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Motivation

• Why we need reintegration programs:

• Prevent crime, war-recurrence, grievance

• Why we need to evaluate them:

• Improve their effectiveness

• Assess impact relative to opportunity costs

• What we want to know:

• Working as intended?

• Distributional consequences?

• Downstream effects?



Evaluation challenges

• Challenge: “emergency” programs.

• Attempts to study reintegration programs:

• Descriptive studies of  ex-combatants. 

• Problem: no comparison group. 
(Muggah; Pugel; Verwimp & Verpoorten; Uvin)

• Comparing those who take up the program to those who 

don’t. 

• Problem: high take-up suggests major self-selection biases. 
(Humphreys & Weinstein SL study)

• Short of  random assignment, we need within-country 

shocks to program access.  This is what we use in Burundi.



Armed forces in Burundi 

at war’s end



Burundi reintegration

• MDRP-sponsored DDR program after 1993-2004 war.

• Caseload 23,000 in total, including 14,000 ex-rebels.

• Program benefits:

• 18 months of  reinsertion allowances (based on rank).

• Counseling, including psychological counseling.

• “Socio-economic reintegration package”: 

• Formal school

• Vocational training

• “Income generating activities”: 600,000 FBu in in-kind benefits to start 

business.



Status of combatants 

June 2007



Shock to access

• In 2006, process centralized.

• Three large NGOs : PADCO, 

Twitezimbere, & Africare.

• Each NGO took a region.

• Africare fell into dispute with 

the national program.

• Africare beneficiaries had 

package withheld for a year.



Shock to access

• Shock allows us to avoid self-selection problems.

• But, it occurred at a high level of  aggregation.

• Need to remove incidental imbalances between 

Africare and non-Africare excoms & communities.



Study design

• Random sample of  ex-rebels.

• Outcomes: 

• Income & occupation

• Well-being & political attitudes

• Matched on 17 individual 
and community 
characteristics

Summer 2006:

NGO contracts

Winter 2006/7:

Programming starts in non-Africare regions
Summer 2007:

survey



Subject Locations in Raw 

and Matched data



Balance Statistics



Results: Incomes
(OLS)



Results: Incomes
Quantile regression



Results: income

• 20-35% 

reduction 

in poverty 

incidence

• From 

logit

estimates:(

p-val .02).



Results: livelihoods
(multinomial logit)



Results: Livelihoods

• Likelihood of  being in the skilled sector 63% lower for 

Africare beneficiaries (p-val .03)



Results: Political 

attitudes



Results: Political 

reintegration attitudes

• Maximum effect: 18 -34 percentage point difference in 

likelihood of  saying that “life is better as a civilian than 

combatant” (p-val .17).

• Zero difference in “satisfaction with peace accords”.

• Coefficient on “we should be patient with the 

government as it tries to solve problems” is the wrong 

sign (and not significant).



Discussion

• Pros of  this study: no self-selection biases.

• Introduces a way to evaluate programs ex post—there 
must be a lot more administrative snafus out there! 

• Results differ from Humphreys & Weinstein
• They estimate all effects to be essentially zero.

• But their findings consistent with self-selection bias.

• Our evidence is less pessimistic.

• Cons of  this study:
• Still far from proper random assignment.

• Could only estimate short-run effects.

• Low power (especially after matching).

• Self-reports are noisy.



Discussion

• Let’s address these weaknesses!

• Prospective evaluation.

• Behavioral measurement.

• More refined hypotheses.


