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ABSTRACT

The changing nature of armed conflict in thé 2&ntury, marked by
indiscriminate targeting of civilians, poses sewdrallenges for the continuation of
teaching and learning in war-affected countriesnflict may affect schooling directly
through attacks on students, teachers, and sclasolgell as indirectly by affecting
individuals’ livelihoods, the state’s capacity teliger services, and refugee flows.
Further, schools may reflect conflict and violetim®ugh oppressive or divisive
linguistic policies or curricula, the use of coralbpunishment, and sexual violence
against students. However, the existing empires¢arch on the nexus between
education and conflict, by focusing on indicatofparticipation, does not adequately
reflect the magnitude of the problem. Through malysis of education indicators on
progression and completion in Sub-Saharan Africhaanase study of primary schooling

in Gulu District in Northern Uganda, this study &xps the patterns and mechanisms

which characterize and link education and conflict.
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INTRODUCTION

On Wednesday, April 30) at least twenty people, including seventeen sttsde
and one teacher were killed when barrel bombs demeped on an elementary school in
Aleppo, Syria (Barnard and Saad, “Children’s ArSatia School, and Then a Bomb”).
This followed the April 1% kidnapping of more than 200 girls at a secondehpsl in
northern Nigeria by the group Boko Haram, whosddeatated several days later in a
video that the girls should not have been in thwsetin the first place ("US 'outrage’ at
Nigeria Abductions”). These two examples illustrabw the changing nature of armed
conflict, marked by “the absence of clear frontiinelentifiable opponents, as well as the
increasing use of terror tactics by armed groupas’ endangered children and schools in
new ways (UN General Assembly 2). Schools haveinedargets, as representative of
the state or sites of recruitment for child solgliein the case of Boko Haram, schools are
targeted for a more direct reason: to deter stgdespecially girls, from attending them.

The Secretary-General’'s annual Report on ChildrehArmed Conflict
identifies attacks against schools and hospitatsasof six grave violations against
children (UN General Assembly 2). The report démsihow schools are often the sites
of attacks and recruitment of children as soldiscsools are occupied by government
and rebel forces as military barracks, weaponsgtofacilities, command centers,
detention and interrogation sites, and firing ahdesvation positions (UN General

Assembly 3). The report concludes that “suchaisehools not only results in reduced



enrolment and high drop out rates, especially angirg, but also may lead to schools
being considered legitimate targets for attack” (GBheral Assembly 3).

Examples of attacks on schools from 2012 and 204 3dentified in Iraq, Libya,
the Democratic Republic of Congo, Afghanistan,@eatral African Republic, Mali,
Israel, the Occupied Palestinian Territories, Seam&outh Sudan, Syria, Pakistan, the
Philippines, India, and Thailand. The number @fdents was especially high in
Afghanistan, with 167 incidents effecting educatimeluding attacks, threats of attacks,
and forced closures in 2012; Mali, with 115 schdotded, damaged, or bombed in 2012;
the Palestinian Territories (including east Jemrsalwith 321 attacks on schools in 2012;
Yemen, with 61 incidents of violence against pufechers, 57 schools damaged by
shelling, and 36 incidents of military use of sclspand Pakistan, with 118 school
destroyed or damaged (UN General Assembly).

Incidents were highest of all in Syria, where anevery five schools has been
destroyed, damaged, or converted into IDP shekad more than two million children
are out of school. 167 education personnel, inop@9 teachers, were reported to have
been killed as of the end of February 2013; 2,44wnals were reported to have been
damaged; and approximately 2,000 schools are regptwtbe in use as IDP shelters (UN
General Assembly 34). The conflict has affectddgee education for Palestinians in
Syria as well; 69 of 118 UNRW#schools were reported closed as of April 2013 ¢iBa
to School at UNRWA”). Both the government and thee=Syrian Army have used
schools for military purposes, and schools contiiouge bombed by government forces.

As a result, enrollment of students has droppethdti@ally, despite the Syrian Ministry

! United Nations Relief and Works Agency for PalestRefugees in the Near East
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of Education’s 2012 order that students returrctmsl (UN General Assembly 34). In
fact, according to a UNICEF statistic from MarchL30only 6% of students in Aleppo
are in school (“Syria Conflict Depriving Childreh Bheir Education”).

Statement of the Problem

The current situation in Nigeria, Syria, Ugandd ather conflict-affected
countries points to the continued need to examave $thools function in the context of
armed conflict, as students and teachers find nigttbat the act of teaching and learning
is at risk but that they are also threatened phllgiby their presence in schools.
However, much of the current empirical analysisdacation and armed conflict does
not adequately reflect the negative effect of dohfin schooling, as it focuses primarily
on indicators of participation, specifically enroknt and attendance. Arguably, even if
children are in school during or after conflicteithlearning may be affected by a range of
variables that constrain their ability to complsthooling: “trauma or hunger, untrained
or ill-prepared teachers, or lack of sufficientdie@ag materials and infrastructure” and
school closings (Nicolai and Triplehorn 9).

Children may continue to attend, or they may reneairolled in school without
attending, but they may not complete their sch@plim fact, it may not be the case that
enrollment or attendance is hugely affected ducmgflict periods—schools may provide
the safest spaces for children, and parents anddN@&y encourage their children to
continue schooling even in conflict periods so thaly are employable post-conflict. An
interviewee for this project described how this waescase in Uganda:

... somehow enrollment kept on becoming bigger agddy because learning

centers [of displaced schools] were in the can@isildren did not have to walk
any distance. World Food Programme [was providinggls at school ...

3



Coming on when the war was ending, schools werpaaed to go back to

original sites. .... Enrollment really went so doginterview with the author, 1

May 2013, Kampala, Uganda).

For these reasons, it is more relevant to consiEsures of educational
attainment over educational participation. Usingigred methods approach, this study
investigates the question: how does education iomat the context of armed conflict?
Specifically, how does civil war affect indicata&attainment and completion during
and after conflict? Overall, findings indicate popt for the hypothesis that civil war
negatively affects educational attainment and cetigsl and that these indicators
continue to decline in the post-conflict periochigdecline does not appear to dissipate
over time, except for in the case of gender pdoityet intake rates.

Still, these results do not tell us anything alibetlocal-level mechanisms which
link conflict and education. Through a case staflgrimary schooling in war-affected
Gulu District in Northern Uganda, this study comsalthe following questions: what are
the mechanisms which link violent conflict and eteon educational access, attainment,
and completion? How does education play both aeptee and endangering role for
children during conflict? How can the agency aiwdual students, teachers, parents,
and school administrators help to create a schdtlre which supports or in some cases
undermines students’ well-being?

The idea of schools as protective for childrenmigiconflict is not new: Nicolai
and Triplehorn’s 2003 Humanitarian Practice Netwgaker identified the following
potential protective factors of education:

the sense of self-worth that comes from beingidestt and learner; the growth
and development of social networks; the provisibadult supervision and access

4



to a structured, ordered schedule as well as htsiacy and numeracy skills

(Nicolai and Triplehorn 9).

However, the literature has focused on the pakfdr schools to serve a
normalizing or destructive role, rather than thechamisms through which these effects
might play out. As Winthrop and Kirk (2008) denstrate, there has also been little
focus on how the processes of teaching and leaaunglly take place, which is
arguably the most important factor in supportingdrkn’s well-being in schools and the
one which distinguishes the importance of schaoisifother social spaces during
conflict.

This study argues that local actors—specificalldsnts, teachers, parents, and
school administrators—play a critical role in emsgrthat schools protect children
through strategies which support the learning tidegs place in schools. By learning,
this study considers both formal and non-formdisocial” learning (for example,
knowledge of the local security situation or howctpe with various challenges that
might arise during conflict). The analysis andifirgs contribute to the literature by
exploring how individuals shape school culturerate either a protective or destructive
environment in periods of conflict. Considering tar’s effects on primary school
intake, survival, and completion in Northern Ugaritiés analysis demonstrates that
students and teachers were active participantsapisg teaching and learning in an
environment dominated by insecurity due to attaid threats of attacks, the reflection
of this violence in schools, and the destructiosaxfial and economic infrastructure.

Students’ and teachers’ strategies to create agire¢ school culture are discussed, with



a focus on an overall prioritization of learning;school relationships, and informal
forms of teaching and learning.

Considering primary education in Gulu DistrictNierthern Uganda from 1986 to
2006 provides a valuable case for beginning to tstded the protective and endangering
role of education in conflict and the agency ofistuts, teachers, and administrators to
maintain educational operations. Civilians werevilgaargeted during the LRA
insurgency, and protection for civilians was venyited; travel to and attendance in
school was frequently viewed as dangerous. Rd@bersony describes the decades-long
disruption to education from 1987-1997:

up to 6,000 children, including many secondaryostistudents, have been

abducted and subjected to LRA indoctrination, enashy have been killed ...

more than 100 schools have been destroyed ... fandg than 100 teachers have

been killed (Gersony 79).
At the same time, school was viewed by some asdfest place to be. Children and
youth interviewed in 2004 by a team from the Worsgddommission for Women and
Children Refugees (WCRWC) spoke to the value thaggul on education as “perhaps
the most important way to prevent recruitment andecruitment into armed groups”
(WCRWCLearning in a War Zong).

Gulu and Kitgum Districts withessed the majorifytiee LRA violencé’. It was

reported in 1999 that “the districts of Gulu andgg&im were found to be the most

affected ... it was established that there was onigraation of intensity, otherwise in one

2 Gulu District represented one of the three distriomprising the Acholi sub-region in war-affecidrthern Uganda; the other two
Districts are Kitgum and Pader. Pader District wi@ated in 2001, and several more new districte Wweken off from these three
and created in 2010 (“Uganda Districts”).
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way or the other, everybody was found to be traisedt(COWI 68).” During the war,
Gulu District represented the government’s basedoducting its
counterinsurgency, and from 1996 on, it becamétimeanitarian base for the region
(Branch 2). The influx of NGOs primarily resulttdm the government’s policy of
moving people from the villages surrounding Gulwrianto displaced camps (Branch
3). A second influx of NGOs was seen after UN &m8ecretary General for
Humanitarian Affairs Jan Egeland’s declaration oftNern Uganda as a humanitarian
crisis (Dolan and Hovil 6). As it was beyond theope of this research to investigate
conflict and primary schooling in both Gulu andd{itn Districts, Gulu District
represented an ideal choice for examining the nbrtiseen conflict and primary
schooling, because of the NGO support which enablkedesearch, and secondly
because it allowed the researcher to consider hG® Nupports affected student and
teacher responses.
Research Design

Using a mixed methods approach, this study analgmantitative data on
education indicators in 45 Sub-Saharan African toesto explore patterns in the
relationship between education and conflict. Aecstsidy approach, using data from
semi-structured interviews with students, teachgasents, and key informants in
Northern Uganda, complements the empirical analygishedding light on the
mechanisms which link these two variables. Conmgrthese methods is more effective
than using either alone, as both approaches cldiffisrent aspects of the research

guestion.



The quantitative component of this analysis tdsshypothesis that conflict will
negatively impact survival, completion, and inta&es using time-series cross-sectional
data on educational indicators and armed confticdb Sub-Saharan African countries
from 1998-2011, running separate multiple regresgésts for each dependent variable.
Also tested are the hypotheses that intake ratégmprove in the immediate post-
conflict period but that survival rates and gratratates will suffer.Conflict data is
drawn from the Uppsala Conflict Data Program’s (UQR2012 version of the Armed
Conflict dataset, which provides data on all arroedflicts from 1960 to 2011. Over the
observed thirteen-year period from 1998-2010, 2®ef45 countries in the dataset were
engaged in at least one internal confliduring this period, 30 of the 45 countries can
be considered post-conflict, meaning that thesatrms at one point experienced
conflict and were not experiencing conflict recare for at least one year during the
dataset’s timeframe.

One concern with the UNESCO data is that many aeanissing. This problem
is addressed by using the Amelia program, develbgddonaker et al. (2003) and King
et al. (2001), to generate imputed values for &ling observations in the datasktis
is an optimal approach in comparison with listwdgdetion; in addition to the problem of
a large amount of missing information, listwiseatfigin may produce biased parameter
estimates and standard errors, unless the dataisseng completely at random. Amelia

is a multiple imputation model which is able to ldedh time-series, cross-sectional data

% This analysis uses the UN’s classification of ddes, excluding Somalia and Zimbabwe because UNEBSS no education data
for this study’s indicators in these countries.e Hmalysis is limited to primary schools to accdont possible selection bias, as
primary school enroliment is much more common téeeondary school enroliment in Sub-Saharan Afracamtries. Data from
2005 indicates that the net enroliment rate in prinschools in 2005 was 67.7%, while the grosslieneot rate in lower secondary
was 38.6%, and the gross enrollment rate in upgEaTsiary was 22.3% (Dickson et al. 127).

