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WAR, RESILIENCE AND POLITICAL ENGAGEMENT IN AFRICA

ACHYUTA ADHVARYU† AND JAMES FENSKE‡

ABSTRACT. We test whether early-life war exposure influences later-life political engage-
ment in Africa. We combine data on the location and intensity of conflicts since 1945 with
nationally representative data on political attitudes and behaviors from 17 sub-Saharan
African countries. Exposure from ages 0 to 14 has a very small (standardized) impact
on later attitudes and behaviors. Our results are robust to migration, and hold across
several definitions, specifications, and sources of data. Our results are consistent with
recent studies demonstrating that, on average, individuals and localities recover quickly
from the destructive effects of conflict, though those most exposed experience large and
prolonged effects.

1. INTRODUCTION

We study the impact of exposure to violent conflict during childhood on political be-
liefs, attitudes, and engagement in Africa. We pursue this line of inquiry for two reasons.
First, beliefs and political engagement matter for a wide range of political and economic
outcomes.1 It is important, then, to understand how Africans’ political views are formed,
and what pressures influence their political participation. Second, while recent studies
have demonstrated that children who live through war are less healthy, less educated,
and have worse labor market outcomes as adults, the effects of war on preferences, be-
liefs, and similar variables have not received the same attention.2 Moreover, research
has shown that children growing up in adverse circumstances are surprisingly psycho-
logically resilient.3 It is not obvious, then, whether exposure to conflict breeds distrust,
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factionalism, or disengagement from the political system – channels through which vi-
olence could beget violence.

To answer this question, we combine data on political engagement and attitudes from
the 2005 Afrobarometer, a collection of nationally representative surveys from 18 sub-
Saharan African countries, with spatial data from the Peace Research Institute Oslo
(PRIO) on wars and their intensity since 1945. Using a difference-in-differences ap-
proach, we find that exposure to war for children between ages 0 and 14 has little effect
on later-life political engagement or attitudes. Typically, we find that a one standard de-
viation increase in childhood war exposure has less than a tenth of a standard deviation
impact on the multiple political outcomes we consider.

In order to show that our results are not due to misspecification, endogenous selec-
tion, or measurement error, we take several approaches. We show that our results are
robust across a variety of specifications. We aggregate measures of political attitudes
and engagement using several alternative methods, including mean effects and factor
scores. We instrument for our principal measure of war exposure using alternative data
sources. We show that our results cannot be explained by failings of either the Afro-
barometer or PRIO data. To show that selective migration out of war-effected regions
does not explain our findings, we remove areas that are likely destinations for migrants,
we remove individuals whose locations do not match their ethnic identities, and we
re-define treatment at country-by-year and ethnicity-by-year levels that do not permit
out-migration. Finally, we demonstrate that other studies that have quantified the ef-
fects of exposure to war have, with a few exceptions, found results that are not much
larger than our own.

Our findings have two principal implications. First, individuals are indeed resilient in
their political beliefs and engagement. For most outcomes, we find that initial effects
dissipate with age, becoming negligible in later adulthood. In addition to being consis-
tent with studies from psychology on resilience after traumatic events, this pattern of
results can be understood in the context of the literature on economic shocks. Existing
studies have found that both economies and individuals recover quickly from the de-
structive effects of conflict. Second, existing studies of war exposure have focused on
the most affected groups within populations exposed to war. Our results, by contrast,
show that the typical effect averaged over the treated population is smaller. The role of
past conflicts in explaining Africans’ participation in current politics, then, is limited.
Existing studies have suggested both that conflict disrupts trade and growth (Abadie
and Gardeazabal, 2003; Glick and Taylor, 2009), and that violence begets violence, for
example by provoking reprisals or by motivating concessions (Gould and Klor, 2010;
Jaeger and Paserman, 2008). Our results suggest that, if these mechanisms help explain
Africa’s growth tragedy, they do not operate through the formation of political beliefs
and habits. We discuss these literatures and our contributions in more depth below.
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1.1. Relevant literature.

1.1.1. Early life events. We contribute to two broad literatures. First, we add to existing
knowledge on the long-run effects of early life events. Initially focused on early life dis-
ease exposure (e.g. Almond (2006); Bleakley (2010)), this literature has since turned to
look at war. Recent studies find small but significant long-run effects of early-life war
on reintegration, focusing on channels such as education, health, earnings and psy-
chological outcomes such as risk-preference. Independent evidence from conflicts in
Burundi, Eritrea, Germany, Nigeria, Rwanda and Zimbabwe have shown that affected
children have suffered malnutrition and other health shocks that have reduced their
adult heights (Agüero and Deolalikar, 2012; Akresh et al., 2012a,b; Alderman et al., 2006;
Bundervoet et al., 2009; Cox, 2013; Minoiu and Shemyakina, 2012). Similarly, both ex-
posure to war and participation as child soldiers disrupt children’s schooling and hence
their later labor market outcomes (Akresh and De Walque, 2011; Blattman and Annan,
2010; Leon, 2012; Shemyakina, 2011). By contrast, while exposed children have experi-
enced psychological problems, they are resilient in their capacity to re-integrate (Annan
et al., 2011).

There are two major limitations to these studies. First, they are largely context-specific,
and so are effectively an accumulation of case studies. Second, by focusing on the most
affected sub-samples within larger populations, they often over-state the typical im-
pact on the treated population. Further, this literature has neglected political outcomes.
Two recent exceptions are Blattman (2009), who finds that former child soldiers exhibit
greater rates of voting and community leadership in Uganda, and Humphreys and We-
instein (2007), who find that child soldiers have trouble reintegrating in Sierra Leone.
We are able to overcome many of these difficulties. Our data cover several countries,
with a consistent measure of war exposure that is independent of local context. The
spatial measure of treatment allows us to consider the entire affected population. Fur-
ther, our data permit us to look at a rich set of potential political outcomes.

1.1.2. Recovery from conflict. The second literature to which we contribute focuses on
long-run recovery from conflict. Much of this work has been reviewed by Blattman and
Miguel (2010). At the macro-economic level, adverse effects of war can be persistent
(Glick and Taylor, 2009), though there are many cases in which societies recover very
quickly (Bellows and Miguel, 2009; Miguel and Roland, 2011). At the micro-economic
level, in addition to the studies cited above, several recent papers have shown that war
negatively affects physical and mental health, human capital accumulation, and other
measures of welfare. Exposure to violence shapes individuals’ later preferences and be-
havior (Callen et al., 2011; Kim and Lee, 2012; Miguel et al., 2011; Moya, 2012; Voors et al.,
2012). Exposed individuals face trouble gaining income and are left poorer (Ibánez and
Moya, 2010; Pellillo, 2012). They shift towards less-risky, worse-performing assets, and
spend less (Rockmore, 2012a,b).
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A sub-set of this literature has focused on political outcomes. These studies provide a
set of results that are counter-intuitive and, in some cases, conflicting. Individuals who
are exposed to crime, war and genocide often have greater levels of political participa-
tion, vote more often, and contribute more to public goods (Bateson, 2012; Bellows and
Miguel, 2006, 2009; Carmil and Breznitz, 1991; Miguel et al., 2012). Conversely, trust,
inter-ethnic cooperation, and membership in associations decline during the course
of a war, although social capital recovers rapidly afterwards (De Luca and Verpoorten,
2011; Rohner et al., 2012a).

