lackobiosl facilities and other infrastructures,
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degradation of living conditions, large movemenpebple, trauma of any kind with long
term effects faced by students and teachers, astdudgon of social capital) by conflict-

affected countries, a marginal improvement of tdecation system in a context of the
extreme poverty and massive educational needstbails in these countries will have
a substantial effect on educational outcomes. &fbeg, social funds might have positive

impacts on educational outcomes in conflict coestri

3. Background

3.1 The context and educational outcomes after the Angolan civil war

After its independence in 1975, Angola went throagh7 year civil war that only came
to an end in 2002. Despite its oil and diamond uweses and supply of arable land, in
1994 the GDP per capita was estimated at U.S. $h¢dfstituto Nacional de Estatistica
(INE). Between 500,000 and 1 million people hadrbkifled during the civil war and
more than 4.5 million were displaced. A househeaid/sy conducted in Luanda in 1994
by INE shows that 64% of the population lived beltve poverty line while another
study by Fernando Ribeiro in 1993, estimated t6&b ®&f the population lived below the
poverty line (World Bank, 1995).

Educational outcome indicators were alarming. 18319nany schools (especially
in rural areas) were closed or destroyed by the e remaining few are severely
overcrowded (in Luanda classroom size averagesstddents) and many schools are
forced to operate on a three-shift system to accodate the overflow of students. The
quality of both urban and rural primary educatiarfifers from deteriorating facilities,
where poorly-trained teachers are often demoralgethe lack of equipment and books.

Consequently, in early 1990, the net enrollmenansund 50%. The situation in the

13



secondary system is not better, since at the samedpthe gross enroliment ratio was

estimated at 12% (World Bank, 1995).

3.2 Intervention: ASAF
The ASAF is an autonomous structure created byAtingolan government in October
1994 under the authority of the Ministry of Plarmirwhich determines its objectives.
Between 1994 and 2001, the first two phases ofABAF (I and Il), whose impact on
educational attainment and various other educdtmutaomes is evaluated in this paper,
were deployed in 9 out of the 18 Angolan provindgabinda, Luanda, Kwanza Sul,
Benguela, Huambo, Namibe, Huila, Cunene, and Bemge. roll out of program was
confined to areas under government control. An intgmd purpose of the ASAF was to
aid in the transition towards peace. The stateds aifnthe program were to improve
community accessto basic infrastructure, to imprthes capacity of communities and
local NGOs to plan, evaluate, manage and maint@mnneunity level infrastructure, and
to create income generating activities both inlrara urban areas (World Bank, 1995).
The functioning of the ASAF is similar to that ofany social funds around the
world. Specifically, ASAF interventions had the Ifating core components. After
targeting the provinces for intervention, ASAF uridek initial activities to sensitize
local communities to the new development projectough different channels
(community-level meetings, radio, and graphics pnidting campaigns). After learning
about this opportunity, community members attendegieral meetings where they
identified sub-projects, established a project backount, and agreed to contribute
between 10% and 20% of the cost of implementafltven, proposals for selected sub-

projects were submitted for funding by nucleos coitawios (community groups) or
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agencia de enquadramento (churches, NGOs). Sukeprpjoposals received by the
provincial ASAF office were evaluated accordingpi@defined criteria and some were
approved for funding. Following the approval of @bgroject and the disbursement of
funding, the implementation was led by nucleos aoitaiosor agencias de

enquadramento and monitored by the provincial ASHA#ce. The completion of a

subproject whose implementation generally lastetivésen six and nine months was
determined by the provincial ASAF office.

Between 1994 and 2001, the ASAF funded $29 miliamth of projects; 67% of
these funds were provided by multilateral donomshsas the World Bank, with the rest
coming from bilateral donors and the GovernmentAnfjola (GOA). A total of 685
projects were funded during the period, with 47.#4%water, sanitation, and waste
management, 34% in education, 9% in health retatxin and construction of health
posts, and 9% in income generating activities (@uwhe & Ducados, 2003). The
average size of an ASAF project was $20,000. Algmothe ASAF financed different
subtypes of programs, in this paper | examine ¢imyimpact of education investments
(construction and/or rehabilitation of primary sol®) on years of schooling. The
selection of education investments is motivatedvoy factors. First, the focus of this
paper is to highlight interventions, in this casegial funds that may mitigate the impact
of civil war on years of schooling. Therefore, haselected interventions that aim to
directly affect educational outcomes. Second, mgsevidence (Casey, Glennerster &
Miguel, 2012; Fearon, Humphreys, &Weinstein, 2088jgests that similar interventions
providing similar amounts of financial assistaneg pommunity have almost no impact