4 See Appendix B for a summary of conflict data byrmtry.
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and generates the missing data based on the otdsele in the same row, assuming
that the data are multivariate normal and misstrgradom (Honaker et al. 2003; King et
al. 2001). Where the data are more missing foflictiaffected countries, the
assumption of “missing at random” is met througtiuding the “presence of conflict”
variable. This approach follows both Thyne (20@6)l Stasavage (2005) who also use
the Amelia procedure to analyze education dataough imputing the data, five datasets
were generated, which included all independentbes and all dependent variables;
regressions were run across all five datasetsttendombined coefficients and standard
errors are presented alongside the listwise deleésults.

Because the data are time-series and cross-s&ctilba possibility for
heteroskedasticity and autocorrelation exists.ofartrelation is found to be present for
all dependent variables. To correct for autocatieh, a lag of the dependent variable (Y
at t-1) is included in the model as an indepengangble. One caveat to this approach is
that it may eat up a large amount of variatiorhiemodel. Thereforé values in
particular should be interpreted with caution. rAsidual variances appear to be
normally distributed overall, regressions are panted using OLS (Ordinary Least
Squares) estimatorfkegressions are performed for each of the impudtasdts with the
same specifications as the original regressions.

Considering a case study of Uganda, this studgnees the mechanisms which
link conflict and educational access, attainmemd, @@mpletion by exploring how
schools play both a protective and endangeringfaslehildren during conflict. Gerring
describes the case study’s utility over standagdessions in exploring causal

mechanisms: “Case studies, if well constructed, alyv one to peer into the box of
9



causality to locate the intermediate factors lyegyween some structural cause and its
purported effect. Ideally, they allow one to ‘s&eandY interact” (Gerring “The Case
Study: What it is and What it Does”). Single catglies, while unlikely to be theory
confirming or disconfirming, are, however, apprapeifor refining existing theories.

The research was conducted in the spring of 28d30ximately seven years
following what most Northern Ugandans considereadhe end of the war. The principal
component of this study involved semi-structuragdmviews over six weeks of fieldwork
with 16 former primary school students and 14 prinszhool teachers to construct a
portrait of primary schooling in wartime Northerg&hda. Interviews with seven
parents of students and six key informant intergievith NGO and government
education sector officials were used to triangutttea from teacher and student
interviews on learning, teaching, and general apginategies.

The 16 students and 14 teachers interviewed weyaged in 21 different schools
during the LRA insurgency in Northern Uganda fro887-2006. Teachers’ lengths of
experience in the field ranged from 37 to 7 yesosne began their teaching careers in
the 1980s, meaning that they had taught for aile20's of the conflict, while others had
begun in the early 2000s, with a few years of gonféaching experience. Teachers
interviewed comprised eight from rural schools aixdfrom urban schools, ten male and
four female. Students interviewed comprised evgind had attended rural schools and
eight who had attended schools in town, eight raateeight female. Students ranged in
age from 18 to 24 in 2013. Most students had sieenéntire duration of their primary

schooling during the war. Seven parents werevigeed; three parents had children in
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village schools during the war, three parents Haldien in town schools; and one parent
had children in both village and town schools.

The research was carried out in three phasethelfirst phase, preliminary
interview questions were developed before travdlingganda. Questions were
developed to address different concepts relatégetdiypothesis; these concepts drew
partially from the limited but existing case stugl® schools as protective or
endangeringand previous surveys on education and other denat indicators in
Northern Ugand&. Key informant interviews provided the basis faterviews with
former primary school students, primary school beas, and students’ parents. Key
informant interviews covered general trends in etusl attendance and completion,
challenges unigue to wartime education, and progratic strategies to address these
challenges, aimed at teachers, students, and parent

Interview questions were communicated to NGO ste@ulu, who suggested
minor modifications. Interview questions for teachcovered concepts of well-being,
attendance, attitudes towards schooling, teachmagegies, the learning environment,
social norms and behavioral expectations, relalipsswith teachers, and parental
involvement. Interview questions for students ecedesimilar concepts, in addition to
student learning strategies and relationships petrs. Interviews with students’ parents
covered their children’s school performance and-iveing, safety, learning, and parents’

involvement in their children’s education.

® Specifically, Zakharia 2004; Nicolai & TriplehoB903; Kirk & Winthrop 2008; and Bird et al. 2011.

% These include: USAID’s studyducation and Fragility in Northern Ugandd008;Education and Resilience in Conflict- and
Insecurity-Affected Northern Ugandby Bird et al. for the Chronic Poverty Researcint®s 20111 earning in a War Zone:
Education in Northern Uganday the Women'’s Commission for Refugee Women arittitgim, 2005;Unprepared for peace:
Education in Northern Uganda in Displacement angd@elby the Internal Displacement Monitoring Centrel 20andThe State of
Youth and Youth Protection in Northern UgarimleAnnan et al. for UNICEF Uganda, 2006.
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To complete the data collection, the researclageted to six primary schools,
three urban and three rural, and three secondhpots; one urban and two rural. The
selection of schools was determined through disonssvith both NGO staff and the
local district education officer, who recommendeshenple of rural and town public
schools. To reach rural schools, the researcaeeleed with AVSI (Association of
Volunteers in International Service) staff durihgit field site visits. In addition to
transportation, the non-governmental organizatidsRassisted in clarifying interview
guestions and identifying research participantsargsearch assistant. The research
assistant, with a bachelor’s degree in agricultscances, experience carrying out field
research on post-war agriculture and land issuekflaent in English and Acholi,
translated consent forms from English to Acholi artdrpreted during interviews from
English to Acholi when necessary.

In light of the sensitive nature of the study,tgguants were informed about the
nature and purpose of the study and encourageah&der potential risks and to only
speak about experiences they felt comfortable sharihe researcher discussed the
sensitivity of interview questions with NGO staffdaa research assistant before
implementing them and spoke with AVSI staff abdg éxisting psychosocial support
systems for students in the event a teacher oestudquired individual psychosocial
attention. During site visits, the researcher gpoekh school administrators, either the

head teacher or deputy head teacher before begimtarviews to both request

" To ensure the confidentiality of participants’peases, the research assistant was asked to saridentiality form.
Confidentiality and sensitivity towards participantere ensured in a variety of additional waysnsgat forms in English and Acholi
were used to communicate the purpose and objeaifiee research and clearly communicated thaigizeting in the research was
optional. In addition, the recording device waptkecked in a storage unit only accessibly torteearcher, and names were coded
in field notes.
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permission to explain the purpose of the reseandhrgorm them that the interviews
would cover sensitive topics.

In the final phase of the research, responsel tterviews were transcribed and
analyzed through open coding. Themes were assignezts of transcribed texts and
then organized into categories. Data from intevgievere complemented by existing
literature on the subject, studies on educatiddarthern Uganda, and NGO program

materials.
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CHAPTER TWO: CONTEXT AND CONCEPTUAL ORIENTATIONS

This chapter overviews the different schools oltiitt and research which have
explored the nexus between conflict and educatmmhsaek to explain how education
outcomes suffer in war-torn countries. First, eamporary trends in armed conflict and
overall developmental consequences of conflicteweewed, followed by the effects of
conflict on education. These effects are organaedirect, visible effects, such as
attacks on schools; indirect effects to educatiomditators on participation, attainment,
completion, and education spending; and psychadseifects to students and teachers,
through discriminatory policies or constant feaatiending school. This final section on
psychosocial effects also identifies the role gadtools play in protecting or endangering
students’ well-being during conflict by either nalzing or rejecting the norms of a
society at war. Finally, the end of this chaptiscdsses the cultural production theory
used to frame the case study.

Corresponding with findings in the literature ststudy argues that while
educational participation may not dramatically Heaed by conflict or in countries
emerging from conflict, progression through theadional system and educational
completion are negatively affected. Students magct be more present in schools than
elsewhere in the community due to the physicalsouial safety schools provide.
However, the impact of conflict will be apparentsnvival and completion rates as

students are pushed through to the next grade witittaining a quality education.
14



Unpacking the mechanisms which link conflict andeational access, attainment, and
completion, this study specifically considers haalence against students, teachers, and
schools negatively affects school culture and iegrand teaching, while recognizing
that schools may also play a protective role foldcan during conflict.
Trendsin Contemporary Armed Conflict

Over the past half-century, intrastate conflict bacome the most common form
of armed conflict, most of which has been foughfgsia and Africa Themnér and
Wallensteen 512; Kalyvas and Balcells 2, Bhe post-Cold War transition has caused a
change in the technology of warfare as weak sta®e lost support from the two
superpowers and become more vulnerable to weakgedgps. As a result, the current
landscape has become dominated by either convahti@rfare using heavy armor or
symmetric non-conventional warfare, in which badttes and rebels are weak and use
less military technology (Kalyvas and Balcells 3).

Further, in the post-Cold War era, the number goomg conflicts has declined,
while the overall severity of armed conflict hasgrlly declined since World War 1.
The 2000s was the least conflict-ridden decadeedime 1970sThemnér and
Wallensteen 509)In 2012 the number of armed conflicts (withestdt 25 battle-related
deaths) was at 32, down from the previous year, s\&h three new conflicts in India,
Mali and South Sudan, three restarted conflictsyelbas four new peace agreements
(Themnér and Wallensteen 513

However, despite the fact that post-war confli@se generally been less deadly
in terms of the absolute numbers killed and the ohtdeaths, one-sided violence against

civilians during conflict has persisted. Eck andlthhan find that, in general, the post-
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Cold War period has been characterized by low-le\a@énce, but that this violence is
punctuated by spikes of one-sided violence agaiugians (Eck and Hultman 238).
They draw from the UCDP’s definition of one-sidadlgnce which is “the use of armed
force by the government of a state or by a formatttyanized group against civilians
which results in at least 25 deaths per year” (BEcklenberg, and Wallensteen 136).
One-sided violence includes genocidal violenceabted incidents of terrorism, including
individual and mass executions or public bombirkgsk(and Hultman 235-236). Africa
and central Asia are the regions with the highesiunt of one-sided violence; Africa
accounts for as high as 93% of the one-sided fi&{Eck and Hultman 239).

Several authors address the mechanisms behirehemUdirected at civilians. At
the group level, Humphreys and Weinstein attrilmatgation in violence to rebel groups’
internal structures, with groups who are unabledice their members likely to commit
higher levels of indiscriminate violence (429).gHly relevant to the Uganda case is
Hultman’s argument that rebel groups who are lobatjes pursue violence against
civilians to inflict political and military costspon the government (205). In their study
on Vietnam, Kalyvas and Kocher find violence toadeinction of territorial control, with
higher levels of indiscriminate violence committgdU.S. government and South
Vietnam government forces in areas predominanthgrotied by rebels.

Long-Term Developmental Effects of War

The developmental consequences of war are untl&tiguel and Roland (2006)

find that heavily-bombed areas by the U.S. in thetndm war experienced no

detrimental long-term economic effects; Justino ¥advimp’s 2006 study echoes this

8 Justino (2010) provides a comprehensive reviethelfiterature on the development consequencesinfseme of the sources she
cites are reviewed here in addition to others.
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finding in Rwanda. In their large-n study, Cheraipa and Reynol-Querol (2008) find
rapid post-war recovery of indicators of econonedprmance, health, education, and
political development. However, other studies himeeised instead on long-term
destructive effects/{orld Bank 2003; Fosu and Collier 2005; Collier 229Kang and
Meernik (2005) find generally negative economi@efé from war, while Bayer and
Rupert (2004) find that overall, civil wars areléoled by a decrease in bilateral
economic trade and may have repercussions on furade.

Other studies examine political instability andenurity in property rights (ERD
2009; OECD 2009) and the deterioration in the d¢yalnd functioning of institutions
(Blattman and Miguel 2010). Justino points out tiegent research on the micro-level
effects of violent conflict has demonstrated negaéffects on education, health, and
individuals’ and households’ livelihoods decaddsrahe conflict (3). Yet, these micro-
level effects are still largely under-researchéely due to the scarcity of micro-level
data.

Looking at the impact on public health, Ghobatdith, and Russett examine
how civil wars “kill and maim” civilians long aftezonflict termination. They find that
the death and disability that occurred in 1999ramdirect effect of civil war from 1991
to 1997 was approximately equal to deaths incuin@d civil war in that year;
furthermore, this death and disability is primaoyncentrated in the civilian population,
especially among women and children (189). Thidystrgues similarly that conflict
affects educational attainment and completion mbt during but following conflict, as

the during-conflict effects on teaching and leagramd social and economic

17



infrastructure snowball into longer-term effectsiodividual educational attainments and
human capital formation.
Direct Effects of Conflict on Schooling: Types of \blence Against Students,
Teachers, and Schools

The changing nature of armed conflict in the postdGVar era has visibly
affected schooling as well as public health outcemas schools, students, and teachers
have become targets during armed conflict, espgamil war. The most obvious
manifestation of the negative impact of conflictsmooling is the destruction of school
infrastructure. lain Levine suggests that schawy be targeted because they represent
the state; in areas with a large rural populatsaich as southern Sudan, schools, along
with public health centers, may be the only targletublic buildings (Nicolai and
Triplehorn 2). Anna Obura, in a study on the retasion of the education system in
Burundi, describes how schools are often primeetarduring war because they represent
political systems and peace. In the case of BasofT violence in 1990 destroyed 80-
90% of all school buildings and infrastructure.201 Israeli soldiers attacked 100
schools in the Palestinian Territories, usinggber bullets, live ammunition and tear gas
(Nicolai and Triplehorn 2)

Teachers may be targeted directly because ofithesitities. In Rwanda, not only
were schools destroyed but 75% of all teachers weidier killed or imprisoned as a
result of the 1994 genocide (Cole and Barsalow@het Shriberg, in a dissertation on
Liberian teachers, describes instances of teadtseng intentionally targeted by former

students. One teacher she interviewed explairfegnier students might have
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recognized us because we gave them a grade; afsitoad, well, they could have shot us
right away” (qtd. in Shriberg 115).