This literature remains small, and we contribute new evidence to it. As with other
studies cited above, most studies of this type limit their investigation to the survivors
of a single conflict. Our broad sample helps confront concerns about external validity.
Dealing with multiple outcomes in one paper allows us to resolve some of the apparent
contradictions in the literature. Because we measure many individuals long after their
exposure to war, we can measure recovery over time. Further, the effects on children’s
political outcomes may differ substantially from effects on adults, a gap our study at-
tempts to fill. We find – consistent with previous results that catch-up occurs quickly
after war ends – that political attitudes and behaviors are not typically altered perma-
nently by war exposure.

1.2. Outline. In section 2, we outline the difference-in-difference strategy we use to
uncover the effects of war exposure on political attitudes and behaviors. In section 3,
we describe our sources of data and detail the methods we use to aggregate disparate
measures of political outcomes into informative indices. We present our main results in
section 4. Although the bulk of our robustness exercises are reported in appendix B, we
outline these checks in this section. In section 5, we present evidence that resilience –
recovery from initial treatment – helps explain the pattern of very small effects that we
find. In section 6, we conclude.

2. EMPIRICAL STRATEGY

We use a difference-in-difference approach to identify the effects of early life war ex-
posure on later political outcomes. Our principal specification is:

(1) yir = βexposureir + x′
irγ + δr + ηt + εir.

Here, yir is a measure of political engagement or attitudes for individual i, living in
sub-national region r. These “regions” are roughly equivalent to provinces. The treat-
ment variable, exposureir, is the respondent’s exposure to war between the ages of 0
and 14. We will measure this several ways, described below. δr is a dummy variable for
current region of residence. ηt is a dummy variable for year of birth. xir is a vector of
additional controls. In our baseline, this will include dummies for female, urban, own
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living standards, level of education, and occupation, as well as a continuous measure of
the share of the district’s population coming from the respondent’s ethnic group.

We estimate our baseline results using ordinary least squares (OLS). Because our spa-
tial data on war exposure vary at the level of survey clusters within any given year, we
cluster our standard errors by survey cluster. In almost all specifications, we report
“standardized” coefficients – the estimated effect of a one standard deviation increase in
war exposure on the political outcome of interest, also measured in standard deviations.

3. DATA

3.1. Political engagement and controls.

3.1.1. Raw political outcomes. We construct our measures of political engagement us-
ing individual-level data from the third round of the Afrobarometer surveys. These are
nationally representative surveys of the voting-age populations of 18 sub-Saharan coun-
tries. Of the 25,397 total respondents, we have access to geographic coordinates nec-
essary to compute war exposure for 21,360 observations. These coordinates are taken
from Nunn and Wantchekon (2011). Because we are not able to compute war exposure
for individuals whose childhood predates the beginning of our data on war, our base
sample contains 18,222 respondents from 17 countries. These are: Benin, Botswana,
Ghana, Kenya, Lesotho, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mozambique, Namibia, Nigeria,
Senegal, South Africa, Tanzania, Uganda, Zambia, and Zimbabwe.

The Afrobarometer asks respondents dozens of questions related to their political ac-
tivities, group membership, attitudes, and knowledge. Details on these questions and
how we recode them for the analysis are contained in appendix A. Most of these ques-
tions fall into three categories. The first set of questions presents respondents with two
alternative statements, and asks with which statement they agree more. For example,
question 22 asks respondents:

Which of the following statements is closest to your view? Choose State-
ment A or Statement B.
A: All people should be permitted to vote, even if they do not fully under-
stand all the issues in an election.
B: Only those who are sufficiently well educated should be allowed to
choose our leaders.

We recode respondents’ answers as follows: “Agree Very Strongly with A” is 1, “Agree
with A” is 2, “Agree with Neither” is 3, “Agree with B” is 4, “Agree Very Strongly with B”
is 5, and “Don’t Know” is treated as missing. To make the results easier to interpret, we
recode these variables so that option “B” reflects greater support for democracy, plu-
ralism, non-violence, and equality. The above example is one such question, and so in
our final coding, option “B” becomes the statement beginning with “[a]ll people should
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be permitted to vote.” Thus, larger scores on these recoded variables reflect what we
anticipate most readers will view as “good” outcomes.

The second set of variables measure factual knowledge. For example, question 43A2
asks respondents:

Can you tell me the name of: Your Member of Parliament/National As-
sembly Representative?

Answers are recorded as “know but can’t remember,” “incorrect guess,” “don’t know,”
or “correct.” We code “correct” as “1,” and take all other outcomes as “0”.

The third set of variables includes measures of agreement or disagreement with a sin-
gle statement along one dimension. For example, question 36A asks respondents:

There are many ways to govern a country. Would you disapprove or ap-
prove of the following alternatives: Only one political party is allowed to
stand for election and hold office?

Respondents can select an answer along a five-point scale ranging from “strongly dis-
approve” to “strongly approve.” As before, we recode these responses so that larger
scores reflect “good” outcomes.

3.1.2. Aggregation of political outcomes. Because of the large number of variables avail-
able in the Afrobarometer, we aggregate these into ten indexes that we treat as our main
dependent variables. We begin by dividing outcome measures from the Afrobarometer
into ten groups. These are: voting, collective action, contact with political figures, re-
fusal to pay bribes, interest in politics, deference to authority, support for democracy,
support for equality, support for the rule of law, and trust. The variables that make up
these groups are listed in appendix A. In our baseline, we use mean effects to aggregate
these, following an approach similar to Miguel et al. (2012). We take each component
of the broader index, and convert it into a standard normal variable. The sum of these
standardized components is then used as the outcome in equation (1). We report sum-
mary statistics for these in Table 1B.

In appendix B, we show that similar results obtain when factor analysis is used to
aggregate these measures. We use principal components with quartimax rotation to
extract the first principal component from each group of variables. We also show in
appendix B that similar results are obtained using the dis-aggregated outcomes.

3.1.3. Other controls from the Afrobarometer. We also use the Afrobarometer as a source
for control variables. Our main controls are a set of dummy variables. These control for
year of birth, region of residence, gender, self-reported standard of living, level of edu-
cation, occupation, and urban. In addition, we also control for the share of the respon-
dent’s ethnicity in the district. We report summary statistics for these in Table 1A.

3.2. War Exposure. We measure war exposure as the number of battle deaths occurring
in conflicts that overlapped with the respondent’s place of residence at specific ages. In



WAR, RESILIENCE AND POLITICAL ENGAGEMENT IN AFRICA 7

FIGURE 1. Battle deaths, ages 0-14 for three subsamples

The scale moves from blue (fewer deaths) to red (more deaths), and is re-normalized for each map. The
figure on the left is all respondents born in 1965. The top right figure is Nigerians born in 1965. The
bottom right figure is Nigerians born in 1975.

alternative specifications, we normalize this measure by population and by area. This
requires data on the timing, location, spatial extent, and severity of war, and on African
population densities over the past several decades. Details of these data are given in
appendix A. We report summary statistics for these in Table 1A.