on direct measures of household welfare, which migHdirectly affect educational
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outcomes. In this paper, a treated community is wéch received an education
investment (construction and/or rehabilitation dicols).
4. Data
4.1. Angola 2001 Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey
To measure the impact of ASAF on years of schogplingse the Angola 2001 Multiple
Indicator Cluster Survey (MICS), which is a natitypaepresentative cross-sectional
survey carried out in all 18 provinces of the courdetween April and October 2001.
The 2001 MICS was conducted by National InstituteStatistics (INE) with technical
support from United Nations Children's Fund (UNIQE&nd financial support from
several organizations. It uses a multi-stage pntisab sampling in which 20 households
were surveyed in a random fashion in each aldeilage) in rural areas and each bairro
(neighborhood) in urban areas. The 2001 MICS co8e252 households in urban and
rural areas. The 2001 MICS provides detailed infdram on education, household
characteristics (the date of birth, sex, residehoeisehold size, housing facilities, and
presence of durable goods in the household), ifgrtithild mortality, health service
utilization, and nutritional status of young chédr Important for the purpose of this
study is the fact that the data also indicate thmmiaipality in which respondents were
born and whether they have ever migrated out df mianicipality. This information is
essential for identifying whether an individual wesposed to education investments
through ASAF, as the community of current residemag not capture such exposure for
households that have migrated.

The sample used in this paper is from 5237 indizisllaged 6 to 18 living in

2,769 households within 77 communities (302 neighbod or villages) across the 18
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provinces in Angola. There is an average 28,143bitants per community. 2001 MICS
is very appropriate for the purpose of this studgduse it is a nationally representative
survey conducted before the end of civil war. Tfaee it enables me to assess whether
educational investments in conflict situations gate the impact of civil war on
education by increasing years of schooling.

4.2. Years of schooling and Treatment variable

The outcome for this study is years of schoolindpiclv is the number of years of
schooling received by individuals. | restrict myrgde to individuals aged 6 to 18 in
2001who are currently or not enrolled in school aindse the highest level of education
is primary schoot.

Angolan primary education has four grades in 200kese individuals were exposed for
at least one year up to a maximum of 6 years tastooection and/or rehabilitation of
primary schools realized by ASAF. | choose yearsabiooling which is a stock variable
as my outcome variable for two reasons. First, atecd above, almost all studies
assessing the impact of conflict on education hased this variable as the main
outcome, and thus | keep it for comparison to egitiesults. Second, an indicator such as
school enrollment depends on the instant of dalleatmn rather on a period of time of
exposure to education investments and might ndy filpture the impact of ASAF on

education. Moreover, school enrollment will not wap the impact of the intervention

*Although the official primary school age is 6 toyars old, | included individuals aged from 10 ® 1
years old because they represent 79.83% of indilgdeurrently enrolled in the primary school. lotfahe
average age in the first grade is 10.71 years old.

*The Angolan education system before its reformGA2has four levels: primary education, intermesliat
basic education, secondary education, and terédocation. Thus, in 2001, primary education has one
level with four grades; the official school ageito 9 years old in primary education.
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for individuals out of school thought they may haween exposed and might have
benefited from the intervention.

| construct a measure of ASAF exposure which ignedfat the community-birth
cohort level of an individual's exposure to ASAFSAF exposure is an interaction
between a binary indicator of residence in an AS®Mmmunity (a community where
ASAF constructed and/or rehabilitated primary s¢hanver the period 1994 to 2001)
with the duration (in years) of exposure to ASAR fadividuals living in ASAF
communities and defined ASAFCommunity;  Exposure,..’ Thus, this measure is
continuous and indicates the years of exposure38FAintervention for an individual
living in an ASAF community. It equals zero for amividual living in a non-ASAF
community and takes values ranging from one tof@ixndividuals living in an ASAF
community. This measure of ASAF allows us to explariation across two dimensions:
spatial (variation of ASAF interventions across coamities) and temporal (within each
community, the timing of birth (age) determines traiation in exposure to ASAF
across cohorts). Similar construction of variablegresenting exposure to an event in
order to determine the impact of such exposure ifarent outcomes has extensively
been used in a growing body of microeconomic rete#nat examines the impact of