The most comprehensive study on direct violen@nag)education is Brendan
O’Malley’s 2007Education Under AttackAlthough more recent attempts to document
attacks on education have been made, data is shaed® the difficulty of collecting
data amidst conflict as well as questionabilityredia and government accuracy and
bias. O’'Malley describes a range of types of &gamrried out on educational
institutions including “sophisticated military s¢ybperations such as the Beslan school
tragedy to bombings, assassinations, detentiortarépand threats” (13)These attacks
have short-term impacts, such as school closursligruption to schooling,
psychosocial impacts on students and teacherselaasva long-term impact through
“disruption in education/employment cycles” and ttegradation of the quality and
relevance of higher learning” (UNESCO 13).

Complementing UNESCO'’s research, the Global Coalito Protect Education
from Attack published in 2012 a report focusingafieally on the military use of
schools by state armed forces and non-state grdtmesuses of schools are numerous, as
bases and barracks, defensive and offensive pesitiostaging areas, sites for weapons
and ammunition storage, detention and interrogat@nters, military training centers,
illegal recruitment of child soldiers, and tempgrahelters (22-26). In more than half of
conflict-affected countries, government forces siggools for military purposes, while in

over a third, non-state armed groups use them (h43yria, both government forces and

A 2010 comprehensive study by UNESG®otecting Education from Attackerved as a follow-up to O’'Malley’s study and
addressed gaps identified in O’Malley’s 2007 repdRESCO in 2010 also published a follow-up set@e®’'Malley’s report with
the same title, to document the “extent, naturd,iampact of incidents” from January 2007 to Julp2@nd protection measures for
education personnel.
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anti-government forces have used schools as bareatk bases, while government
forces have used schools as temporary, unofficillihg centers (24).

The effect of the recruitment of child soldiersemucational attainment and
completion is especially complex, as it not onlsrdpts students’ education but it also
makes it difficult, for those who are able to raettniome, to continue schooling due to lost
years of education and age. Further, their peetseachers may fear, isolate, and/or
stigmatize them when they retutfi. This has been certainly problematic in Uganda,
where, as Akello et al. describe, in many cases upimtegration, children and youth
experience stigma associated with being a fornieslras community members and
families are unable to accept them as entirelygent In focus group discussions,
children described harassment and verbal abusle,asulseing called a murderer, killer,
and/or a thief, upon their return (234). Similatynnan et al. find that most returnees
experience a positive homecoming with their farsilieut that 34% have problems with
neighbors or community members (Annan et al. 651).

Mechanisms Linking Direct and Indirect Effects of Conflict on Education

Violence and threats of violence against studeegghers, and schools are likely
to negatively affect students’ participation, attaent, and completion in schooling. This
may play out through several mechanisms. Firsterce may lead to physical
destruction of schools, school closures, and deatisabductions of students and
teachers. Violence may also affect decisions kggireturns to education, as, facing

risks of abduction and death by commuting to atehding school, students experience

1% Nicolai and Triplehorn (2009) discuss cases ofiakgcruitment in southern Sudan, the DemocratiouRéic of Congo, Sri Lanka,
Northern Uganda, and Burundi. The Global Coalitmfrotect Education from Attack discusses cakehilal recruitment in
Colombia, by the FARC and the ELN.
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increased opportunity costs to attend school antiraze schooling. The displacement of
students due to conflict may also contribute tael@sed enroliment, as civilians escape
to neighboring countries.

Arguments concerning returns to education can lasdifferentiated by gender.
Justino proposes that, during wartime, this maympeeoritizing boys’ education over
girls’, as educated males may be more likely td fobs than educated females (12).
Girls may also be deterred or discouraged fromnditey school by their parents, where
sexual violence against females has been prevaleirt, Pakistan, Tajikistan, and
Afghanistan (UIS 6; UNESCO 71). In fact, Shemyakiimds that in Tajikistan,
exposure to conflict is associated with a large meghtive decrease in the enroliment of
girls, with little to no effect on the enrolimenitlmoys (Shemyakina 16; Justino 8).

Further, conflict may affect household labor aditbian decisions, as children may
be withdrawn from school by their parents to repldead, injured, or physically or
mentally disabled adult workers. This mechanisslbeen less examined in the conflict
and education literature; however, it has been lyiseidied in the development
economics literature. For example, Jacoby and f#(1994) find that agricultural
households in India use child labor during peristien school is in session and incomes
are insecure or low, and Thomas et al. (2004) diackreased educational spending
following the 1998 financial crisis in Indonesi€onsidering the effect of conflict,
Rodriguez and Sanchez (2012) find that violentktéan Colombian municipalities were
significantly associated with the probability ohsol drop-outs and an increase in the
percentage of children in the labor market. Dedgbarents may also affect children’s

abilities and decisions to continue schoolingUtranda, several students explained that
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they had to stay home for periods of time afteriigost a parent, as they were unable
to focus in school and/or unable to find enoughpsupfor school fees.
The Empirical Evidence

This section discusses the empirical evidencderetfect of conflict on
education. The existing empirical studies usecaidirs of participation, most commonly
enrollment and attendance, attainment, and avemas of education, with a focus on
indicators of participation. A handful of countmgviel empirical studies also exist,
primarily using indicators of attainment. Over#lie results from these studies indicate a
negative effect of conflict on education.
Participation

A 2010 report by the Education Policy and Datat€e(EPDC) considers sub-
national data in 19 conflict and non-conflict reggan conflict-affected countries on
weighted net attendance rates, primary gross emeoll rates, rate of growth in the
number of pupils, pupil-teacher ratios at the pryravel, and secondary gross
attendance rates. The authors compare schoatipatton in conflict- versus non-
conflict-affected regions within countries as wagltrends over time. The study’s major
finding, that attendance rates are lower in confirersus non-conflict-affected regions
by an average of eleven percentage points, isoeatemarkable, as the range of this
difference is broad across countries (EPDC 1). Wi range suggests that low
attendance rates may have already been low andrablie to further decline before
conflict onset.

Further, over time, primary attendance rates,|Bnemt rates, pupil numbers and

pupil-teacher ratios in conflict-affected regiortsrbt exhibit a dramatic decline in
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comparison with non-conflict-affected regions.Qate d’lvoire, for example, attendance
rates decline in the conflict-affected North; howewhey also decline in non-conflict-
affected regions of the country (EPDC 12). In@entral African Republic and the
Democratic Republic of Congo, primary attendanc&satondary” conflict-affected
regions are lower in 2000 but converge with sevefr#he non-conflict-affected regions
over time.

A more anomalous case is Senegal, where the priooaflict-affected region
exhibited the highest gross attendance rates thomtghe entire ten-year period of
analysis, which includes the conflict period, fr@®00-2001 and 2003, and the post-
conflict period. Attendance rates continued te tlsroughout the conflict period (EPDC
15). In the 2012 Human Security Report, Mack epaint out, however, that political
violence in Senegal was very low, averaging 40ddtaths per year (97). These
findings point to the need for a more nuanced amyf the level of conflict, by taking
into consideration a measure of conflict intensity the number of battle deaths in civil
war encompass a wide range. The EPDC report’sniyscalso reflect the problem that
measures of attendance and enrollment may notatetyidemonstrate the effect of
conflict on children’s education.

Participation and Attainment

Using household survey data, the UNESCO Institut&tatistics (UIS) research
team’s 2010 reporfhe Quantitative Impact of Conflict on Educaticonsiders
educational indicators on the proportion of theydapon with formal education, the
average years of education attained, and thedjeate in 25 conflict-affected countries.

The authors’ overall finding is that:
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cohorts that were of school-going age during &tohconflict have lower

educational attainment that persists over timdicating that these children

generally do not resume their education afterrdlicd to attain levels of

education similar to non-exposed cohorts (4).

While participation was severely affected in Afglstan, Rwanda and Uganda, and
several other countries, in some cases, the Ul8robd little to no impact on children’s
participation levels in schooling but a significamipact on progression.

Several Sub-Saharan African countries exhibittiieisd. For example, in Chad,
during civil conflict in the late 1970s, the eduoatl attainment of males decreased by
almost half a year (UIS 56). In the case of Rwaktiddren affected by the genocide
“completed one-half fewer years of education, 18%s lthan children who were not
affected” (Akresh and de Walque 2008). Similar d€nan be observed in the cases of
Burundi, the Democratic Republic of Congo, Sieremhe, and Somalia. The authors
also recognize gendered effects—for example, duwramglict periods in Ethiopia, Chad,
and Mozambique, the educational attainment of maessmore negatively affected,
while in Zimbabwe, Uganda, the Democratic Repubfi€ongo, Chad, and Eritrea, girls
exhibited higher declines in attainment and acte$srmal education during conflict
periods.

Importantly, several countries do not exhibit thdeclines; these countries
include Colombia, Céte d’lvoire, the Central AfnrcRepublic, Ethiopia, Tajikistan, and
Bosnia and Herzegovina. In these cases, the auéingue that it is necessary to
disaggregate data at the subnational level to densonflict-affected regions and more

vulnerable populations (UIS 5). However, this angumt is not supported in all of the

authors’ cases. In the case of Ethiopia, the ecgisninost war-affected region, Tigray,
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exhibited higher than average gross enrollmentsaturing the Eritrean-Ethiopian war
and higher than average years of schoalfingn the 2000s, both of these indicators grew
less rapidly, possibly demonstrating a delayed tnegaffect of conflict (UIS 76-77).

Comparing the UIS and EPDC studies, it is cleatr e choice of education
indicator changes how severely conflict appeaedfect schooling. The EPDC
considers educational participation primarily thgbienrollment rates and attendance
rates, finding that over time indicators on pap&tion do not decline dramatically in
conflict- versus non-conflict-affected regions. eTUIS looks at participation through the
proportion of the population without formal educatias well as educational attainment
by looking at average years of education, findimgeffect on progression through
schooling to be more pronounced than the effegasticipation.
Attainment

The UIS study’s finding that educational attaintnainconflict-affected cohorts is
significantly affected by conflict is supported $gveral micro-level studies. Akbulut-
Yuksel's 2009 study on city-level Allied bombingsGermany finds long-term negative
consequences in the educational attainment ofichaiNs living in cities affected by
bombings, noting the destruction of schools andatieence of teachers as the driving
mechanisms. Sixty years later, these individualsties affected by bombings had
completed .4 years fewer of schooling on averageglation to cities not affected, and
individuals in the most hard-hit cities had cometel.2 years fewer of schooling (4). In

Cambodia, Merrouche finds that land mine exposusignificantly associated with a

11 These results also suggest differences betweesffdwt of civil versus interstate conflicts. Tisitsidy considers only internal
conflicts; however, an analysis of coups and itéesconflicts would be one avenue for future reeto determine the differential
effect of conflict type.
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loss of years of education (3). Finally, Aldermiiodinott, and Kindsey find that
Zimbabwean children affected by the civil war ie tt870s both completed fewer grades
of schooling and/or started schooling later tharsénot affected (9).
Participation and Completion

In addition to these comparative statistical stadfour econometric studies
consider the relationship between conflict and atanal indicators. The most recent of
these was produced by Gates et al. for the WorttkB2011 World Development
Report and analyzes the effect of civil conflicttbe proportion of the population
completing primary/secondary school and the enmtimate in primary and secondary
school in developing countries. In their cross{s@et analysis of indicators over a
period from 1992-2005, the authors find that “a wéh 10,000 battle deaths is
associated with a relative decrease in attainmieabaout 7.5 percentage points” (33).
However, in their fixed-effects regression modelseraa period from 1995-2005, they
find conflict to be negatively associated with diment rates, but not at a statistically
significant level (43). The authors make the caveat, as conflict is largely part of the
fixed effect in countries that experienced condliover the entire period of analysis, these
models may yield overly conservative estimates.
Participation

A 2008 World Bank study removes the focus fromabeflict period and
considers the post-conflict recovery of a spectaimmocial indicators. The authors use
primary and secondary school enrollment as theication indicators, comparing seven-
year periods of peace before and after civil confliThe authors also compare countries

affected by war with control groups of both simitgaveloping and same-region countries
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which are not war-affected. They find that primachool enroliments in conflict
countries improve not only with respect to theearar level but also with respect to the
control group. However, secondary school enroliimé@nconflict-affected countries,
while higher in the post-conflict than the pre-danfperiod, remain significantly lower
than enrollment rates in the control group coust(i&b).