Data on war are taken from the Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP)/International
Peace Research Institute, Oslo (PRIO) Armed Conflict Dataset, Version 4 - 2006, here-
after the “PRIO data.” The base list of wars and the years they occurred was first con-
structed by Gleditsch et al. (2002). The data cover wars that occurred between 1946 and
2008 in Africa. For the main analysis, we do not distinguish wars by type (e.g. civil,
ethnic). An extension to the PRIO data by Raleigh et al. (2006) gives each conflict a co-
ordinate in latitude and longitude, and a radius in kilometers of the area affected by the
conflict. If the respondent lives in a survey cluster that overlaps with a conflict that oc-
curred during the respondent’s childhood, we code the respondent as “treated” by that
conflict.

An additional extension to the PRIO data by Lacina and Gleditsch (2005) includes
high, low, and best estimates of the number of deaths that occurred during each con-
flict. We use the best estimate in our analysis. If no best estimate is available, we use the
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mean of the high and low estimates. If the battle deaths estimate is missing part-way
through a war, we impute it using the number of deaths from the previous year.

We normalize these measures, combining them with population data from the United
Nations Environment Programme. These raster data report population densities every
ten years on a finely-spaced grid. We interpolate years between these reports exponen-
tially. Taking the average of the densities at the grid points within a conflict’s radius as
the population density within the conflict zone, we convert battle deaths into per-capita
figures.

Figure 1 shows an example - our treatment measure of deaths over the age range 0-14
for respondents born in 1965. The impact of conflicts such as the Nigerian civil war and
Mozambique’s war for independence on those whose early childhoods overlapped with
them are visible in the figure.

Because the Afrobarometer records region of current residence, and not where the
respondent lived during childhood, we are constrained to assume that the respondents
lived close to where they grew up when they were interviewed. We discuss several meth-
ods for dealing with the possible migration bias below.

4. RESULTS

4.1. Main results. We present our baseline estimates of (1) in Table 2. In the first row,
we report the estimated effect of exposure to battle deaths on each of our ten indices of
political outcomes. For most outcomes, these results are both small and insignificant.
Only for trust is the impact of a one standard deviation increase in battle deaths greater
than 0.10 standard deviations, and this is only in an one specification (discussed below).
Exposure to war during childhood has a statistically significant though small positive
impact on deference towards authority. In our baseline, the standardized coefficient is
roughly 0.05.

Similar results obtain if we normalize exposure to battle deaths by population (row
2) or by the area within which the conflict took place (row 3). The estimated effect of
exposure on support for democracy becomes significant in one specification, but with
a small magnitude. Deference remains significant if treatment is normalized by area,
with a modest normalized magnitude slightly below 0.05 standard deviations.

4.2. Heterogeneity. In Table 3, we test whether the generally null effects we find in the
baseline mask nonzero treatment effects for particularly vulnerable groups within the
larger population. First, we test whether the effect differs by whether the respondent is
an ethnic minority by interacting treatment with the respondent’s ethnic group’s share
of the district population. We normalize this measure to be standard normal, and so the
main effect corresponds to an individual whose ethnic group forms 60% of the popula-
tion (the mean). Few of the interactions are significant, but here are some differences of
interest. The effect of exposure to war on refusal of bribes becomes positive for an hy-
pothetical individual whose ethnic group share of the district population is at the mean.
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As his ethnic group gains in size, this treatment diminishes. To interpret the magintude
of this interaction, a one standard deviation change in this normalized measure of eth-
nic group share translates into a roughly 35 percentage point increase in ethnic group
share. Similarly, the (insignificant) positive effects of exposure on democracy and equal-
ity are attenuated for members of more locally-predominant ethnic groups, becoming
even closer to zero.

Contrasting women with men, more differences emerge. While exposure to war de-
creases collective action for men, it has no effect on women, though the effects on men
is quantitatively small. The effect of war exposure on deference is nearly twice as large
for men than it is for women.

We also test whether heterogeneity in treatment occurs across different types of war.
We collect alternative measures of war exposure from the Marshall (2009) database of
Major Episodes of Political Violence (MEPV). By country and year, this data source re-
ports the intensity of wars of independence, international violence, international war,
civil violence, civil war, ethnic violence, and ethnic war. In Table 4, we test whether ex-
posure to different forms of violence in childhood predicts different effects on political
outcomes.

Two conclusions are apparent. First, the estimated effects remain small. Very few of
our estimates give standardized coefficients greater than 0.10. The clear exception is
that exposure to wars of independence have a large positive effect on deference. In-
deed, this appears to explain the entire relationship between war exposure and defer-
ence. Wars of independence have large effects on many of the other outcomes, though
their effects are only estimated imprecisely. Exposure to international conflict predicts
reduced voting and support for democracy. Exposure to civil conflict predicts greater
voting, interest in politics, and trust, while weakly reducing support for democracy. Eth-
nic conflict in particular has several effects. It significantly predicts greater voting, col-
lective action, contact with leaders, willingness to pay bribes, and interest in politics.

In Table 5, we test whether ethnic wars in particular have effects on attitudes that dif-
fer by whether an individual is part of a majority or minority ethnic group. As before,
we convert the individual’s ethnic share to a standard normal variable, so that “0” corre-
sponds to a share of roughly 60%. The effects remain relatively small at the mean, at less
than 0.10 standard deviations. Those that have significant interaction effects are gener-
ally attenuated as the respondent’s ethnic group becomes more predominant. This pat-
tern is apparent (albeit with uneven significance) for voting, collective action, contact,
deference, democracy, and rule of law. For refusal of bribes, interest, equality, equal-
ity, and trust, there are small reinforcing effects that are stronger for more predominant
groups, though only interest has significant main and interaction effects.

4.3. Robustness. In Table 2, we test two alternative approaches to the measurement of
war exposure. First, we convert our continuous measure of war exposure into a dummy
variable that equals one if the respondent was exposed to any war during childhood.
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As before, the results are largely small and insignificant, with two exceptions. First, a
negative impact of war on voting now emerges, with a moderate impact just over 0.05
standard deviations. Second, a negative effect of war exposure on trust becomes appar-
ent. Here, the effect is quantitatively large, equal to a reduction of roughly 0.05 standard
deviations.

In Table 2, we also use an instrumental variables approach to correct for possible
downward bias caused by measurement error. The MEPV data provides intensity mea-
sures for each of the seven types of war listed above. We use these seven indices as a set
of instruments for our baseline measure of war exposure. In this specification, results
typically remain small and insignificant, and deference remains positive and significant.
The two notable exceptions are support for the rule of law and trust. Both become pos-
itive and significant, though they remain quantitatively modest.