armed conflict on child health and education outesmBundervoet, Akresh, &

sThe duration (in years) of exposure to the ASAF ifadividuals living in an ASAF community is
determined by the year of birth, year of data @i, and the official primary school starting aige
Angola in 2001. This official primary starting agesix years. Given that ASAF was rolled out betwe
1994 to 2001, for individuals born in 1995 (who édvyears old in 2001) and living in ASAF community
the duration of exposure to the ASAF is zero;ifolividuals born in 1994 (who have 7 years old2@91)
and living in ASAF community, the duration of expos to the ASAF is one; For individuals born in 298
(who have 12 years old in 2001) and living in ASédmmunity, the duration of exposure to the ASAF is
6, and for individuals who are more than 12 yeddsio 2001, the duration of exposure to ASAF is 6
(individuals born between 1983 and 1988).
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Verwimp, 2009; Akresh, Bundervoet, & Verwimp, 20Akresh, Lucchetti, &
Thirumurthy (2012); Gianmarco, 2012).

4.3 Preliminary observations

Panel A of Table 1 compares characteristics of &looisls in ASAF and non-ASAF
communities. Along some dimensions, such as edugatrban status, and proportion of
poorest (non-significant), non-ASAF communities egpmore developed and better off
than ASAF communities. For other characteristiacshduwousehold head age and whether
household head is male, there is no differencesaccommunities. Panel B compares
individual characteristics between ASAF and non-AS#ommunities. Overall, there is
no observable difference in terms of years of skhgo age, proportion of male,
proportion of individuals currently enrolled in tbemary school, education gap in years,
and age in the first grade in years between indadsl living in ASAF and non-ASAF
communities. In fact, although the difference of years of sdimgpbetween individuals
living in ASAF and non-ASAF communities is non-giggant, years of schooling of
individuals living in ASAF communities are slightlyigher than those of individuals
living in non-ASAF communities. Indeed, we mightpext the reverse configuration
given that non-ASAF communities seem better ofhtA&AF communities. This might
also reflect the fact that the estimation of pat#nimpact of ASAF by a simple
difference might be underestimated due to predegslifferences in years of schooling
(difference before ASAF intervention). Therefore, estimation of the impact of ASAF
requires taking into account pre-existing differant years of schooling between

individuals living in ASAF and non-ASAF communitiesd different potential time

+The education gap is the difference between idéataion attainment, given aindividual's age, dm t
highest grade attended.
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trends in years of schooling across communitiess Thillustrated in our identification

strategy.

Table 1: Individual and household characteristigstreatment status

ASAF Non-ASAF Difference
communities communities

[1] (2] [1]-[2]=[3]

Panel A: household characteristics

Household head is male 0.7831 0.778 0.004
[0.014] [0.006] [0.024]
Household head age 43.310 42.826 0.483
[0.456] [0.178] [0.939]
Urban area 0.537 0.751 -0.214**
[0.017] [0.006] [0.101]
Years of schooling of household head 5.435 5.990 5555
[0.114] [0.047] [0.293]
Wealth index (proportion of poorest) 0.201 0.114 086.
[0.014] [0.004] [0.053]
Panel B: child characteristics
Years of schooling 2.255 2.181 0.074
[0.037] [0.015] [0.087]
Age in years 12.570 12.490 0.080
[0.105] [0.044] [0.240]
Male 0.494 0.518 -0.023
[0.018] [0.007] [0.016]
Proportion currently enrolled in school 0.822 @&83 -0.013
[0.013] [0.005] [0.017]
Education gap in years 3.962 4.012 -0.049
[0.095] [0.039] [0.285]
Age in the first grade (years) 10.737 10.713 0.02
[0.177] [0.069] [0.419]
Observations 770 4467

Note: Robust standard errors in brackets, clustatedde community level. * Significant at 10%, *fgsificant at 5%,
and *** significant at 1%.Number of observations féears of schooling of household head is4257 Witaqual 618
for ASAF communities and N equal 3639 for Non-ASéémmunities.Number of observations for Age in thet f
grade (years) is 1756 with N equal 229 for ASAF ommities and N equal 1527 for Non-ASAF communities.
Source: Author’s calculations using MICS 2001