This study’s findings point to the need to distiiglp between primary and
secondary educational indicators, as NGOs may esig#hprimary over secondary
school programming. This may lead to high primamyoliment rates during conflict, but
low completion rates, and thereby low secondarpaskcénroliment rates during and
post-conflict.

Participation

Lai and Thyne consider the performance of primaegondary, and tertiary
enrollment rates during and following civil conflitom 1980-1997. They find that
“across all the models [they test], states in aal experience a 1.6% to 3.2% decrease
in enrollment, depending on the level of educati®84). In addition to considering the
impact of conflict-year on school enroliment, ttedgo include a dynamic post-civil war
measure and find that “decreases in enrollmentod@ontinue once civil war is over ...
by the end of a civil war, enroliment is likely have reached its nadir” (Lai and Thyne
285). Their post-civil war measures affirm thediimgs of the World Bank study that
primary school enrollment rates, at least, impriovéne post-war period.

Participation and Completion in Sub-Saharan Africa
In his analysis, Poirier adds a measure of congplet addition to participation.

He focuses specifically on the effects of armedilaxiron schooling in Sub-Saharan
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Africa from 1950-2010, drawing his education datarf Barro and Lee’s 2010 dataset.
He uses as his education indicators the rate &drelm not in school, the primary school
completion rate, and the secondary education eneoll rate (342). He finds that the rate
of children not in school and secondary enrollmastsignificantly impacted by the
presence of conflict (but not intensity) while gp@mary completion rate is not (347).
However, the Barro and Lee primary completion iathhc may not be the most
appropriate to measure completion, as it measheegtio of students who completed
primary schooling but did not enter secondary sthg@Barro and Lee 6). Therefore, a
decreasing primary completion rate would not nesxdgsndicate that fewer students
were completing their education but that fewer weseforegoing secondary schooling.
Educational Expenditures

In addition to a negative impact to indicatorseslucational participation and
attainment, findings in the literature also pomhegative impacts to governmental
funding for education (Adeola 1996; Lai and Thy®®?2). Lai and Thyne offer a
modification to the guns and butter theory thaitany spending draws away from social
spending; they hypothesize that during periodswif conflict, increases in military
expenditures will be associated with decreaseducaional expenditures, as the
government devotes as many resources as possiaed® preventing state collapse

(278).

Lai and Thyne find that educational expendituresrelase during periods of civil
war; however, they do not find military expenditsite be a significant predictor for this

decrease. The authors suggest that the underyaatpanism for the reduction to
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educational expenditures is not funneling of motmeyards military expenditures but
rather the overall disruption of a state’s abityprovide social services. They point to
the case of Sudan, where since 1983, the civilhaarresulted in over 2 million deaths,
displacement of over 4 million people, and destamcof the education system,
illustrated by a literacy rate of 10-20% amongltheal population and an average class
size of 94 pupils per teacher (Lai and Thyne 28l 1994).
School Culture and Teaching and Learning

In addition to effects on students’ primary schpatticipation, progression and
completion, indirect effects of conflict on educatimay also refer to non-quantifiable
psychosocial effects on the social fabric of theost and surrounding community and
teaching and learning. Schools may reflect thauosilof a society at war, by reinforcing
pernicious social realities through oppressiveiculum, language policies, or restricted
access to schooling. At the individual level, mglents and teachers experience acute
psychosocial stresses of learning in a war zone-staohdisruptions to their learning
and fear of attending school—their capacity toeand their value for learning will
decline over time. In some cases, students mgy$ieed through to the next grade, but
over time, cohorts of students will decrease in bem
Schooling as Endangering

In a study on secondary schooling in wartime Lelba@akharia discusses the
implications of a societal culture of war for schoolture. She finds that Lebanese
schools focused on students’ and teachers’ persegarity over academic standards and
a sense of normalcy. Teachers focused on passidgrgs on to the next grade rather

than the content of their education (111). Scaplvas characterized by disruptions and
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security threats, through school closings and stud&olvement in militias (112). Yet,
students interviewed indicated that they still ledKorward to attending school, mostly
because of their friendships. School also sigaife them a return to normal life from
school disruptions (111). However, Zakharia ultieiaconcludes that “secondary
schools’ ability to maintain the norms of securaythority, stability, academic
standards, and to foster future oriented valueg weverely challenged, reflecting the
reality of a wider political situation” (115).

Schools may reflect the society at war even mamecty, as social realities play
out through curriculum and pedagogy, language [@sljgestricted access to schooling,
and school governance. Leading up to conflictticulum and pedagogy may be used to
strengthen divisiveness along identity lines, aBwanda before the 1994 genocide, Sri
Lanka throughout the #0century, and Nazi Germany, while the post-confiédorm of
these practices can become entrenched, for exam@esnia-Herzegovina (Obura 18;
Perera 399-406; Freeman et al. 227). The usenglitge as a repressive state tool has
been demonstrated in the case of Sri Lanka, whedests remain segregated by
language of instruction (Davies 395-396). Nicolad & riplehorn add that schools may
also reflect violence through the use of corpotaliphment. They find that corporal
punishment has been found to increase in schoaisriflict zones: “in ... West Timor ...
teachers’ use of physical punishment, ridicule, lamochiliation to control and disciple
children appears to be connected to the stressgshiitbmselves experience” (5).
Schooling as Protective

However, the reverse may also be true: schoolshediie safest places for

children during conflict, through providing psycleogl protection, interaction with
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supportive adults and other children, and physicalection. Marc Sommers writes:
“One of the primary misfortunes of youth living sigde schooling during and after wars
is that they lack access not just to educatiortdotiie array of protections that schools
can provide” (36). Graca Machel, former first laafyMozambique and South Africa,
authored a milestone UN report in 1996, recognitag schooling could provide
children a sense of normalcy during conflict throuigteractions with students and
teachers, development of “new skills and knowledgeessary for survival and coping,”
and symbolizing pride and hope for the future Far &€ntire community” (43).

Winthrop and Kirk review the literature on schogli armed conflict, and

children’s well-being. They summarize the primarguments:

1) That education restores a sense of hormalckiitdren amidst chaos through
routine’?

2) that it helps them cope by providing much-needdationships with other
children and adult mentot3;

3) that schools can provide children a safe sgaoeigh teaching and learning
methods which promote the child’s participationl é&arning needs (such as
health and safety} and

4) that going to school provides children hopedorlternative futur&

Winthrop and Kirk’s main criticism of the existitigerature is that most of these
arguments fail to pay enough attention to the \wemof teaching and learning and
therefore why the school setting, rather than amamity center or other setting, is

especially equipped to play these roles (640-6&becifically, while acquiring

2See Machel (1996), Pigozzi (1996), Apfel and Sir@®00), Bruce (2001), Sinclair (2001), Nicolai afiplehorn (2003), Bragin
(2004), Buckland (2005), and Kos (2005) (cited imihtop and Kirk 2011).

13 See Machel (1996), Apfel and Simon (2000), Arafad Boothby (2003), De Berry (2003), Loughry ané&(2003), and Kos
(2005) (cited in Winthrop and Kirk 2011).

14 See Machel (1996), Pigozzi (1996), Sinclair (20Migolai and Triplehorn (2003), Bragin (2004), axiitolai (2004) (cited in
Winthrop and Kirk 2011).

15 See Apfel and Simon (2000), Nicolai and Tripleh(@803), Delap (2005), and Kos (2005) (cited in Winp and Kirk 2011).
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knowledge and skills is generally recognized asafale, there is not enough attention to
“social learning,” or “a range of knowledge, attias, and skills that children can learn in
school that will help them live better and safee$” in the context of conflict” (642).
They also recognize that the “relationships” argammeay fall short by assuming that
children’s relationships in school are always pesjtwhen there are, in fact, “serious
risks during and after armed conflict of abuse exyloitation of students by teachers and
their peers” (Winthrop and Kirk 641; De Berry 20Q@&ach and Mitchell 2006).

Winthrop and Kirk’s interviewsvith Liberian refugee primary school students
and teachers in Sierra Leone, Eritrean refugeegpyirschool students and teachers in
Ethiopia, and Afghan primary school students aaghers in Afghanistan bring out both
positive formal and non-formal forms of learnin§tudents in Ethiopia and Sierra Leone
emphasized the importance of learning both litewuy numeracy skills as well as
knowing the difference between “good and bad” amalv to protect themselves” (650,
653) Students in Afghanistan valued the traditi@udbjects of math, language, and
Islamic studies, but emphasized social learning these, speaking especially about the
importance of having good manners and moral chew651).

Winthrop and Kirk discuss students’ ideas of hoteotstudents and teachers
undermined their learning and well-being, recogrmgzihat the school environment can
be negative as well as positive. However, theg discuss students’ strategies to shape
their own school experiences, such as helping fleeinger classmates, negotiating their
many out-of-school responsibilities and homewoskirg questions of their teachers,

and even pointing out when they had noticed migtakéheir assignments. Ultimately,
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they conclude that “learning is both cause andcetiéremarkable agency on the part of
the children who are incredibly motivated to lea(®38).
Cultural Production Theory

Cultural production theory provides a relevanhfeafor analyzing how students
and teachers shape school culture during conf@etitural production theorists
acknowledge the possibility that social norms Wwélreproduced within the school
context; however, they ultimately view schools si$es of social interactions where
meaning is constructed in a particular contextgrény opening up possibilities for
change (Adely 355). Schools therefore might baewstood as conflictual domains: they
reflect simultaneously “coercive aspects of so@aloduction” and “creative forces of
cultural production” (Mosselson 96.) This frametvtinus provides a valuable tool for
the case study analysis by allowing a consideratfdrow schools in Northern Uganda
both reflected and rejected the norms of a soaiktyar.
Gaps in the Literature

Amongthe empirical literature, findings that conflicfedts educational
attainment but not participation corroborate thpdtliesis of this study that survival
rates, completion rates, and graduation ratesdedrease during conflict. Specifically,
Gates et al. find that conflict is significantlysasiated with a decrease in educational
attainment by 7.5 percentage points, while the $&lldly reports that the conflict-affected
cohorts have lower attainment in comparison to camlict affected cohorts (Gates et al.
33; UIS 5). However, the EPDC report finds widdigpersed effects on enroliment,
possibly indicating that these levels were alrelaidgh or low before conflict onset (1).

Further, the UIS study finds in several caseswhalie educational attainment is
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negatively affected, participation in schoolingna (UIS 5). Conversely, in their study,
Lai and Thyne find primary school enroliment tortegatively affected; however, an
inclusion of indicators on attainment and completoight reveal a larger negative effect
of these indicators (284).

Overall, these results suggest that the existingigcal studies have measured
education in too-narrow terms, by considering émreht and attendance rather than
more rigorous indicators of progression and conmatefThis study adds to the existing
literature by including additional measures of pesgion and completion—survival
rates, completion rates, and intake rates—and fiogspecifically on Sub-Saharan
Africa, a region which has exhibited high ratesshed conflict in the past few decades
(Themnér and Wallensteen 511This study hypothesizes that conflict will letada
decrease in survival and completion rates. Intakes will decrease alongside survival
and completion rates during conflict, as schoodsuarable to provide safe access to
schooling for many children, but the decrease moli be as dramatic.

As countries emerge from conflict, intake rateB sgcover as students are able to
return to school. However, survival rates and detign rates will continue to decline
due to mechanisms at all levels—as students acti¢emsee limited opportunities for
students’ continued education or employment oppdras; school administrators and
local communities struggle to rebuild schools duémited resources (in terms of both
human and financial capital); and the state stegyg rebuild public infrastructure and
efficiently allocate public spending.

This post-conflict effect on intake rates, howeweay be highly dependent on

gender. For example, a continued decline in ttekenrate for girls might be expected in
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countries where sexual violence against femaleswi@dsspread. For example, in the
Democratic Republic of Congo, where rape has beepaommonly used as a weapon
of war, the educational attainment of girls hadided in post-conflict as compared to
pre-conflict periods (UIS 63). To test for thissgthbility a gender parity measure for
intake rates is included.

Unwrapping the mechanisms which link conflict aatlicational access,
attainment, and completion, this study refers &odase study literature on the direct
effects of violence against students, teacherssandols and the subsequent
psychosocial effects of conflict on school cultiegching and learning, and individuals’
evaluations of the returns to schooling. O’Malkegescription of the wide-range of
types of violence, from bombing and shelling towgeation of schools and murder and
abduction of students and teachers, depicts thle rgtality of violence against students,
teachers, and schools. Interviews in Uganda oeffieet of the war on primary
schooling were dominated by discussions of violearwe the threat of violence. One
interviewee described threat to life as the greatesllenge to primary schooling during

the war:

... children would be abducted on their way to s¢hiasbme were even
abducted from schools, teachers were killed dutiegnsurgency, infrastructures
were destroyed including textbooks, even suppgréssision by us to move to
schools was not easy, because we are supposezhttonto ensure quality of
service delivery but this was not easy during tine (Interview with the author,
3 March 2013, Gulu, Uganda).