Finally, we show in Table 2 that the main results remain small when the individual
Afrobarometer variables are aggregated using factor analysis, rather than constructed
as a sum of normalized components. The main exception is that the effect of exposure
on deference vanishes, becoming both small and insignificant. Although the refusal
to pay bribes emerges with significance, the estimated impact remains quantitatively
small.

4.4. Additional robustness. We have run several additional tests to verify that our re-
sults are not due to measurement error, mis-specification, or selective out-migration.
We summarize these results here, but leave detailed presentation to appendix B. In ad-
dition, we use this section to discuss the validity of both the Afrobarometer and the PRIO
data.

4.4.1. Migration. Because we are only able to observe an individual’s current place of
residence, rather than his place of birth, it is possible that our results could result from
selective migration out of former places of conflict by the most strongly treated indi-
viduals. To address this, we take several approaches. First, we remove the three largest
cities from each country, since these are the most likely destinations for migrants. We
then extend this by removing all urban areas from the sample. Second, we remove in-
dividuals who, on the basis of their ethnicity, appear to be in an unlikely location – one
where less than 10% of their ethnic group lives. Third, we define measures of war that
vary at the country-by-year or ethnicity-by-year level, which does not take place of resi-
dence into account.

4.4.2. Specification. We also show that the general pattern of null results remains across
several specifications. Using country, ethnicity, district, or survey cluster fixed effects
rather than region fixed effects gives very similar results to our baseline. Adding rainfall
shocks experienced in childhood to the estimation also does not change our findings.
We allow battle deaths to enter the estimation separately at each age between 0 and 14.
The effects remain small when disaggregated in this manner (not reported). We specify
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alternative functional forms, taking the natural logarithm of each of our main measures
of war exposure. These too give quantitatively small results (not reported).

4.4.3. Validity of the Afrobarometer. If it were the case that the Afrobarometer failed to
capture respondents’ political views accurately, then it could spuriously lead us to find
the null impacts reported in Table 2. However, several studies have validated the use
of the Afrobarometer as source of data. It has been used to measure, inter alia, voting
patterns (Barkan et al., 2006), inter-ethnic inequality (Baldwin and Huber, 2010; Dun-
ning and Harrison, 2010), corruption (Vicente, 2010), and tax compliance (Cummings
et al., 2009). It has been used to examine the correlates and determinants of ethnic
voting, living standards and education (Eifert et al., 2010; Huber, 2012; Michalopoulos
and Papaioannou, 2013), political attitudes (Nunn, 2010, 2011), political participation
(Bateson, 2012), political knowledge (Mattes and Bratton, 2007), and trust (Berggren and
Bjørnskov, 2011; Besley and Reynal-Querol, 2012).

Some of these effects have been quantitatively large. The impact of a one standard
deviation increase in slave exports in Nunn and Wantchekon (2011) is comparable to a
0.15 standard deviation reduction in trust. Randomized control trials conducted within
the Afrobarometer’s sampling frame have found sizable treatment effects of an anti-
violence campaign on violence, turnout, and voting that range as high as 45 percentage
points (Collier and Vicente, 2011; Fafchamps and Vicente, 2013).

Within the Afrobarometer, the outcomes that we examine are correlated with other
individual characteristics in intuitive ways. Higher levels of education and greater own-
ership of durable goods such as books, television, and radios, for example, predict vot-
ing, knowledge of the local MP, activity in a religious group, and support for democracy
(not reported).

4.4.4. Validity of the PRIO data. Similarly, if the PRIO data failed to capture variation in
the intensity of childhood exposure to conflict over time and space, it could lead to a
spurious pattern of null results. A cursory look at Figure 1, however, suggests that the
data are reasonable; the civil war is plainly visible for southeastern Nigerians born in
1965, while Nigerians born in 1975 were only exposed to war in the northeast during the
1983 conflict with Chad. We list some of the most destructive wars, their locations, and
their intensity in appendix Table A9.

Like the Afrobarometer, these data have been used extensively by other researchers.
Cunningham (2006) uses these data to measure the costliness of war. The severity of war
captured by these data is systematically related to variables such as duration, the Cold
War, democracy, ethnic polarization, and arbitrary colonial boundaries (Lacina, 2006;
Michalopoulos and Papaioannou, 2011). Fenske (2012) uses war exposure at puberty to
predict polygamy rates.
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We show that our treatment measures are strongly correlated with alternative mea-
sures of war exposure at the country level from the Integrated Network for Societal Con-
flict Research (INSCR) MEPV database. As reported in Table 2, results remain small if we
instrument for the PRIO-based measure of treatment with the MEPV estimates. Simi-
larly, the reduced form standardized coefficients when using the MEPV data directly are
also small (see Table A6). The large first-stage F-statistics reported in Table 2 further
validate our baseline measure of war exposure, since it and the MEPV indices are very
strongly correlated.

In addition, we show in appendix B that our measure of war exposure is correlated
with alternative measures whose limitations prevent them from being used in our base-
line. These are the Armed Conflict Location and Event Dataset (Raleigh et al., 2012), and
the ethnic-based measure of treatment used in (Akresh et al., 2012a).

5. RESILIENCE

5.1. Early life war exposure: magnitudes in the literature. In order to understand the
pattern of negligible results we have found, it is important first to point out that existing
studies of the effect of war on the political behaviors and attitudes of adults or children
who have been exposed to it have, with a few exceptions, found relatively modest effects,
even where these are statistically significant. In Table 6, we report standardized coeffi-
cients drawn from all studies of this type that we have identified. For many of these
studies, the effect of a one standard deviation increase in the measure of war exposure
leads to a less than 0.1 standard deviation change in the outcome under study.

Two exceptions stand out. First, treatment effects are larger for child soldiers who
have been abducted. Their experiences with violence leave larger effects in later life
than for other children exposed to war (Blattman, 2009; Blattman and Annan, 2010).
Second, general psychological outcomes that do not relate exclusively to politics re-
spond to treatment. Rohner et al. (2012a) and De Luca and Verpoorten (2011) find sub-
stantial adverse effects of civil war in Uganda on trust. This is similar to the effects Voors
et al. (2012) find on altruism, risk-seeking, and time preference in Burundi.

5.2. Mechanisms and evidence. Our results are surprising, because there is substan-
tial evidence that childhood and adolescence are politically formative periods. The
“child’s political world” takes shape as early as ages 4 or 5, and restricts the political
reality he later perceives (Easton and Hess, 1962; Verhulst et al., 2012). Effects on par-
ents should be transmitted to children. Parents’ political beliefs exert a strong influence
on children’s views and their opinions of political actors (Glass et al., 1986; Jaros et al.,
1968). In addition, children rely on their parents for priors that shape their responses
to new information (Achen, 2002). Childhood political and non-political socialization
shapes later life political attitudes (Jennings et al., 2009; Milburn et al., 1995). Political
events and context before adulthood have been shown to change individuals’ political
attitudes, and to persist into later life (Margolis, 2012; Sears and Valentino, 1997). The
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influence of the political environment may even be greater on youth; the effect of role
models on participation is one example (Wolbrecht and Campbell, 2007). Political views
become more crystalized with age (Sears and Funk, 1999; Stoker and Jennings, 2008).
This prior literature gives us reasons to expect that conflict exposure in childhood will
affect later beliefs, either directly or indirectly, and will continue to matter in later life.