5. ldentification Strategy and Econometric Specification

My empirical identification strategy can be illusied in the Figure 1 which shows
kernel-weighted local polynomial regressions of rgeaf schooling on age using an
Epanechnikov kernel. This figure examines the noanpatric relationship between years
of schooling and age that determines the exposur@SAF intervention. The dashed
lines indicate individuals living in ASAF commuras, while the solid lines indicate

individuals living in non-ASAF communities. For yoger individuals (6 to 14 years old)
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who might have more likely benefited most from ASAiltervention because they are
closest in terms of age to the official primary aghage (6 to 9 years old) during the
ASAF intervention, the Figure 1 shows the expeatelationship between years of
schooling and age by treatment status (living irARR®ommunities versus living in non-
ASAF communities). More specifically, individuaisihg in ASAF communities exhibit
higher years of schooling than individuals with samge living in non-ASAF
communities. In contrast, older individuals (151® years old)— who might have been
most affected by the civil war and benefited lassnf ASAF intervention because they
were older than the official primary school ageidgithe ASAF intervention— living in
ASAF communities means lesser years of schooliag thdividuals of same age living
in ASAF communities. This simply confirms the rdsfihds in Table 1, showing that
older individuals living in ASAF communities are ttex off in terms of years of
schooling than their counterpart living in non-ASAe fact that years of schooling of
individuals aged 15 to 18 living in ASAF commundtiss less than those in the same age
living in non-ASAF communities does not mean th&A& did not have an impact, it
reveals that whether or not ASAF has an impaatas not able to totally offset the pre-
existing gap of years of schooling between ASAF aod-ASAF communities but that
ASAF might have reduced this gap.

Thus, in order to take into account pre-existiniedence in years of schooling,
observables, and the potential differential timentis in years of schooling between
individuals living in ASAF and non-ASAF communitieny identification strategy relies
on a comparison of years of schooling of similatyed individuals in ASAF and non-

ASAF communities taking into account these pretmgsdifferences that might be
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related to changes and years of schooling and A®AFRicipation. The implicit
assumption is that differences in average yearschboling between individuals with
same age (birth cohorts) living in ASAF and non-ASéommunities would have been
similar before and after ASAF intervention in thesance of ASAF intervention. In other
words, the identification strategy is valid as lasggchanges over time in average years of
school would be similar across communities in thgeace of the ASAF intervention.
Based on the non-parametric regression, | estintiage following regression with
community, birth cohort fixed effects and commusspecific time trends:

Sijt = a; + 8, + B (ASAFCommunity; * Exposure,) + CommunityTrend;, + X;j, (1)
+ &ijit

S;j¢ is years of schooling for individualborn in yeart in communityj, a; is community
fixed effects, §; is year of birth cohort fixed effectsX;;.are individual and
household(household head) characteristics,e;ands a random, idiosyncratic error
termASAFCommunity; x Exposure, is a continuous measure that indicates the years
of exposure to ASAF intervention for an individdaling in an ASAF community (it
equals zero for a child living in a non-ASAF comnity) the coefficient 8;measures the
effect of an additional year of ASAF exposure onyears of schooling.
CommunityTrend.is defined as a community specific time trend tpteee potentially
different time patterns in eachcommunity.The indosof this time trend buttresses the
argument that changes in years of schooling inethrmsnmunities would have been
similar in the absence of ASAF intervention. Inethvords, it allows me to control for
the possibility of differential time trends acragsmmunities. Including all communities

in the regressions allows us to exploit both terapwariation in the exposure of ASAF
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and regional variation across communities in theARSarticipation to identify the

ASAF's causal impact on years of schooling.

25

Years of schooling
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————— Non-ASAF Communities —— ASAF Communities

Figure 1. Years of schooling by age in years in ASAF and-AS8AF communities.

Notes: Kernel-weighted local polynomial regressjosing Epanechnikov kernel) of years of schooling o
age in years.