The literature on the resulting psychosocial affée limited, but descriptive.

This research follows Zakharia’s case study approlaat examines the effect of conflict
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on teaching and learning as well as school culfurding that schools in Lebanon
prioritized students’ safety, but at the expensaaaidemic learning (115). Winthrop and
Kirk’'s emphasis on the ways in which schools suppbildren’s well-being, specifically
through non-formal or social learning during pesad conflict, also informs this study
(642). While academic learning and progressioaugh schooling may be severely
disrupted, schooling may still provide a protecttement for children. This study fills a
gap in the literature by exploring the conceptafals as both endangering and
protective at the individual-level as well as thaamo-level. Considering mechanisms
linking conflict and educational access, attainmant completion, this study
hypothesizes that the culture of primary schoolNanthern Uganda, shaped largely by
students and teachers, both reflected the norrasotiety at war and provided a

normalizing environment for children.
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CHAPTER THREE. PRIMARY SCHOOL INTAKE, SURVIVAL, AND
COMPLETION IN SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA

This chapter discusses the effect of conflict omcational indicators, specifically
of attainment and completion, at the macro-leved] gests the hypothesis that conflict
will negatively impact survival, completion, andake rates, using time-series cross-
sectional data on educational indicators and arcoeélict for 45 Sub-Saharan African
countries from 1998-201*f. Mechanisms at multiple levels may account fos thi
decrease: violence and threats of violence agsindents, teachers, and schools; acute
psychosocial stresses of learning in a war zonerexced by students and teachers—
constant disruptions to their learning and feaattdnding school; and indirect effects on
school capacity, such as state collapse and deplact of students, teachers, and
schools.

Also tested is the hypothesis that intake ratekimprove in the immediate post-
conflict period but that survival rates and comipletrates will suffer, reflecting renewed
access to school but persistently low quality studlents and teachers’ perceptions of
limited opportunities for students’ continued ediaaor employment opportunities
Gender parity measures are included to test thethgpis that gender parity for intake

rates will also decline in the post-conflict perioeflecting the targeting of girls and

16 See appendix A for a summary of data points.
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women during the conflict period and a resultardtfmonflict decrease in girls’ access to
schooling.
Dependent Variables: Measuring Educational | ntake, Attainment, and Completion

Education indicators are drawn from UNESCO'’s Inséitfor Statistics (UIS)
database. Because of the dearth of outcome asdszoariabléd and the inadequacy
of enrollment/participation data, attainment anthptetion data are used to proxy for
educational quality. Attainment and completionigadiors are commonly used proxies
for educational quality—arguably, “schools, in gedewill not retain large proportions
of students to the final grade unless the educa&xmerience has quality” (Dickson et al.
109).

Survival rates are among the most frequently ypserlies for educational quality
(Dickson et al. 109). Specifically, UNESCO'’s Edticaal Development Index, which
measures overall progress towards goals agreedinpbe Dakar Framework, uses
survival rates to proxy for educational quality & Education for All Development
Index,” 306). This study uses survival rate toltst grade of primary, which indicates
the portion of enrolled students who are expeata@dch the final grade, usually fifth.
Dickson, Hughes, and Irfan, through the Internatidfutures modeling system at the
University of Denver, have also found that surviradks correlate highly with assessment
results across countries, when controlling for GIapita and income distribution (109).
Further, in their comparative analysis of 25 coiesirthe UIS found that conflict had a
greater impact on students’ progression througbdaig (attainment) rather than their

overall participation (i.e., proportion of studemtghout formal education). However,

7 See appendix A for a description of other majarcation datasets.
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the authors measure progression not by survivaj bait by calculating the average
number of years of education attained over time.

Graduation rates and the gross intake rate ttagteyrade of primary are used to
measure completion. Where data on survival ratasod exist, completion rates are a
useful indicator of primary education outputs. itdttely, however, survival rates are a
more useful indicator as they are measured inioelab a given cohort rather than in
relation to a theoretical population; thus, thegvyile a clearer measure of internal school
efficiency as they predict the likelihood that atjgalar pupil will survive to a particular
grade while completion rates move in relation @ size of the population. While the
completion rate is calculated in relation to th@udation of theoretical primary
graduation age, completion rates are still useifdicators of quality as they measure an
education system’s capacity to provide graduatiotihé school-age population and
therefore opportunity for continued secondary stihgo Certainly, these numbers do
not tell us whether graduates continue on to pussegendary education or are prepared
to do so, but they do measure whether the systarproavide graduation to its students—
as Bloom points out, “completion is essential, aceeding in today’s world requires
ever-higher levels of knowledge and training” ¥2).

Laurie Cameron, in a study on completion ratemsjlarly points to the
completion rate as a “core indicator of an educesigstem’s performance.” She refers to
the World Bank’s rationale for using the completrate as the primary indicator of

quality:

8 |n their analysis, Bruns, Mingat, and Rakotomafaland that, in the 1990s, the twenty highest-penfog low-income countries
exhibited completion rates which increased annuwgllyn average rate of 2.38 percentage points §8etial. 2003; Dickson et al.
2010, p. 110).
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[b]ecause it measures both the coverage of theaidncsystem and the
educational attainment of students, the primarypetion rate is a more accurate
indicator of human capital formation and the qyadihd efficiency of the school
system than are gross and net enroliment ratiegsalso the most direct measure
of national progress toward the Millennium Devel@nnGoal of universal
primary education. (gtd. in Cameron 4)

Cameron also notes that like survival and enrollmnates, completion and enroliment
rates may move in opposite directions, if accesgemses at the cost of efficiency. If
completion and survival rates are persistently ling might indicate that a country has
not moved beyond the provision of entry-level asdés6).

For this reason survival and graduation rates aan@ analyzed in isolation—
intake rates should be included alongside an aisatysurvival rates, as an indication of
the general level of access to primary scHddhtake rates are preferred to enrollment
rates, because intake measures access to schatlilegenroliment measures
participation. Data exists for both gross andimtke rates. Gross intake rates
frequently exceed 100%, as they include all newesitd against the official primary-
school aged population—indicating that new entrantaprise over-age or under-age
students. Net intake rates calculate only thoseergrants who are of official primary
school-age and are therefore a more appropriateureeaf access.

All education variables are drawn from UNESCO’sathase, accessible online at
http://data.uis.unesco.org. Tables 1-3 presemitiehs of the variables and summary
statistics. It is important to recognize that hessaUNESCO collects data from national
educational sources, the accuracy of the data depmnnational authorities (although

UNESCO provides some quality control).

1% Dickson, Hughes, and Irfan suggest a 1.2 percergagt annual increase in survival rates and @é&r@entage point annual
increase in intake rates as appropriate benchmarkieveloping countries (2010, p. 113).

40



One further concern with the UNESCO data is thamyrdata are missing. There
are several ways to deal with this problem. Org@axch is through listwise deletion, the
approach taken by Lai and Thyne (2007). They askedge the missing UNESCO data,
arguing that the missingness should not substnbials their results, as the data are not
disproportionately missing from periods of civil ma their analysis. A second approach
is through multiple imputation. In his paper omuberacy and education spending in
Africa, Stavasage runs tests using both listwideti® and multiple imputation
estimates, using the Amelia program developed hyaer et al. and King et al. He
finds his independent variable, electoral competitio be significant in both models
(23-24). Likewise, Thyne analyzes both imputed aon-imputed data on educational
expenditures, enrollment levels, and literacy rdiading his results to be almost
identical (742). This study takes the same approamning both listwise deletion and
multiple imputation models.

I ndependent Variables: Measures of Armed Conflict

The impact of the independent variable, armed ainf$ tested using a
dichotomous variable to indicate (1) the preseria@onflict with at least 25 battle-related
deaths and (0) no presence of conflict, as wedlnasrdinal variable, indicating (0) no
presence of conflict; (1) the presence of a conflith 25-999 battle-related deaths; and
(2) the presence of a conflict with at least 1,6@@le-related deaths (Gleditsch et al. 9).
A more nuanced measure of conflict intensity iduded through battle-related deaths
per year.Bdbestis used, which is UCPD’s best estimate for battlated deaths in the
conflict/dyad in the given year (Sundberg 3).

Conflict data is obtained from the Uppsala Conidata Program’s 2012 version
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of the Armed Conflict dataset, which provides dateall armed conflicts from 1960 to
2011. UCDP defines conflict as “a contested incatibylity that concerns government
and/or territory where the use of armed force betwgvo parties, of which at least one is
the government of a state, results in at leasta2iebrelated deaths” (Gleditsch et al. 1).
This analysis is limited to internal and internatitized internal conflicts’

The post-conflict period is measured, following &ad Thyne, using a simple
dichotomous variable to indicate (1) for any yedlofwing conflict, in relation to the
most recent conflict, and (0) for any other ye&@1(2 A relaxed post-conflict measure is
included by coding observations as (0) instead pfdllowing ten years after the most
recent conflict end-year. This is to test the Higpsis that survival and completion rates
will decline in the immediate post-conflict peribdt will eventually recover. Because
no time-frame is identified in the literature, tggars is selected to account for a slow but
eventual recovery. A decay function is createdlierpost-conflict variable to identify
the effect of war on the dependent variables duse following conflict termination.
Starting with a simple decay of 1/time since thd efhthe civil war, this analysis follows
Lai and Thyne’s dynamic post-conflict measure, @alied as 1/(time since the end of the
civil war to various powers) (2835.
Controlling for Other Effects on Educational Attainment and Completion

Several control variables which might impact thpetedent variables are

included in the analysis. These control variablekide: GDP/capita, type of regime,

2 Observations of internationalized internal condliwere removed if the battle location(s) was/werewithin the country. This
meant excluding five “state-years” of conflict: 832010 in Uganda and 2009 and 2010 in Rwanda.

2 The authors modeled this variable using the fiester to the tenth power and found, when usindtiid power, that the
coefficient and level of statistical significancen® no different than other models of this declifibis analysis takes the same
approach, using the third power in the final analys
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and the percentage of population that is rural. &Bfita indicates a state’s level of
economic development and accounts for the podyililat developed states have more
potential resources to allocate towards educatidre type of regime, ranging from very
autocratic to very democratic, might also impaciadion spending, as more democratic
regimes may spend more on public goods to catireio electorate (Lai and Thyne 282).
Finally, countries with a higher percentage of rp@pulation might exhibit lower levels
of intake rates, as these populations have moielinaccess to schooling. A higher
rural population might also signify that the statenore constrained in its ability to
provide schools administrative and financial supp&DP/capita and percentage of
population that is rural are drawn from the WorlahR’s Development Indicators; data
for the polity variable are drawn from the Polity project (“World Development

Indicators”;Marshal et al. 2010).

Table 1. Sample Dat&

Variable Description

Conflict — Yes/No Categorical variable indicatipgesence of conflict: 0
= no presence of armed conflict; 1 = at least 25

battle-related deaths in a given state-year

Conflict intensity Conflict intensity in a given e 0 = no presence of
armed conflict; 1 = between 25 and 999 battle-eelat
deaths; 2 = at least 1,000 battle-related deaths in

given year

2 Definitions for education indicators are takemirthe UNESCO Institute for Statistics 20B8ucation Indicators: Technical
GuidelinesDefinitions for GDP/capita and percentage of popottathat is rural are drawn from the World Ban®gorld
Development Indicators” online database; the didinifor the polity variable is drawn from the RgllV project Dataset Users’
Manual.
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Post-conflict measure

Categorical variable indigatyear post-conflict; 0 =

not post-conflict; 1 = any year post-conflict

Relaxed post-conflict measure

Categorical variaidecating year post-conflict: 0 =
not post-conflict; 1 = any year within 10 years of

conflict termination post-conflict

Battle-related deaths

Dynamic post-conflict measure

Best estimate for battletedldeaths in the
conflict/dyad in the given year

Modeled as 1/numibgears since end of conflict;
and 1/number of years since end of conflict to pswe

ranging from 1-10

GDP/capita in USD

Gross domestic product in coridte8D from 2005
divided by mid-year population

Polity score

Measure of state’s regime type; ranges from +10 to
10, with +10 being strongly democratic and -10 gein

strongly autocratic

% of population rural

Percentage of populatie@mly in rural areas as

defined by national statistical offices

Survival rate to last grade of primary

Percentage aohort of pupils enrolled in first
grade of primary school in a given school year who
are expected to reach the final grade of primary

school

Net intake rate to the first grade of primary

Newrants in the first grade of primary education
who are of the official primary school entrance,age
expressed as a percentage of the population of the

same age

Graduation rate

Total number of graduates filoerlast grade of
primary education, regardless of age, expeas a
percentage of the population at the theoretical

graduation age for primary.