This is not what the data show. Psychological studies suggest two reasons why we
do not find sustained negative effects of childhood war exposure on attitudes and be-
haviors. First, “resilience” enables individuals to recover from traumatic events. Sec-
ond, “post-traumatic growth” counteracts their adverse impacts. Resilience is positive
adaptation despite exposure to adversity (Luthar et al., 2000). Several empirical stud-
ies have noted that resilience is greater over time (Elder and Clipp, 1989), and when
individuals are welcomed back into their families and communities (Christensen and
Utas, 2008; King et al., 1998; Williamson, 2006). Further, individuals face social pres-
sures to re-integrate and “forget” the past (Annan et al., 2009). Post-traumatic growth,
by contrast, is “the experience of positive change that occurs as a result of the struggle
with highly challenging life crises” (Tedeschi and Calhoun, 2004). The struggle to cope
with trauma can lead individuals to more fully appreciate life, form more intimate rela-
tionships, feel strength, recognize new possibilities, and develop spiritually. This post-
traumatic growth is strongest among those who are more religious, more optimistic,
and extroverted (Carmil and Breznitz, 1991; Laufer and Solomon, 2006; Tedeschi and
Calhoun, 1996).

In addition to these two broad mechanisms, several other variables mitigate the im-
pact of events in childhood and adolescence on political outcomes. Beliefs and behav-
iors may have a substantial genetic or physiological component, making them difficult
to change (Alford et al., 2005; Fowler and Dawes, 2008; Hatemi et al., 2010; Oxley et al.,
2008). Further, peer effects and socialization can push exposed individuals to converge
to the community mean if other members of community help shape their attitudes and
behaviors. Communities may mobilize specifically to address their particular needs in
the aftermath of a conflict, strengthening these affects (De Luca and Verpoorten, 2012).
Empirically, this is consistent with results that social trust can recover rapidly after con-
flict ends (De Luca and Verpoorten, 2011).

These mechanisms are consistent with other findings that consider both macroeco-
nomic and individual-level effects of conflict. The effects of bombing campaigns against
Japan, Nazi Germany, and Vietnam have all been erased within a few decades (Brakman
et al., 2004; Davis and Weinstein, 2002; Miguel and Roland, 2011; Waldinger, 2012). Sim-
ilarly, civil conflict has large impacts in the short-run, but on average, affected countries
catch up very rapidly after war ends (Cerra and Saxena, 2008; Chen et al., 2008; Leon,
2012). Even among child combatants, social reintegration and psychological recovery
can occur quickly (Annan et al., 2011; Blattman, 2009). Similarly, anthropologists who
study populations exposed to war have frequently noted that, on average, individuals
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exposed to war display a surprising resilience (Betancourt and Khan, 2008; Eggerman
and Panter-Brick, 2010).

In Table 3, we provide direct evidence of the dissipation of treatment effects over time.
We interact our measure of treatment with the time elapsed since treatment, and esti-
mate:

(2) yir = βexposureir + γexposureir × timeit + x′
irγ + δr + ηt + εir.

Here, all variables are as in (1). timeit is time elapsed since treatment, i.e. current
age, minus 14. For refusal of bribes and equality, there is a significant interaction effect
that shows the initial treatment reverts towards zero over time. For both outcomes, the
point estimates suggest that individuals return to normal within three years. Many of
the other measures (voting, collective action, contact, deference, democracy, and rule
of law) show similar patterns, although the coefficient estimates are not significantly dif-
ferent from zero. In all cases, the standardized coefficients on initial treatment remain
small.

6. CONCLUSION

We have shown that exposure to war in childhood has negligible effects on a wide
range of measures of political attitudes and activities. Our results are robust to several
alternative specifications. They are not due to problems with either the data on war
exposure or political outcomes, nor can they be explained away by measurement error
in war exposure. These results are consistent with other recent findings on the effects of
war exposure on political outcomes; though these studies have found significant effects,
these have been – with the exception of child soldiering – quantitatively small.

This pattern of results is easily interpretable. First, anthropological work on survivor
populations has underscored their remarkable resilience. Second, our quantitative es-
timates suggest that whatever effects war actually has dissipate rapidly with age. Third,
our measure of war exposure captures the average treatment effect over the entire pop-
ulation of children within the war zone. This differs from other measures that compare
those children who have been most acutely affected to those that have been less treated,
within the same war.

Although existing studies use data that is finely targeted to individuals, it is unlikely
that deeply personal experiences such as child soldiering are representative of the aver-
age treatment effect on the whole population that experiences its childhood in a region
affected by conflict. Similarly, existing measures make it difficult to compare the inten-
sity of treatment across conflicts. Effectively, the greater external validity and represen-
tativeness of our measure comes at the cost of specificity.

This suggests that our study captures an intent-to-treat estimate, rather than a mea-
sure of the effect of treatment on the treated. Interpretation of the results, then, should
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be limited by this fact. Further, our measure of war intensity is one of deaths occurring
in battle. It will only capture other traumatic experiences in war, such as rape and dis-
ease, in-so-far as these are correlated with the intensity of combat. We do not have data
that would allow us to test for heterogeneous effects according to the outcome of a con-
flict. Finally, not all African societies in our data are free and democratic. This dampens
the variation in political participation that we are able to use for identification.

Despite these limitations, our results are relevant to African development. Recent lit-
erature had stressed the persistence of conflict, especially in Africa (Besley and Reynal-
Querol, 2012; Laitin and Fearon, 2012). This may be due to the persistence of the under-
lying causes of war, or to the effects of war on individuals and societies. Further, con-
flict has persistent adverse effects on economic variables, including capital, investment,
life, labor, human capital, intuitions, and social cohesion (Blattman and Miguel, 2010;
Rohner et al., 2012b). Our results show that the political attitudes of children exposed
to war does not explain the persistence of conflict. Neither do we find that children
exposed to war are inspired to work towards improving their societies. Taken over the
population as a whole, the effect of childhood experiences of war on African politics has
been minor.
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Mean s.d. Min Max N

Standardized Outcome Groupings 
(Mean Effects Analysis)

Voting 0 1 -1.922 0.561 25,248

Collective action 0 1 -2.454 2.850 23,981

Contact 0 1 -0.698 5.266 22,571

Refusal of bribes 0 1 -5.438 0.873 24,677

Interest 0 1 -1.732 2.125 20,227

Deference 0 1 -2.715 2.036 20,766

Democracy 0 1 -3.813 1.591 17,127

Equality 0 1 -2.417 1.074 23,668

Rule of law 0 1 -3.269 1.654 21,842

Trust 0 1 -2.573 2.043 10,291

Table 1B. Summary statistics: Standardized Outcome Groupings

Notes: See Table A.1 for individual components of each grouping. To generate 
standardized outcomes, each component is first de-meaned and normalized by its standard 
deviation. All standardized components within an outcome grouping are then summed, 
creating a standardized group variable, which is used in mean effects analysis.
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APPENDIX A. DATA APPENDIX

A.1. Variables used from the Afrobarometer. The Afrobarometer can be downloaded
from http://www.afrobarometer.org/.