Source: Author’s construction using 2001 MICS

6. Empirical results:

6.1 Difference-in-differences estimation (ASAF community and ASAF exposur e)

Table 2 presents the regression results for Equafig. Each regression includes
community and individual age fixed effects, and owmity-specific time trends.
Columns 1, 2, and 3 present results restrictechéosample of individuals currently
enrolled in school. Results in column 1 when cdhirg for only individual
characteristics (sex and age) show a positive IMpAASAF exposure on years of
schooling. For individuals living in ASAF commuraf, an additional year of ASAF
exposure increases years of schooling by 0.109syegris increase is statistically
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significant at the five percent level. In columnl Zpclude additional household controls
in regression such as the household head ageptiseimold head's sex, and whether the
household lives in urban area. Adding these comity@lds consistent results, with an
additional year of ASAF exposure increasing yedrsahooling by 0.105 years. In
column 3, although presenting missing values, Itrobnfor years of schooling of
household head which can be a strong predictor ear yof school of individuals.
Controlling for this important variable, | find &eng positive impact of ASAF exposure
on years of schooling that is significant at theefpercent level. One additional year of
ASAF exposure increases an individual’'s years bbeting by 0.131 years. In fact, the
impact of one year of ASAF exposure representnarease of 6.03% in the average of
years of schooling for individuals living in ASAFommunitiessThe magnitude of this
impact is relatively important because— assumirag the impact of ASAF exposure is
constant over time and linear— in 2 to 3 years, AS#tervention cancels the impact of
civil war on years of schooling found in previogsearch mentioned in the introduction
of the paper. For instance, in Rwanda, civil was lnavered years of schooling of 18.3%
whereas in Uganda, civil war has lowered yearshbbsling of 1096.

In Columns 4, 5, and 6, | replicate the previoualgses restricted to the sample
of individuals not enrolled in school. | find no pact of ASAF exposure on years of
schooling. Indeed, this finding shows that ASARa effective to mitigate the impact of

civil war on years of schooling for individuals cemtly out of school. Although, | will

8n our sample, the mean of years of schoolingridividuals currently enrolled in school is 2.17 25
%Given the difference in the length of primary schacross countries, instead to use the absolutee\ail
years of schooling as metric of comparison, it @enappropriate to use the increase (decline) afsyef
schooling in percentage due to exposure of ASAF)(feet comparison purpose.
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discuss later the implication of this finding, tiésworth mentioning that it suggests that
intervention such as ASAF may not be effectiveifioiividuals who are out of school.

In short, the point estimates of the impact of AS#Fyears of schooling are consistent
and statistically significant when controlling feommunity and individual age fixed
effects, and community-specific time trends andviddial and household characteristics.
This is a strong indication that the relationshgiween ASAF exposure and years of
schooling is a causal one. Given that | find nalence of the impact of ASAF exposure
on years of schooling for individuals out of schdol the rest of the paper, | focus only

on individuals currently enrolled in school.

Table2
Measuring the impact of ASAF on years of schoobggtatus of school enrollment of individuals

years of schooling Individuals currently enrolledschool Individuals not enrolled in school

[1] [2] 3] [4] [5] [6]

Years of ASAF exposure 0.109** 0.105* 0.131* -0203 0.015 -0.110
[0.054] [0.057] [0.059] 0.153 [0.134] 0.093
Individual is male 0.092** 0.106** 0.111* 0.045 .@60 0.027
[0.043] [0.043] [0.047] 0.084 [0.082] 0.114
Age of individual 0.176*** 0.193*** 0.199*** 0.322** 0.300***  -0.705***
[0.006] [0.006] [0.008] 0.036 [0.044] 0.228
Household head is male -0.085** -0.250%*** -0.278* -0.5315***
[0.036] [0.040] [0.091] [0.147]
Household head age 0.000 0.003** 0.000 0.007
[0.001] [0.001] [0.003] [0.004]
Urban 0.127 0.124 0.078 0.079
[0.098] [0.105] [0.188] [0.234]
Years of schooling of 0.048*** 0.077***
household head [0.005] [0.016]
Wealth index quintiles Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Individual year of birth Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
fixed effects
Community fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Community-specific time Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
trends
R? 0.362 0.384 0.403 0.381 0.414 0.455
Observations 4323 4323 3572 863 863 638

Notes: Robust standard errors in brackets, clustaréhe community level. * Significant at 10%, gignificant at 5%,
and *** significant at 1%. All specifications indiie individuals age fixed effects, community fixefteets and region-
specific time trends.

Source: Author’ estimates using MICS 2001
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6.2 Robustness check

In addition to the previous approaches using aedifice-in-differences strategy, |
estimate the impact of ASAF exposure on based dhirwhousehold variation in an
individual's exposure to ASAF. In Table 3, | estimaequation (1) by replacing
community fixed effects with household fixed effeciThis allows us to control for
characteristics of the individual's household thdd not vary across siblings.
Identification is driven by comparing individualsihg in the same household but who
have different years of exposure of ASAF. Resuitsalumns 1, 2, and 3 indicate large
positive impact of ASAF exposure on years of scimgoplin the household fixed effects
specifications, the magnitude of the positive impadarger. In these household fixed
effects regressions, only households who have phelindividuals currently enrolled in
school are included. Since households with multipldividuals may have different
characteristics than those with only one individealumn4 of Table 5 enables a proper
comparison by showing the results from regresswitisout household fixed effects for
the sample of households with more than one indalidResults still indicate positive
and statistically significant impacts of ASAF expos on individuals’years of schooling.
The magnitude of the effect of ASAF is smaller e specifications that do not contain
household fixed effects, which highlights the intpace of controlling for households’

characteristics that could differ across househel@s within a community.