Gross intake rate to the last grade of primary

Mutanber of new entrants in the last grade of
primary education, regardless of age, expressad as
percentage of the population at the theoretical
entrance age to the last grade of primary; proxy

measure of primary completion

Gender parity index

Ratio of female to male ealof a given indicator
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics

Variable M SD Min. Max.
Conflict — Yes/No .19 .39 0 1.00
Conflict intensity .24 .53 0 2.00
Battle-related deaths 130.92 469.78 0 4891.00
Post-conflict measure .52 .50 0 1.00
Relaxed post-conflict measure .33 A7 0 1.00
Dynamic post-conflict measure .06 .23 0 1.00
GDP/capita in USD 1552.13 2578.49 118.64 14901.35
Polity score 1.62 5.20 -9.00 10

% of population rural 62.72 16.56 14.16 g2.1
Survival rate to last grade 63.89 17.58 22.20 98.45

of primary

Net intake rate to the first grade 45.51 19.37 .506 92.25

of primary

Gender parity for net intake rate .96 A1 .68 1.20

to the first grade of primary

Graduation rate 51.68 23.96 14.02 133.15
Gross intake ratio to the last 61.13 23.96 34.0 133.15

grade of primary
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Table 3. Descriptive Statistics — Imputed Datasets

Variable M SD Min. Max.
Conflict — Yes/No .19 .39 0 1.00
Conflict intensity .24 .53 0 2.00
Battle-related deaths 130.92 469.78 0 4891.00
Post-conflict measure .52 .50 0 1.00
Relaxed post-conflict measure .33 A7 0 1.00
Dynamic post-conflict measure .06 .23 0 1.00
GDP/capita in USD 1554.03 2577.26 118.64 14901.35
Polity score 1.69 5.16 -9.00 10.00
% of population rural 62.95 16.55 14.16 g2.1
Survival rate to last grade 64.13 17.42 22.2 8.49

of primary

Net intake rate to the first grade 44.86 19.50 5.06 92.25

of primary

Gender parity for net intake rate .95 A1 .68 1.2

to the first grade of primary

Graduation rate 49.61 23.66 1.27 111.73
Gross intake rate to the last grade 59.56 24.47 14.03 133.15

of primary

Results

Tables 4-9 display the results for the multiplgression tests for each of the five

education indicators—survival rates, net intakesdao the first grade of primary, gender
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parity for net intake rates, graduation rates, gnogs intake rates to the last grade of
primary. Model 1 displays results using the dicmadus conflict variable; model 2
displays results using the ordinal conflict vareggbbthodel 3 displays results using the
battle-related deaths variables; and models 44flaigesults using the dynamic post-
conflict variable?® This discussion focuses primarily on the imputathdets, as more
information is available for these datasets andbge the parameter estimates using the
imputed data are less likely to be biased thamp#tameter estimates from the analyses
using the listwise deletion approachFurther, the results from the imputed data follow
the theoretical expectations more closely thanrdlkalts from the original data.
Differences between the multiple imputation anthlise deletion results are also
discussed.

The first hypothesis that the presence and inteos$itonflict will negatively
impact survival rates, net intake rates, and cotigpieates is overall supported. Across
all models, looking at the survival rate, the vialés indicating presence of conflict,
intensity of conflict, and battle-related deaths aegative. However, these variables are
only significant in the models calculated using dighotomous post-conflict variable. In
these models, one year of conflict is associatéd avdecrease in survival rates by
5.372% to 3.816%, with 1,000 battle-related delthding to a 3% decrease in survival

rates. If the mean number of students enrollgatimary school per country is

% Results using a relaxed post-conflict variablegctvitodes observations as (0) instead of (1) faligwen years after the most
recent conflict end-year are reported in the appenficross most models, this relaxed post-conflatiable was significant, but the
simple post-conflict variable provided a better midit, as the inclusion of the relaxed variablerajside the conflict variables
generally affected the significance of the confliatiables.

2 Multiple imputation (MI) estimates with missingluas imputed using the AMELIA program developedHmnaker et al. (2003)
and King et al. (2001). Coefficients were obtaibgdaking the arithmetic mean; standard errorewdtained using a standard
formula (Rubin 1987) that takes into account varéawithin each imputed dataset and across eachtéahpiataset.
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approximately 4 million, these numbers are sigatiit; with a 3.816% decrease leading
to a loss of about 152,640 students (Lai and Ti2g%g.

The hypothesis that net intake rates will declinardy conflict is also generally
supported, depending on the measurement of thecpafiict variables. Where the
dichotomous post-conflict variable is included, gear of conflict is associated with a
decrease in net intake rates by 4.446% to 3.57Be bhttle-related deaths variable,
however, is negative, but not significant for metike rates.

The hypothesis that completion rates will decliner conflict is supported
overall, with one year of conflict associated wathh4.265% to 9.254% decrease in
graduation rates, where the simple dichotomouskkgiis used and a 6.784% - 4.941%
decrease where the dynamic post-conflict variablesed. The battle-related deaths
variable is not significant. In the analysis obgg intake rates to the last grade of
primary, the conflict variable is significant acsaadl models, with a 7.322% to 5.617%
decrease associated with each conflict year wiherdithotomous post-conflict variable
is used and a 4.279% - 3.622% decrease where tianily post-conflict variable is used
(although the dynamic post-conflict variable itgslhot significant). The battle-related
deaths variable is significant as well, with 1,@@atle related deaths associated with a
3% decrease in gross intake rates to the last grigolemary.

The hypothesis that net intake rates will impravéhie immediate post-conflict
period but that survival rates and completion ratiéisdecline is not met. Although
survival rates and completion rates appear to wectiet intake rates do not appear to
improve. Rather, net intake rates appear to coetio decline in the post-conflict period,

with one post-conflict year associated with a 3%68 a 2.57% decrease. The dynamic
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post-conflict variable, however, is not significarithis might indicate that this effect
does not play out over time, and the post-condftitct that is visible is an aggregated
effect. Likewise, survival rates, graduation ragesd gross intake rates to the last grade
of primary appear to decline when the post-conéit¢ct is measured using the
dichotomous or relaxed dichotomous variable. Astbgse variables, the dynamic post-
conflict variable is again not significant exceptihe case of two of the models for
graduation rates, witip < 0.10.

The hypothesis that gender parity for intake ratéisdecline in the post-conflict
period is generally supported. Where the postimimfdicator is measured using the
dynamic post-conflict variable as well as the relditeration of the post-conflict
variable, the measure is significant, possiblydating the presence of an effect that
dissipates over time. In the first year, the dffe@ .042 - .037 reduction, while in the
second year, the effect is only a .00525 - .004&8&&ction (.042 -.037* .125). Here it
should be noted that gender parity is measureldeasatio of girls to boys for a given
indicator; a gender parity index between 0 anddicates a disparity in favor of males
while a gender parity index of above 1 indicateksparity in favor of females.
Therefore, a .037 reduction could indicate a sigairft shift towards a disparity favoring
males. Interestingly, 1,000 battle-related deatlassociated with a .02 increase in the
gender parity index for net intake rates. Thishmigdicate a high rate of male
recruitment into armed forces, while the post-doh#ffect indicates a decline in the
return of girls to school, possibly due to gendasdal violence that occurred during the

conflict period.
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It is important to point out differences betweea timputed and listwise deletion
datasets. Differences in coefficient values anglpies are most pronounced when
looking at survival rates and graduation ratese @faduation rates variable only exhibits
65 out 597 observations; thus it is expected tinedd results differ, as the multiple
imputation estimates fill in a substantive amouningsing data, and estimates are more
likely to be inconsistent. Further, the level aésingness for graduation rates is
significantly higher for conflict-affected countgears, as only .14 (or 16) observations
are available, while .23 of the observations fanHgonflict-affected country-years are
present. The level of overall missingness is sdtigh for the other variables, but it is
still significant; over half of all observationseamissing across all variables except for
gross intake rates to the last grade of primargwéter, unless the data are missing
completely at random, which is highly unlikely, tiwise deletion estimates will
almost certainly be biased, and the multiple impomiaestimates will provide more
accurate parameter estimates. Still, it is impdrtae recognize the inconsistency
introduced into the multiple imputation estimatetigh the high level of missingness
across most of the variables.

In the listwise deletion models, survival rate donesappear to be affected by any
of the conflict or post-conflict variabled.ikewise, for net intake rates, none of the
conflict or post-conflict variables is significa@though coefficients are negative across
all models and coefficient values are similar. fing to gender parity for net intake
rates, specifically the post-conflict effect, tledaxed post-conflict variable is again

significant and negative, as it is in the multipfgoutation models, with one post-conflict
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year associated with a .012 to a .010 decrea$eigender parity ratio. The dynamic
post-conflict variable is negative but not sigrafnt.

Considering indicators of completion, gross intakéhe last grade of primary
displays results that are most similar to the tesuging the multiple imputation
estimates, which is expected given that fever olagiens are missing for this variable.
The conflict variable is significant and negatinethe first model, with one conflict year
associated with a 2.494% to 2.262% decrease irs gntake rates. However, it is not
significant across the other models, although tedficient remains negative. The
dichotomous post-conflict variable is negative amphificant across almost all of the
models, with a 2.652% - 1.666% decrease assoamtbadne post-conflict year. Across
all models, coefficients are higher for the imputiadasets, with one year of conflict
associated with a 7.322% decrease in gross ingdks to the last grade of primary for
the imputed dataset and only a 2.494% decreagbhddistwise deletion dataset. Results
are less similar for graduation rates, with coéfit directions generally the same but
differing levels of significance.

The results for the control variables vary acrbesmodels. GDP/capita is
positive across all models, as is expected, buifsgsgnt only for survival rates, gross
intake rates, and several models in the case dlgten rates. The polity variable is
positive and significant across all models, indreggthat more democratic regimes are
likely to exhibit higher education indicators, wdthe percentage of population rural is
significant and associated with a decrease in durcandicators across almost all of the
models. For the listwise deletion datasets, tealte are more anomalous. GDP/capita

remains positive across all models, while percent#gpopulation rural remains
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negative, but these variables are significant wefecases. However, the polity variable
is not significant across any of the models.

Looking at model statistics, for the multiple imation datasets?is generally
high, above .5 for most models. However, this sthbe interpreted with some caution,
given the inclusion of a lagged dependent variablech is highly significant across all
models. The%value is higher for the listwise deletion datasptssibly due to the low
sample size and less randomness across the depgadeable and greater weight of the
lagged dependent variable in the model.

Discussion

Overall, it appears that the conflict and postflicinperiods are associated with a
significant decline in education indicators of attaent and completion. This supports
Gates et al.’s finding that “a war with 10,000 katteaths is associated with a relative
decrease in attainment of about points” as wethadJIS study’s finding that “cohorts
that were of school-going age during a time of tonlhave lower educational attainment
that persists over time” (Gates et al. 33; UISHE)wever, the negative effect of conflict
on education does not appear to hold when conagleonflict magnitude. Further
research might consider measures of civilian céisgahstead of battle-related deaths to
analyze the possible effect of conflict intensity.

Looking at the post-conflict period, the effectgender parity for net intake rates
appears to dissipate over time. However, in tlse cd survival rates, net intake rates,
and gross intake rates to the last grade of printheypost-conflict effect appears to be
aggregated, unrelated to time. This might indithsée the effect lasts long after conflict

termination, although this cannot be determinedhftbe current analysis.
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Overall, these results point to a continued neemtsider measures of attainment
and completion and to support the collection ofgatbrs which more closely measure
guality. These findings contradict Mack et allsim that “war is not development in
reverse” (HSRG 2012). Mack et al. offer severgdlamations for this assertion: that
wars are less destructive now than they used tthaeconflict may not be sufficient to
slow pre-war rates; and that the negative impadt Inesoffset by other factors. The
explanation that the negative impacts of conflietyrtbe too short-lived to be easily
detected” is especially questionable, as all ofdthecation indicators in this study appear
to be negatively affected in the post-conflict pdr{(HSRG 104). However, because this
study analyzes levels of education indicators ratien rates of change, it is difficult to
ascertain whether these effects are due to faat@ady present during peacetime. The
inclusion of control variables moves in the direntof understanding how factors such as
state resources and regime type impact educatidriytiher studies should continue to
measure pre-, during, and post-war education itolisdo understand the performance of

these variables over time.
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Table 4. Results— Coefficients and Standard ErrorValues, Model 1*

Conflict
yes/no

Post-conflict
yes/no

Lag (y at n-1)

GDP/capita

o4 in USD 2005

Polity score

% of pop.
rural

Constant

Survival
rate

262
(2.518)

-339
(2.044)

7617
(.051)

.0006
(.0005)

-.058
144

-123*
(.069)

23,537+
(7.053)

N =185

R?= .6967

adj R=
.6865

F-statistic =

68.15

Survival
rate (MI)

-5.372%*

(1.953)

-5.587***

(1.345)

.550***
(.043)

.001*
(.0003)

3007
(.115)

-.143%
(.035)

40.493%*
(4.291)

N = 597
R?= 53298
adj R=
52822
F-statistic =
112.772

Net intake
rate

-1.780
(2.300)

-1.637
(1.839)

.B50%*
(.038)

.0003
(.0005)

.210
(.148)

.003
(.055)

6.181
(4.856)

N =167
R%= .8154
adj R=
.8085
F-statistic =
117.80

*p<0.10, *p<0.05, ** p<0.0]