Variables re-ordered so that “good” outcomes are assigned higher values: q20 q21 q22
q24 q36a q36b q36c q38 q40 q42 q49 q50 q51 q53b q59.

“Agree with A/Agree with B” variables: q19 q20 q21 q22 q23 q24 q25 q26 q27 q38 q39
q40 q41 q42 q49 q50 q51 q59.

Other variables requiring recodes: For q53b, “10” was recoded as “2,” and then 2 was
subtracted from all values. For q37, “1” and “2” were recoded as “0,” while “3” was
recoded as “1”.

The variables used to construct each of our ten principal indices are:

• Voting : q29 q30
• Collective action: q31a q31b q31c
• Contact : q32a q32b q32c q32d q32e q32f q32g
• Refusal of bribes: q57a q57b q57c q57d q57e q57f
• Interest : q16 q17 q18a q18b
• Deference: q19 q20 q25 q26 q27 q59 q40 q41 q42
• Democracy: q36a q36b q36c q37 q38 q39 q52a q53b
• Equality: q22 q21 q23 q24
• Rule of law: q49 q52d q52b q52c q50 q51
• Trust : q55a q55b q55c q55d q55e q55f q55g q55h q55i q55j

A.2. Variables used from the PRIO data. The PRIO data are downloaded from http:

//www.prio.no/

Wars assigned coordinates manually: The Uganda/Tanzania War (id 252) is given co-
ordinates of -1,31.5 and a radius of 150. The Kivu Conflict (id 254) is given coordinates
of -2.5, 28 and a radius of 150. The Tuareg Rebellion (id 255) is given coordinates of 18,
6 and a radius of 150. The Djibouti-Eritrea Border Conflict (id 260) is given coordinates
of 12.71, 43.13 and a radius of 50.

A.3. Other Variables. Population density is used to normalize battle deaths by area.
This is taken from the United Nations Environment Programme, and is downloaded
from http://na.unep.net/datasets/datalist.php.

APPENDIX B. ROBUSTNESS APPENDIX

B.1. General robustness tests. In the last two columns of Table A1, we present results
in which the individual components of our aggregated outcome measures are used as
dependent variables. The results here mirror the main results in Table 2 – the effects are
generally small and statistically insignificant.

In Table A2, we change the definition of conflict exposure in three ways, and show
the main effects remain small under these alternate definitions. In these specifications,
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we extend our measure of treatment so that a war that affects any part of a country or
region now “treats” the entire region. For example, the battle deaths from the Nigerian
Civil War are extended, in alternative specifications, to include all of Nigeria, or all of the
provinces in Nigeria within the war’s radius. Similarly, we define treatment by ethnicity.
For any war-affected region, we code all members of an ethnic group who form at least
10% of the region’s population as “treated” by the war, whether or not these individuals
live within that region. This approach treats, for example, all Igbo in Nigeria as affected
by the civil war, while treating all Hausa as un-affected. Results are again small and
bounded tightly around 0.

Finally, we allow war exposure to enter (1) separately for three age groups between 0

and 14: 0−4, 5−9, and 10−14. This mitigates any bias towards zero that could result from
effects being concentrated at specific points in childhood, or having counter-veiling ef-
fects at different points before adolescence. Again, the effects are similar to the baseline
results: small coefficients that are tightly bound around 0 (see Table A2).

In Table A3, we show that our null findings remain across different definitions of the
fixed effects δr. We show that country, district, and survey cluster fixed effects all give
similar results. In addition, adding ethnicity-specific fixed effects to the baseline, along-
side the regional fixed effects, does not generally change the results.

In Table A4, we show that including rainfall shocks experienced between ages 0 and 14

do not change the results. Rainfall data are taken from the standard Willmott, Matsuura
and Collaborators’ series, hosted by the University of Delaware.4

B.2. Selective migration. We also carry out checks specific to the concern that our re-
sults might be driven by selective migration out of war-affected areas.

In Table A5, we show that discarding the most populous district in each country, or the
three most populous districts in each country; keeping only individuals in their “home”
regions, as defined by their ethnicity as mapped by Murdock (1959); keeping only indi-
viduals living in communities where own ethnic group is larger than 10 percent of the
population; and keeping only rural individuals does not appreciably change the results.
These strategies are meant to remove the most likely destinations for migrants from the
data, as well as restrict the sample to individuals who are unlikely to migrate given the
ethnic homogeneity of their homeland or their rural status.

B.3. Adult Exposure. In Table A7, we investigate whether exposure to conflict in adult-
hood has a larger impact on the dimensions of political attitudes and behaviors we ex-
amine. We include a variable constructed analagously to the childhood exposure vari-
able, but for adults (ages 15-30). Overall, the standardized coefficient magnitudes for
the impacts of adult exposure are very small and essentially identical to childhood ex-
posure.

4These are downloaded from http://climate.geog.udel.edu/~climate/.
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B.4. Missing values. In Table A8, we report results of the main regressions (replicating
the analyses in Table 2) using two different methods of addressing the problem of high
rates of missing values that are differential across the various outcome aggregations we
use.

The first method, reported in the first five sets of rows in Table A8, is to average over
non-missing values within each outcome category. For example, if a respondent an-
swered 5 out of 7 of the questions in the “Collective Action” grouping, we would create
an average of those 5 questions with non-missing values, and ignore the answers to the
missing two. Therefore, each respondent will have a non-missing value for the aggre-
gated group variable as long as she answered at least one question within that grouping.
The results in Table A8 show that this does not significantly alter the size or precision of
the measured impacts.

In the second five sets of rows in Table A8, we report results of specifications for which
values of missing outcomes were imputed using the mean of the particular grouping
variable within integer age × exposure dummy cells. Again, we find that there are no
significant changes in the size and precision of the coefficient estimates.

B.5. Correlation with other measures of conflict. In Table A10, we show that the loca-
tion and intensity of conflict that we use is correlated with an alternative measure con-
structed from another source. The Armed Conflict Location and Event Dataset (ACLED)
of Raleigh et al. (2012) has recorded the latitude and longitude coordinates of violent
events in Africa since 1996. This limited time-span makes it unsuitable for our baseline
regressions. We divide sub-Saharan Africa into 1◦ by 1◦ squares, and count the number
of events occurring within each square for each year between 1996 and 2008. We then
use our baseline PRIO data to count the number of battle deaths due to conflicts that
overlap with these squares in the same year. We regress battle deaths on the number of
events, square fixed effects, and year fixed effects in Table A10, and find a positive and
significant correlation. This remains if binary indicators are used for both events and
battle deaths.