Table3

Measuring the impact of ASAF on years of schoolingluding household fixed effects

Dependent variable: years of schooling [1] [2] [3] [4]

Years of ASAF exposure 0.165** 0.175* 0.173%** @3

[0.061] [0.064] [0.063] [0.059

Individual is male 0.141%** 0.146*** 0.096**
[0.039] [0.043] [0.044]

Age of individual 0.230*** 0.243*** 0.194***
[0.011] [0.017] [0.009]

Household head is male -0.234 -0.417*** -0.266***
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[0.158] [0.125] [0.051]
Household head age 0.013*** 0.013* 0.003**

[0.004] [0.006] [0.001]
Urban -0.487 -0.910* 0.117

[0.312] [0.489] [0.121]
Years of schooling of household head 0.067* 04649

[0.037] [0.006]

Wealth index quintiles No Yes Yes Yes
Individual year of birth fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Household fixed effects Yes Yes Yes No
Community fixed effects No No No Yes
Community-specific time trends Yes Yes Yes Yes
R? 0.519 0.524 0.530 0.434
Observations 3300 3300 2785 2785

Notes: Robust standard errors in brackets, clubtaréhe community level. * Significant at 10%, significant at 5%,
and *** significant at 1%. All specifications indlie individuals age fixed effects, household fixéeécets and region-
specific time trends.

Source: Author’ estimates using MICS 2001

Furthermore, a factor such as endogenous migrasioraffect how well | am able
to capture the true causal effects of ASAF expoduegamine the role of migration and
present evidence that the main results are unliikebe strongly influenced by migration.
More specifically, if some families move to ASAF memunities because of ASAF
intervention, this would bias our estimates becausgeuld incorrectly determine an
individual's ASAF exposure based on the individualirrent community of residence.
More importantly, if well-off households with moeslucated individuals migrated from
non-ASAF communities to ASAF communities, our résulould over-estimate the
impact of ASAF. MICS 2001 allows us to correct thias induced by this geographic
misclassification. In MICS 2001, the variabi@sceu e sempre vive nestemunicipio
allows for a municipality to distinguish individawho were born and live in that
municipality from those who were born outside ofmeipality.’® Thus, | am able to

separate individuals born and who have never lefiraunity from those who have

Municipio (municipality) is administrative division just ab®comuna (community).
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migrated in community’Based on this distinction, Table 4 presents theachpf ASAF

exposure by migration status of households. | ndrger impact of ASAF exposure on
years of schooling for individuals living in non-gnant households. Results in Column 2
show that one additional year of exposure to ASA€&rdgases years of schooling by
7.64%. However, for individuals from migrant houskls, results in columns 4 and 5
indicate no impact of ASAF exposure on years obstihg. This latter result suggests

that ASAF may not be effective for migrant houselsolvho might be more affected by

civil war.
Table4
Measuring the impact of ASAF on years of schoolimigrants by migration status of household
Dependent variable: years of schooling Non-mighemtseholds Migrant households
[1] [2] [4] [5]
Years of ASAF exposure 0.143*** 0.166*** 0.055 099
[0.041] [0.039] [0.089] [0.135]
Individual is male 0.109** 0.107** 0.183* 0.202*
[0.040] [0.044] [0.109] [0.112]
Age of individual 0.207*** 0.205*** -0.085* -0.22
[0.007] [0.009] [0.048] [0.052]
Household head is male -0.060 -0.232%** -0.206* 33p**
[0.038] [0.038] [0.119] [0.151]
Household head age 0.001 0.004** -0.003 -0.001
[0.001] [0.001] [0.004] [0.004]
Urban 0.175* 0.166* 0.179 0.178
[0.088] [0.099] [0.212] [0.238]
Years of schooling of household head 0.045*** 5RO
[0.006] [0.010]
Wealth index quintiles Yes Yes Yes Yes
Individual year of birth fixed effects Yes Yes e Yes
Community fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Community-specific time trends Yes Yes Yes Yes
R? 0.402 0.418 0.454 0.473
Observations 3554 2886 767 684

Notes: Robust standard errors in brackets, clustaréhe community level. * Significant at 10%, gignificant at 5%,
and *** significant at 1%. All specifications indlie individuals age fixed effects, community fixdteets, and region-
specific time trends.