Net intake
rate (MI)

-4.446*
(2.331)

-3.962%
(1.565)

642
(.035)

.00004
(.0003)

216*
(.132)

.057
.052

14,977+
(3.931)

N = 597
R%= .487
adj R=
48176
F-statistic =
93.708

NIR gender
parity

-011
(.010)

-.010
(.007)

908+
(.027)

.000001
(.000002)

.0002
(.001)

-.00002
(.0002)

.093%+
(.033)

N = 168
R?=.8998
adj R=
.8961
F-statistic =
241.04

NIR gender
parity (MI)

-.011
(.012)

-.010
(.016)

723
(.038)

.000001
(.000001)

.001
(.001)

-.00003
(.0002)

270%+
(.039)

N = 597
R?= 556
adj R=
552
F-statistic =
124.72

Graduation
rate

-2.151
(3.811)

-1.864
(2.621)

.964***
(.047)

.0008
(.0007)

-.050
(.188)

-.095
(.065)

7.860
(5.598)

N =65
R%=.9456
adj R=
.9400
F-statistic =
168.00

Graduation
rate (MI)

-14.265+++
(3.263)

-10.102%*
(2.674)

584wk
(.038)

-.00003
(.0003)

502%%*
(.134)

- 153
(.052)

37.525%+
(5.393)

N = 597
R?=.65044
adj R=
.6469
F-statistic =
184.426

Gross
intake rate

-2.494*
(1.351)

-2.652%
(1.109)

861 %
(.024)

L001%+
(.0003)

-.067
(.073)

- 101+
(.033)

14.821 %+
(3.696)

N = 301
R?=.9277
adj R=
.9263
F-statistic =

629.16

Gross
intake rate
(M)
-7.322%**
(1.776)

-4 34
(1.352)

.650%*
(.030)

.0009%**
(.0003)

409%
(.115)

- 1577
(.040)

32.475%*
(4.059)

N = 597
R?=.7216

adj R=

.72436
F-statistic =

262.702



Table &. Results— Coefficients and Standard ErrorValues, Model 2*

Conflict
intensity

Post-conflict
yes/no

Lag (y at n-1)

GDP/capita
55 in USD 2005

Polity score

% of pop.
rural

Constant

Survival
rate

504
(2.139)

-.190
(1.976)

7634
(.051)

.0006
(.00053)

-.056
(.144)

-124*
(.069)

23.330%*
(6.97)

N =185

R?= .6968

adj R=
.6866

F-statistic =

68.17

Survival .
rate (MI) Net intake
rate
-3.816** -1.632
(1.497) (2.037)
-5.371% -1.361
(1.292) (1.790)
552 .852%**
(.043) (.0378)
.001** .0003
(.0003) (.0005)
.292** .210
(.118) (.149)
- 144 .001
(.036) (.055)
40.166*** 5.882
(4.322) (4.816)
N = 597 N =167
R?= 53298 R?=.8151
adj R= adj R=
52822 .8082
F-statistic = F-statistic =
112.772 117.55

*p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01

Net intake
rate (MI)

-3.569**
(1.745)

-3.968*
(1.574)

6434
(.035)

.0001
(.0003)

201
(.132)

.056
(.051)

15.022%+
(3.830)

N = 597
R?=.48802
adj R=
4828
F-statistic =
94.152

NIR gender

parity

-.005
(.008)

-.007
(.007)

912
(.027)

.000001

(.000001)

.0002
(.001)

-.00003
(.0002)

.088*+
(.032)

N =168

R?=.8992

adj R=
.8954

F-statistic =

239.34

NIR gender
parity (MI)

.007
(.010)

-.001
(.008)

7320k
(.036)

.000002
(.000001)

.001*
(.001)

-.0001
(.0002)

253+
(.037)

N = 597
R?=.5729
adj R=
56852
F-statistic =
132.616

Graduation
rate

-3.331
(3.138)

-2.691
(2.577)

.955%x*
(.045)

.001
(.001)

-.082
(.190)

-.084
(.065)

8.441
(5.450)

N =65
R%=.9463
adj R=
.9408
F-statistic =
170.46

Graduation
rate (MI)

-9.254%+
(2.581)

-8.686%*
(2.598)

.608*+
(.038)

.00007
(.0003)

AT 4>
(.140)

- 154%%
(.051)

34.980%*
(5.422)

N = 597
R%= .6462
adj R=
.64262
F-statistic =
181.036

Gross
intake rate

-1.427
(1.001)

-2.191*
(1.046)

868
(.024)

L001%+
(.0003)

-.069
(.073)

-.097%+
(.033)

13.706%
(3.587)

N = 300

R?=.9274
adj R=
.9259

F-statistic =

626.03

Gross
intake rate
(M)
-5.617***
(1.289)

-4.227%%
(1.295)

57
(.030)

001+
(.0003)

383
(.115)

- 1577
(.040)

31.838**
(4.034)

N = 597

R%=.72832
adj R=
.7255

F-statistic =

294.246



Table €. Results— Coefficients and Standard ErrorValues, Model 3*

Battle-related
deaths

Post-conflict
yes/no

Lag (y at n-1)

GDP/capita

in USD 2005
5€

Polity score

% of pop.
rural

Constant

Survival

rate

-.0003
(.003)

-520
(1.629)

.758%*
(.049)

.0005
(.0005)

-.060
(.144)

-121*
(.070)

23.775%*
(6.755)

N =185
R?= .6967
adj R=
.6865

F-statistic =

68.15

Survival
rate (MI)

-.003*
(.002)

4,077
(1.323)

.560***
(.043)

.001%*
(.0002)

315k
(117)

- 14255
(.036)

38.262%*
(4.125)

N = 597
R?= 53042
adj R=
.52566
F-statistic =
111.736

Net intake Net intake
rate rate (MI)
-.0005 -.002
(.003) (.002)
-.843 -2.570*
(1.530) (1.384)
.855%** .658***
(.038) (.034)
.0004 .0002
(.0005) (.0003)
.218 .238*
(.149) (.129)
-.004 .051
(.055) (.050)
5.531 12.980***
(4.785) (3.954)
N =167 N = 597
R?=.8147 R®=.4827
adj R= adj R=
.8078 47926
F-statistic = F-statistic =
117.28 92.87

*p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01

NIR gender

parity

-.00001
(.00001)

-.006
(.006)

915wk
(.026)

.000001
(.000002)

.0002
(.0006)

-.00004
(.0002)

0845k
(.032)

N =168

R%?= .8993

adj R=
.8955

F-statistic =

239.60

NIR gender Graduation
parity (MI) rate
.00002** .007
(.00001) (.007)
-.005 -.070
(.007) (2.081)
723%* .988***
(.035) (.041)
.000002 .001
(.000001) (.001)
.002** -.022
(.001) (.186)
-.0001 - 123%
(.0002) (.065)
.260*** 6.639
(.034) (5.246)
N =597 N =65
R®= 57928 R°=.9462
adj R= adj R=
.57502 .9406
F-statistic = F-statistic =
136.074 169.98

Graduation
rate (MI)

-.004
(.003)

-4.227%
(2.194)

6617
(.038)

.0004
(.0003)

D47
(.146)

- 147w
(.050)

27.293%*
(5.091)

N =597
R®= .62838
adj R=
.6246
F-statistic =
167.43

Gross
intake rate

-.0002
(.001)

-1.276
(.862)

881 %
(.022)

001 %+
(.0002)

-.059
(.074)

-.090%*
(.032)

11.574%*
(3.296)

N =301
R%=.9269
adj R=
.9254

F-statistic =

621.43

Gross
intake rate
(M)
-.003**
(.001)

-1.882*
(1.143)

.680%*
(.030)

001 %+
(.0003)

427
(111)

-.152%*
(.040)

27.686%*
(3.853)

N = 597
R?=.4827
adj R=
47926
F-statistic =

92.87



Table 7. Results— Coefficients and Standard Error Values, Model 4*

Conflict
yes/no

Post-conflict
dynamic

Lag (y at n-1)

GDP/capita
in USD 2005

57

Polity score

% of pop.
rural

Constant

Survival

rate

577
(1.922)

.981
(3.771)

763%*
(.049)

.0006
(.0005)

-.057
(.144)

-123*
(.069)

23.065%*
(6.296)

N =185

R?= .6968

adj R=
.6866

F-statistic =

68.17

Survival
rate (MI)

-1.124
(1.591)

-1.129
(4.282)

B573%x*
(.043)

001+
(.0003)

3594+
(.110)

-.113%%
(.036)

32.757%*
(3.881)

N =597
R?=.5193
adj R=
51442

F-statistic =

106.73

Net intake Net intake
rate rate (MI)
-.878 -1.549
(.054 (1.941)
-3.96( -1.090
(3.107 (3.495)
.863*** .665%**
(.035 (.033)
.000¢ .0003
(.0005 (.0003)
192 .253*
(.148 (.130)
.00¢ .071
(.055 (.051)
4.62¢ 9.989***
(4.388 (3.46)
N = 167 N =597
R’=.8164 R®=.48194
adj F°= adj R=
.809¢ 47688
F-statistic = F-statistic =
11€55 91.854

*p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01

NIR gender
parity

-.005
(.008)

-.014
(.013)

920+
(.026)

.000001
(.000002)

.0002
(.001)

-.00002
(.0002)

075%
(.030)

N =168
R?=.8994
adj R=
.8957
F-statistic =
239.33

NIR gender
parity (MI)

-.003
(.009)

- 042+
(.015)

728
(.037)

.000002
(.000001)

.001
(.001)

.00005
(.0002)

253246+
(.034)

N =597
R?= 5779
adj R=
5736
F-statistic =
135.374

Graduation
rate

-.499
(2.814)

-4.931
(6.528)

.968
(.045)

.001
(.001)

017
(.181)

-.108*
(.065)

6.822
(5.088)

N = 65
R%=.9457
adj R=
.9400

F-statistic =

168.20

Graduatior
rate (MI)

-6.784%*
(2.526

-7.613°
(4.58)

643%+
(.036)

.0006**
(.00027

5344
(.139)

-.097*
(.050)

23.876%*
(4.005

N =597
R?= .6327¢
adj R=
.6290¢
F-statistic =
170.5¢

Gross
intake rate

-321
(.999)

-.558
(1.534)

886+
(.022)

001+
(.0002)

-.061
(.074)

-.073%
(.031)

9.427%%
(2.936)

N =301
R?= .9264
adj R=
.9249

F-statistic =

616.52

Gross
intake rate
(M1)
-4.279%**
(1.542)

-3.362
(2.442)

-B70%
(.030)

001 %+
(.0002)

434w
(113)

-.130%*
(.039)

26.403%*
(3.550)

N =597
R?=.72296
adj R=
.72016
F-statistic =

257.204



Table 8 Results— Coefficients and Standard ErrorValues, Model 5*

Survival ;?év(ll\\/ﬁ; Netintake  Netintake NIR gender NIR gender Graduation Graduation Gross intglizsrsate
rate rate rate (MI) parity parity (MI) rate rate (MI) intake rate (M)
Conflict .675 -1.053 -.576 -1.549 -.001 .008 -1.273 -4.,941** -.126 -3.622%**
intensity (1.688) (1.294) (1.681) (1.515) (.007) (.007) (2.350) (1.986) (.785) (1.165)
Post-conflict 1.028 -1.165 -3.901 1.213 -.013 -.039** -5.085 -7.456* -.515 -3.448
dynamic (3.774) (4.258) (3.109) (3.575) (.013) (.015) (6.506) (4.55) (1.533) (2.436)
Lag (y at n-1) 765%** B74%* .863*** .665*** .920%** 731%* .963*** .650%** .887*** B73***
(.049) (.042) (.035) (.033) (.026) (.035) (.044) (.036) (.022) (.030)
GDP/capita .0006 .001%** .0004 .0003 .000002 .000002 .001 .0006** .001*** .001***
58 in USD 2005 (.0005) (.0003) (.0005) (.0003) (.000002) (.000001) (.001) (.00027) (.0002) (.0002)
Polity score -.056 .353*** .194 .240* .0002 .001* .019 5147+ -.061 4127
(.133) (.112) (.149) (.131) (.0006) (.007) (.179) (.143) (.074) (.115)
% of pop. -.126* - 113%*= .001 .073 -.00004 -.00001 -.101 -.100** -.074** -.129%**
rural (.069) (.034) (.055) (.051) (.0002) (.0002) (.065) (.049) .031 (.039)
Constant 23.116**  32.803*** 4,652 10.027** .075** 251 %** 6.810 23.653** 9.366** 26.256***
(6.297) (3.883) (4.403) (3.423) (.030) (.033) (5.068) (3.963) (2.931) (3.566)
N =185 N =597 N =167 N =597 N =168 N =597 N =65 N =597 N =301 N =597
R?=.6969 R?=.51952 R?*=.8162 R?=.48264 R?=.8992 R’=.57898 R?=.9459 R?=.63242 R?=.9264 R*=.7286
adj R= adj R= adj R= adj R= adj R= adj R= adj R= adj R= adj R= adj R=
.6867 .51466 .8093 47738 .8955 .57468 .9403 .62868 .9249 .72584
F-statistic = F-statistic = F-statistic = F-statistic = F-statistic = F-statistic = F-statistic = F-statistic = F-statistic = F-statistic =
68.21 106.826 118.45 92.13 239.39 136.012 169.00 170.344