Further, we show that the ethnic-based measure of exposure to the Nigerian Civil War
used in Akresh et al. (2012a) is correlated with our baseline measure in the Nigerian sub-
sample. Following their approach, we treat the Anang, Efik, Ekoi, Ibibio, Ijaw, Ogoni,
Itsekiri, Isoko, Urhobo, and Igbo as “treated” ethnicities (the Adoni, Adun, Izon, and
Ogori do not appear in our data). For these ethnicities, the measure of treatment is the
number of years of life between ages 0 and 14 that overlap with the period 1967-1970.
For all other ethnicities, exposure is zero. We regress battle deaths on this measure of
exposure, region fixed effects, and year of birth fixed effects in Table A10, and find a
positive and significant correlation.



(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Mean s.d. Min Max N Coef. s.e.

Voting
Registered to vote - binary 0.80 0.40 0 1 25,311 0.00926 (0.0106)
Voted in last elections - binary 0.75 0.43 0 1 25,278 0.00265 (0.0113)

Collective Action
Attend community meetings 2.28 1.29 0 4 25,228 0.00916 (0.0110)
Join others to raise an issue 1.83 1.28 0 4 25,133 -0.00300 (0.0110)
Attend demonstration or protest march 0.71 0.94 0 4 24,692 0.00106 (0.0131)
Active in religious group 1.26 0.93 0 3 25,338 0.00465 (0.0122)
Active in trade union 0.35 0.75 0 3 25,053 -0.0154 (0.0121)
Active in professional association 0.22 0.62 0 3 24,937 -0.00109 (0.0134)
Active in community development/self help org. 0.47 0.85 0 3 25,042 -0.0336*** (0.0126)

Contact
Contact local government councillor 0.48 0.91 0 3 24,207 0.00730 (0.0134)
Contact MP 0.18 0.58 0 3 24,206 -0.00189 (0.0134)
Contact ministry official 0.20 0.61 0 3 24,205 -0.0253* (0.0136)
Contact political party official 0.28 0.72 0 3 24,242 -0.0152 (0.0130)
Contact religious leader 0.86 1.15 0 3 24,266 -0.000113 (0.0145)
Contact traditional ruler 0.49 0.97 0 3 22,958 0.0169 (0.0127)
Contact other influential person 0.37 0.82 0 3 24,067 0.0204 (0.0137)

Refusal of Bribes
Refuse to pay bribe for document or permit 3.39 0.92 0 4 25,220 0.00578 (0.0135)
Refuse to pay bribe for school placement 3.54 0.77 0 4 25,223 0.00841 (0.0138)
Refuse to pay bribe for household service 3.46 0.80 0 4 25,108 0.0218* (0.0121)
Refuse to pay bribe for medicine or medical attention 3.45 0.96 0 4 25,270 0.00484 (0.0137)
Refuse to pay bribe to avoid problem with police 3.39 0.95 0 4 25,199 0.0195 (0.0129)
Refuse vote buying in election 3.33 1.16 0 4 25,113 0.0378*** (0.0120)

Interest
Interested in public affairs 1.89 1.07 0 3 25,114 0.00813 (0.0120)
Discuss politics often 0.93 0.73 0 2 25,085 0.000270 (0.0123)
Politics is too complicated 2.23 1.19 1 5 23,649 0.0321** (0.0143)
People don't listen to respondent about politics 2.87 1.24 1 5 22,859 0.00734 (0.0135)
Knows MP 0.46 0.50 0 1 24,233 0.0216* (0.0128)
Knows local councillor 0.45 0.50 0 1 23,523 0.0173 (0.0143)
Knows VP 0.52 0.50 0 1 24,236 0.000630 (0.0114)
Knows biggest party 0.65 0.48 0 1 24,294 -0.00984 (0.0117)
Knows term limits 0.45 0.50 0 1 24,254 0.0207* (0.0120)
Knows constitutionality 0.16 0.37 0 1 24,221 -0.0148 (0.0120)

Deference
Government v. people responsible for their well-being 3.03 1.63 1 5 24,161 0.0120 (0.0142)
Should question leaders v. respect them 3.68 1.45 1 5 23,997 0.0272** (0.0132)
Free assembly v. government can ban organizations 3.40 1.46 1 5 24,374 0.0167 (0.0143)
Free assembly v. government can close newspapers 3.28 1.51 1 5 24,271 0.0163 (0.0130)
Free speech v. government can ban views 3.78 1.35 1 5 24,588 0.0257** (0.0127)
Elected leaders should listen to people v. follow own ideas 4.14 1.16 1 5 23,905 0.0168 (0.0125)
Parliament represents people v. president represents people 3.76 1.29 1 5 23,850 0.0275** (0.0128)
President bound by courts v. not constrained 3.72 1.36 1 5 24,253 0.0241* (0.0129)
Should keep present system v. abandon it 3.25 1.51 1 5 24,264 0.0131 (0.0130)

Democracy
Rejection of one party rule 3.88 1.33 1 5 24,509 0.0134 (0.0119)
Rejection of military rule 4.02 1.21 1 5 24,327 -0.00205 (0.0122)
Rejection of one-man rule 4.16 1.10 1 5 23,974 0.00370 (0.0117)
Democracy is preferable 0.74 0.44 0 1 21,414 0.0203 (0.0125)
Elections good v. elections bad 4.15 1.24 1 5 24,986 0.0139 (0.0132)
Many parties good v. many parties bad 3.48 1.50 1 5 24,715 0.0160 (0.0128)
Constitution represents hopes of nation 3.49 1.20 1 5 20,917 -0.00601 (0.0139)
Party competition does not lead to conflict 1.79 1.00 0 3 23,966 -0.0102 (0.0129)

Table A1. Summary statistics: All Components of Outcome Groupings



Equality
Leaders should treat all equally v. favor own group 4.23 1.19 1 5 24,126 -0.00145 (0.0132)
All should vote v. only educated should 3.74 1.48 1 5 24,021 0.0285** (0.0136)
Women are equal v. subject to custom 2.23 1.50 1 5 24,191 0.00393 (0.0135)
Women are equal v. men better leaders 3.91 1.43 1 5 25,213 -0.0105 (0.0114)

Rule of Law
Obey government no matter how voted v. only if voted for it 4.28 1.06 1 5 25,025 -0.0135 (0.0142)
Legal solutions v. immediate solutions 3.65 1.16 1 5 23,056 0.00720 (0.0135)
Violence never justified v. sometimes necessary 3.82 1.06 1 5 23,996 0.00640 (0.0134)
Court decisions are binding 3.81 1.09 1 5 24,520 0.0205 (0.0132)
Police can make people obey the law 4.04 1.21 1 5 24,960 -0.00439 (0.0146)
People must pay taxes 3.98 1.25 1 5 24,701 -0.0101 (0.0129)