Source: Author’ estimates using MICS 2001

111.32% (69) of our sample is constituted by indieiuborn in municipality but who have migrated at
some point of their live in other municipalitiesdaoame back in municipality of their birth. | addtbds
small number of individuals in the group of indiuals who never migrated.
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6.3 Heter ogeneous treatment effects of ASAF
The impact of ASAF exposure estimated in the sactibove is the average impact of
ASAF on years of schooling. However, it is quiteely that the impact of ASAF varies
by subgroups such as gender, household head emudgiimary education versus
secondary and more), location (rural versus urbegg, group of individual, and poverty
status. Specifically, in each of these subgroups,iridividuals with lower years of
schooling, we can expect to see a greater impa&safF. For instance, we might expect
to see a greater impact of ASAF for individualsnirtiouseholds where the household
head’s level of education is primary level. Alse might expect to see greater impact of
ASAF on individuals coming from poorest familieshel estimation of heterogeneous
treatment effects can be done by stratifying they@da by characteristics of the
individuals and estimating the impact of ASAF irclesubgroup. However, in order to
avoid low power when conducting subgroup analyksestimate heterogeneous treatment
effects by using interaction terms. Specifically,aquation (1),I add a control variable
which is the interaction term between ASAF expoandethe individual characteristic
considered. The point estimates for the referemoepyconsidered is the sum of the
coefficient of ASAF exposure and the coefficienttbé interaction terms. In order to
assess whether the two groups considered in edefocy are different, | perform a test
of equality of coefficients. | present the p-valdes the test of the null hypothesis that
the effect on the two groups is identical.

The results are shown in Table 5. First of alljndfa positive and significant
effect of ASAF exposure on years of schooling iergwsubgroup considered. Except for

the subgroup analysis by age, the effect size faansimilar to that observed in the
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specifications that contain household fixed effefable 3) and in difference-in-
differences restricted to the sample on individwlgently enrolled and living in non-
migrant households (Table 4). Furthermore, in nohsubgroup analyses, | reject the
null hypothesis that the effect of ASAF exposuretloatwo groups is identical. | find no
heterogeneous effect in none of subgroups consldéreerall, heterogeneous analysis of
effects of ASAF shows that ASAF exposure has tmeesaffect on different subgroups.
This finding suggests that a targeting approaclsfitngroups is not necessary to mitigate

the impact of civil on years of schooling throughiatervention such as ASAF.

Table5
Measuring heterogeneous effects of the impact ¢kABn years of schooling

Panel A: Gender of individual

Male 0.150%**
Female 0.173***
P-value 0.148

Panel B: Education of head of household

Primary education 0.181***
Above primary education 0.156***
P-value 0.169
Panel C: Location of individual

Urban 0.172%**
Rural 0.159***
P-value 0.634
Panel D: Age of individual

Younger(6 to 14 years old) 0.305***
Older (15 to 18 years old) 0.252%**
P-value 0.281
Panel E: Wealth index quintile

Poorest (fifth quintile) 0.175***
Non poorest 0.163***
P-value 0.640

6.3 Discussion of the ASAF impact mechanisms

Understanding the mechanisms by which ASAF exposupacts years of schooling is
critical for developing adequate policy responsemitigate the negative effects of war
on education. For instance, if ASAF increases yeaschooling through the increase of
school enrollment, it will be important to desigesific interventions to increase school

enrollment in conflict-affected countries in additito construction and rehabilitation of
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schools. However, in order to fully answer this gfign, detailed household and school
level data that are not present in MICS 2001 arpiired to test different potential
mechanisms. With this mind and relying on MICS 20Dkhypothesis that the effect of
ASAF exposure on years of schooling might be duthéoincrease of school enrollment,
the reduction of education gaps, and the redudfiaye in first grade of primary school.
For individuals out of school, ASAF might increaszars of schooling by allowing them
to be enrolled in school. Moreover, for individuafready enrolled in schools, the
existence of new infrastructure might reduce edaoaaps. This reduction of education
gaps might also enable newly enrolled individualréanain for longer periods in the
education system. Lastly, | assume that the youtlgerage at which individuals start
school, the longer they will stay in education sahwhich will in the end increase years
of schooling.