Trust
Trust the President 1.95 1.12 0 3 24,481 0.00409 (0.0115)
Trust Parliament/National Assembly 1.74 1.09 0 3 23,501 -0.00108 (0.0122)
Trust the Electoral Commission 1.71 1.11 0 3 22,753 0.00538 (0.0121)
Trust your local council 1.66 1.11 0 3 23,545 -0.000439 (0.0115)
Trust the ruling party 1.73 1.15 0 3 24,101 0.0109 (0.0124)
Trust opposition political parties 1.19 1.07 0 3 23,447 -0.00224 (0.0134)
Trust the military 1.90 1.10 0 3 24,246 -0.00731 (0.0113)
Trust the police 1.69 1.12 0 3 24,633 0.00255 (0.0115)
Trust courts of law 1.89 1.04 0 3 23,895 0.00311 (0.0118)
Trust government broadcasting service 2.03 0.99 0 3 22,944 -0.00135 (0.0130)
Trust independent broadcasting services 1.98 0.99 0 3 19,979 -0.00950 (0.0146)
Trust government newspapers 1.86 1.02 0 3 15,574 0.00313 (0.0148)
Trust independent newspapers 1.91 0.99 0 3 19,373 -0.0114 (0.0142)
Most people can be trusted 0.17 0.37 0 1 23,810 0.00260 (0.0118)
Trust relatives 2.22 0.94 0 3 24,279 -0.00748 (0.0124)
Trust neighbors 1.74 1.01 0 3 24,224 -0.0130 (0.0128)
Trust people from your ethnic group 1.68 1.00 0 3 22,870 -0.0242* (0.0137)
Trust people from other ethnic groups 1.37 0.99 0 3 22,662 -0.0303** (0.0133)
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Voting
Collective 

action
Contact

Refusal of 
bribes

Interest Deference Democracy Equality Rule of law Trust

Averaging Over Non-Missing Values within Each Outcome Category
0.00579 -0.00898 0.00997 0.0231* 0.0155 0.0481*** 0.0117 0.0106 -0.000112 -0.00479
(0.0108) (0.0115) (0.0119) (0.0126) (0.0108) (0.0118) (0.0121) (0.0123) (0.0140) (0.0111)

N 17,866 17,866 17,866 17,866 17,866 17,866 17,866 17,866 17,866 17,866

-0.0150 0.0341 0.0210 0.0337 0.00906 0.0224 -0.0114 0.00983 0.0152 0.0151
(0.0177) (0.0251) (0.0249) (0.0233) (0.0187) (0.0211) (0.0225) (0.0243) (0.0227) (0.0183)

N 11,996 11,996 11,996 11,996 11,996 11,996 11,996 11,996 11,996 11,996

-0.00294 0.0295 0.0304 0.0153 0.00902 0.0433* -0.0287 0.0113 0.0172 -0.0151
(0.0155) (0.0244) (0.0275) (0.0235) (0.0202) (0.0231) (0.0199) (0.0267) (0.0246) (0.0212)

N 11,996 11,996 11,996 11,996 11,996 11,996 11,996 11,996 11,996 11,996

-0.0568*** -0.0124 0.0298 -0.00434 -0.0406* 0.0282 0.0141 0.0114 -0.00904 -0.0121
(0.0206) (0.0217) (0.0237) (0.0212) (0.0211) (0.0217) (0.0215) (0.0211) (0.0206) (0.0198)

N 17,866 17,866 17,866 17,866 17,866 17,866 17,866 17,866 17,866 17,866

-0.00845*** -0.00506* -0.00266 0.00748** -0.000218 0.00591** 0.000896 0.000809 0.000497 0.000841
(0.00259) (0.00262) (0.00267) (0.00290) (0.00233) (0.00287) (0.00262) (0.00265) (0.00281) (0.00245)

N 17,866 17,866 17,866 17,866 17,866 17,866 17,866 17,866 17,866 17,866

Imputing Missing Values Using Means within Age x Exposure Dummy Cells
0.00625 -0.0121 -0.000270 0.0247* 0.00723 0.0425*** 0.00409 0.0116 -0.000150 0.107***
(0.0108) (0.0114) (0.0121) (0.0127) (0.0111) (0.0120) (0.0126) (0.0121) (0.0143) (0.0101)

N 17,866 17,866 17,866 17,866 17,865 17,866 17,865 17,866 17,866 17,852

-0.0153 0.0331 0.0198 0.0381 0.0120 0.0329 -0.0287 0.0104 0.0216 -0.00917
(0.0177) (0.0252) (0.0260) (0.0238) (0.0188) (0.0223) (0.0236) (0.0244) (0.0233) (0.0191)

N 11,996 11,996 11,996 11,996 11,995 11,996 11,995 11,996 11,996 11,982

-0.00303 0.0336 0.0296 0.0168 0.0113 0.0528** -0.0451** 0.0102 0.0238 -0.00484
(0.0155) (0.0241) (0.0285) (0.0242) (0.0219) (0.0239) (0.0192) (0.0268) (0.0256) (0.0222)

N 11,996 11,996 11,996 11,996 11,995 11,996 11,995 11,996 11,996 11,982

-0.0576*** -0.00896 0.0433* -0.000863 -0.0228 0.0264 -0.0228 0.00905 0.000862 0.0511**
(0.0205) (0.0217) (0.0246) (0.0216) (0.0219) (0.0225) (0.0225) (0.0213) (0.0210) (0.0216)

N 17,866 17,866 17,866 17,866 17,865 17,866 17,865 17,866 17,866 17,852

-0.00849*** -0.00511* -0.00282 0.00808*** 0.000152 0.00606** -0.00330 0.000782 0.00125 0.0124***
(0.00259) (0.00261) (0.00274) (0.00292) (0.00242) (0.00289) (0.00260) (0.00264) (0.00291) (0.00246)

N 17,866 17,866 17,866 17,866 17,865 17,866 17,865 17,866 17,866 17,852

Notes: ***Significant at 1%, **Significant at 5%, *Significant at 10%. Each cell represents a regression of a political attitude/behavior (column headers) on a conflict 
measure (row headers). All regressions include dummies for region of residence, year of birth, female, responses to "current living standards",  level of education,  
occupation, and urban. The share of the respondent's ethnicity in the district population is also used as a control. Standardized coefficients are reported.

Table A8. Imputed Missing Values: Effects of Early-life Conflict Exposure on Political Attitudes and Behaviors

Battle Deaths
(0-14)

Battle Deaths
(0-14) per 1000

Battle Deaths
(0-14) per area

Exposure dummy
(0-14)

Years of exposure
(0-14)

Battle Deaths
(0-14)

Battle Deaths
(0-14) per 1000

Battle Deaths
(0-14) per area

Exposure dummy
(0-14)

Years of exposure
(0-14)



Location Start End Battle Deaths/Year

Algeria 1954 1962 20281
Nigeria 1967 1970 18750

Eritrea, Ethiopia 1998 2000 16667
Madagascar 1947 1947 9566
Mozambique 1977 1992 8768

Ethiopia 1962 1991 8751
Chad, Libya 1987 1987 8500

Angola 1961 1974 5643
Angola 1975 2002 5296

Cameroon 1960 1984 4640

Table A9. List of 10 Most Severe Wars
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