| formally test the first two hypotheses, whetheSA% increases school
enrollment and reduces the education gap in ydalde 6 presents the impact of ASAF
exposure on school enroliment and education gaeans. | find no impact of ASAF on
school enroliment (column 1). This finding and thdsund in Table 2 (columns 4, 5, and
6) suggest that ASAF has only impacted years obdaig for individuals already
enrolled in school. Furthermore, | find ASAF expies reduces the education gap in
years. Specifically, one additional year of ASAFpesure reduces the education gap in
years by 0.149 years. This effect size is prettyilar to what | find above for the effect
of ASAF exposure on years of schooling, implyingttthe main driver of the increase in

years of schooling might be a reduction in educegjaps'?

12| was not able to estimate the impact of ASAF expe on age in the first grade (years) becauseein t
econometric specification (equation (1)), age &alne of control variables. However, given thatARS
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Table 6
Measuring the impact of ASAF

Dependent variable:

Currently enrolled in school

Education gap in years

[1]

(2]

Years of ASAF exposure
Individual is male
Age of individual
Household head is male
Household head age
Urban
Years of schooling of household head
Wealth index quintiles
Individual year of birth fixed effects
Community fixed effects
Community-specific time trends

2

R
Observations

0.012
[0.025]
0.031**
[0.013]
-0.022***
[0.003]
0.002
[0.029]
0.001**
[0.000]
-0.001
[0.028]
0.007***
[0.001]
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
0.230
3329

-0.149***
[0.048]
-0.103**
[0.046]

0.767**
[0.011]
0.231%**
[0.045]
-0.005**
[0.001]
-0.186*
[0.109]
-@o4
[0.006]
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
0.8682
2870

Notes: Robust standard errors in brackets, clustaréhe community level. * Significant at 10%, gignificant at 5%,
and *** significant at 1%. All specifications indlie individuals age fixed effects, community fixdteets, and region-

specific time trends.

Source: Author’ estimates using MICS 2001

7. Conclusion

This paper assesses the impact of ASAF on yeasshafoling using MICS collected in

Angola in 2000. In order to estimate a causal imiahip, | employed difference-in-

differences estimation. In addition to differencedifferences estimation, | performed a

robustness check using fixed effects estimation &@kihg into account endogenous

migration. The two estimation methods produce similesults. | find that ASAF

exposure increases years of schooling for indivglearrently enrolled in school and

living in non-migrant households. Individuals expdgo ASAF during one year have on

average 0.166 years to 0.175 years of schooling rttan individuals not exposed to

ASAF. In relative terms, this represents 7.642%7t836% increases of years of

does not have any impact on school enrollmens, inlikely that it has an impact on age in thet figade

(years).
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schooling due to one year exposure to ASAF. THhiscefsize substantially offsets the
observed negative impact of civil war on yearsabfamling in conflict-affected countries.

| find that the impact of ASAF on years of schoglimccurs mainly through the reduction
of education gaps. Also, | find no heterogeneoudsces of ASAF across observable
subgroups. In short, interventions such ASAF carndresidered as one of many possible
ways to mitigate the impact of civil war on year§ schooling for non-migrant
individuals enrolled in school. However, | findathASAF has no impact on years of
schooling for individuals currently out school afwr individuals living in migrant
households. In fact, ASAF has no impact of schoobkment, which should be the first
gateway for any intervention aiming to increaseryed schooling for individuals out of
school who might have suffered more from the cwdr. This finding suggests that
innovative interventions specifically targeting imduals out of school should be
designed and rigorously tested in order to finémveéntions that can effectively mitigate
the impacts of conflict on education for this catggof individuals who represent
currently 50% of individuals out of school in therd. Furthermore, our results show
that ASAF has no impact on years of schooling fodividuals living in migrant
households. This result is important and implied ttepending on the context and given
the strong association between being migrants agidgbout of school, specific
interventions should be designed to mitigate thgatiee impacts of war on individuals
living in migrant households who mostly constitutar-displaced households. To the
best of my knowledge, this is the first study tBaamines the impact of social funds on
education (years of schooling) in a conflict-afezticountry. The result shows that the

fragility of these countries might impede the efifeeness of social funds to mitigate the
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impact of civil war for individuals out of schodkiven the prevalence of conflict in the
world and especially in Africa and the fact tha®®0f children currently out of school
live in conflict-affected countries, | hope thatstmesearch will pave the way for further

research on effective interventions to improve atioa in conflict-affected countries.
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