616.35 264.888
*p<0.10, *p<0.05, ** p<0.0]



Table 8. Results— Coefficients and Standard ErrorValues, Model 6*

Battle-related
deaths

Post-conflict
dynamic

Lag (y at n-1)

GDP/capita

in USD 2005
5¢

Polity score

% of pop.
rural

Constant

Survival

rate

.0001
(.003)

.894
(3.775)

761%x*
(.049)

.0006
(.0005)

-.060
(.144)

-119*
(.069)

23.068%*
(6.310)

N =185
R?= .6966
adj R=
.6864

F-statistic =

68.12

Survival
rate (MI)

-.002
(.002)

-1.186
(4.410)

B573%*
(.043)

.001%*
(.0003)

341w
(114)

-.113%
(.037)

32.819%*
(3.871)

N = 597
R?= 52108
adj R=
.51622
F-statistic =
107.546

Netintake  Netintake NIR gender NIR gender Graduation
rate rate (MI) parity parity (MI) rate
-.0003 -.001 -.000007 .00002** .007
(.003) (.002) (.00001) (.000008) (.007)
-3.778 -.927 -.013 -.037** -4.404
(3.090) (3.55) (.013) (.015) (6.459)
.863*** .669*** 921 *** 721 .982%**
(.035) (.033) (.026) (.035) (.042)
.0004 .0003 .000002 .000002 .001
(.0005) (.0003) (.000002) (.000001) (.001)
.199 .249* .0002 .002** .0004
(.150) (.129) (.0006) (.007) (.178)
-.002 .067 -.00003 -.00003 -.128
(.054) (.048) (.0002) (.0002) (.065)
4.790 9.982%** .074* .260*** 7.237
(4.407) (3.413) (.030) (.033) 5.053
N =167 N = 597 N =168 N = 597 N =65
R’=.8161 R?=.48216 R®=.8994 R?=.58514 R?*=.9466
adj R= adj R= adj R= adj R= adj R=
.8092 47688 .8956 .5809 9411
F-statistic = F-statistic = F-statistic = F-statistic = F-statistic =
118.35 91.958 239.83 139.45 171.42

*p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01

Graduation
rate (MI)

-.003
(.002)

-6.160
(4.598)

670
(.037)

.0006*
(.0003)

.545%*
(.148)

-115%
(.047)

22.582%*
(4.061)

N =597
R®= .62582
adj R=
62202
F-statistic =
165.706

Gross

intake rate

.0005
(.001)

-.405
(1.521)

.888*+*

(.022)

001 %+
(.0002)

-.056
(.074)

-.076%
(.031)

9.301%**
(2.916)

N = 300
R%=.9264
adj R=

.9249

F-statistic =
616.64

Gross

intake rate

(M)
-.003**
(.001)

-2.74
(2.425)

684x+
(.030)

.001%*
(.0002)

4284
(.110)

- 137
(.039)

25.553#*
(3.574)

N = 597
R?=.7215

adj R=

.71864
F-statistic =

230.23



CHAPTER FOUR. LEARNING AS PROTECTIVE AND ENDANGERIN G:
A CASE STUDY OF PRIMARY SCHOOLING IN NORTHERN UGAND A

Standard regressions, while useful in demonstragtatterns, are limited in their
ability to demonstrate causality. The finding thanbflict negatively affects children’s
access to schooling and primary school progressioincompletion is important, but
alone, it does not say anything about how thestfplay out and how they might be
ameliorated. The case study approach helps tolgjgdn these patterns by exploring
the causal pathways linking the education and axnfariables.

Through a case study of Gulu District in Northergaldda, this chapter examines
the local-level mechanisms through which conflité¢éets children’s schooling and how
local actors—specifically students and teachers-~aleritical role in ensuring that
schools protect children during conflict throughastgies which support the learning that
takes place in schools. This study explores haacthiture of primary schools in
Northern Uganda, shaped largely by students amthées, both reflected the norms of a
society at war and provided a normalizing environtrier children.

The most distinctive characteristic of the LorRssistance Army’s (LRA)
twenty-year insurgency and arguably the most infphtd primary schooling was its
high-profile strategies of violence and terror agacivilians. During the war, Gulu and
Kitgum Districts experienced the majority of LRAolence (COWI 68). Although the

LRA carried out several attacks within Gulu munadity, it did not manage to take the
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town from government control, and most of its dtawere concentrated in the villages
surrounding the town (Branch 4). From 1994 oniliers in the villages surrounding
Gulu municipality were displaced into “protectedlages,” or internally displaced
persons (IDP) camps, by the government (IDMC 6@né&3ally, attacks were worse in the
village; the security situation in town was desedlby interviewees as “not all that very
bad,” “a little peaceful,” and “fairer” (Interviewith the author, 16 April 2013, Gulu,
Uganda; Interview with the author, 1 May 2013, Kaap Uganda; Interview with the
author, 20 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda). This distion came out clearly in student
interviews, where all students from the villageatdsed experiences of rebel attacks on
schools or in the surrounding area, while threeigiit students from town schools
described experiences of rebel attacks.

Discussions of challenges to primary schoolinghsiudents and teachers
centered primarily on instances of violent attasksschools and a constant fear of
attacks. One student, following a detailed accofisin LRA attack on the primary
school she attended in Gulu municipality, explaihed violence affected her learning:

Because ... as young as you are, you cannot sde alegsstill have that ability

... to study. So it was a challenge, that | facethy life during that

particular moment ... you cannot study in the schdwéreby each and every day

that you step in the school the rebels are attgour school (Interview with

the author, 27 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda).

Teachers commented similarly on how insecuritycéfé their ability to teach and the
challenges they faced in supporting students’ iegrn

These children do not only [not] ... want to leartrt they don’t have the ability.

Even they are not in their right mind. So it'sdhéor you to force someone to

learn. You have to give the person the opponuoitearn (Interview with the
author, 10 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda).
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In addition to threats of commuting to and attegdinhool, LRA attacks
constrained the ability of government officialsonitor schools. Teachers described
additional absences of support in terms of meaajariss, limited teaching resources,
and a lack of school infrastructure and teachesasing. One support that did increase
during the war was teacher training and workshops fNGOs, with support from the
district education office, on topics relevant tadking during wartime, such as handling
large numbers of children in the classroom andtifiemg students who had been
formally abducted or who were orphans. Where mdvastructures were built, this was
often done by NGOs with help from students’ parents

Yet, overall, wide-scale displacement and ramp@sdcurity led to overcrowding
in primary schools and a culture of “automatic podion.” Camp life, described by one
interviewee, clearly affected schooling as earlyrmages and pregnancies became
common: “The society developed a kind of patterhfef... you find that the number of
reporting of cases [of sexual assault] becomesfailso So the rate of dropout among the
girls was high” (Interview with the author, 17 Ap2013, Gulu, Uganda). One teacher
summarized the situation in schools by distinguiglbetween the presence of learning
versus quality: “The school itself was there bairteng was not very effective. ....
‘Cause there was a lot of fear. There was gurshahny moment” (Interview with the
author, 17 April, 2013, Gulu, Uganda).

However, despite these challenges, all but twihefstudents interviewed
described wanting to attend school, because oéd ttebe educated, to have knowledge,
“be someone,” “be ..someone important in the future,” improve on thestyle of the

family, “achieve my goal,” and “help other peopleawhave not studied” (Interviews
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with the author, 21 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda; Iniew with the author, 15 April 2013,
Gulu, Uganda; Interviews with the author, 18 AROGIL3, Gulu Uganda). One parent
interviewed described a song that she used tohgnghildren every day to encourage
them to attend school: “Children, you have to lsttedying because studying is
good/teachers come from school/school is good/decimme from school/school is
good” (Interview with author, 10 April 10 2013, GulUganda). This culture of
prioritizing learning led to high intake rates thghout the conflict; however, low quality
and a policy of “automatic promotion” created aiafton in which drop-outs and high
absenteeism were inevitable.

Overall, primary schooling during the war facedese challenges, characterized
by poor quality of learning, physical endangerntbnbugh exposure to rebel attacks, and
the indirect reflection of violence in schools thgh corporal punishment, the presence
of soldiers, and sexual assault and harassmetiaddgrsts. At the same time, students
emphasized the importance of their in-school retethips with friends and teachers as
they advised each other on personal and academliecshes, such as losing a parent,
lacking money to pay for school fees, or struggiwvith a particular school subject.
Students also emphasized the critical role theichers played in mentoring them and
advising them on how to stay safe. One studenegd: “Those teachers, they were
not helping us academically only. But to some eixteehen we are ... having some
difficulties in any situation” (Interview with thauthor, 18 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda).
Schooling thus represented a contradictory spabetbf endangerment and protection.

Brief History of War-Affected Northern Uganda
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The LRA insurgency grew out of a series of pdditimsurgencies as a result of
the Museveni-led 1986 government’s grab for powet latent fear among the northern,
Acholi population. The 1980s political landscapéJganda was characterized by deep
divisions along ethno-regional lines; a legacy dltfral violence; and a weak,
exclusionary state (Hovil and Lomo 7-12; Allen 9-Dblan 68-71; Doom and
Vlassenroot 7-10; van Acker 336-340). Post-indepece, narrow political interests and
fear guided regimes. The Obote I, Idi Amin, Obibt©kello, and Museveni regimes
established a norm of using violent means to acaedsetain power (Doom and
Vlassenroot 7). By the time Museveni seized pawdr986, he had inherited a country
in social disorder (van Acker 335). Although esging ideals of national unity, the
government continued to engage in the exclusiopeagtices of its predecessors (van
Acker 341).

Acholi fear of not only political exclusion butsal an impending massacre
materialized through a series of anti-NRA (NatioRakistance Army, led by Museveni)
movements. These included the Ugandan People’obmatic party (UPDA), the Holy
Spirit Movement (HSM), and the Lord’s Resistancer(LRA) (Doom and
Vlassenroot 15-22). The LRA is the most well-knosfrthese because of its high-profile
tactics beginning primarily in 1992. From 1992 the LRA engaged in indiscriminate
violence against civilians, intending to exact reye on those who had supposedly
fought alongside the government’s defense unityi{lmd Lomo 16). At that point, the
LRA’s goals had shifted to focus on a control & ffopulation, rather than a control of

territory.
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Arguably, the LRA’s strategy of terror against ghepulation—including
mutilations, rape of women, abductions of childr@md controlling, violent initiations of
abductees—poses the hugest problem to reconstmudiibildren were forced to kill
their family members and each other; this discoenlagem from defecting since it
isolated them from their families and communitissraurderers (Dolan 120-122).

The LRA’s tactic of indiscriminate violence refledtits inability to police its own
members due to its very limited civilian supportdack of incentives for participation.
Arguably, the LRA also engaged in indiscriminatel@nce against civilians starting in
the early 1990s because its goals shifted to foousontrol of the population rather than
control of territory.

LRA violence tapped into a system of “highly renzble ‘signs™ (Doom and
Vlassenroot 27). Mutilating a person’s lips orseaas intended to terrify him from
communicating with the government. Cutting offeagon’s legs sent a similar signal
that riding a bicycle, a common form of transpoatat should not be used to collude with
government officials. Rape of women both commueiddhe LRA’s power and
disrupted family social order (Doom and Vlassen@dt During field work in Northern
Uganda from 1998-2000, Christopher Dolan met nowine had not either experienced
or witnessed such an act (99), implying deep, wickesd, and indiscriminate social
terror.

These tactics reflected not only the LRA’s intéragpunishing defectors, but also
a broader strategy to control the Acholi populatimugh turning them against the
government. A Gulu NGO worker articulated thisitogThe rebels attack civilians

because they want publicity, and when they strikiéian targets, it will show that the
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Figure 1. Ugandan Districts Affected by the LorBssistance Army

SUDAN
i s Kaputa
Torite
KITGUM
IKitg )
PADER
Guluse
GULU
LIRA
CONGO APAC [»Lira
(DRC) o ¢ KATARWI
?.:: :?-"\' & : ¢ 1 . .
; s SOROTI gumI
UGANDA
Kampala
=
Entebbe
g KENYA
L Victaria
EITGUM  district
ACNOIl ethnic group
D conflict-affected districts
TANZANIA

L L]

Source: Mark Dingemanse (2012)

66



rebels are active. It will be turned around that government is not protecting people”
(gtd. in Hovil and Lomo 22). Achieving this goahw/less than successful for the LRA,;
although civilians were caught between supportiveggovernment and supporting the
LRA, this strategy did not sway them towards LRAport. However, it did often imply
a deep deficit of protection for civilians. Becayseople were displaced into IDP camps,
insecurity was greater, as “ordinary people werglggched between two fighters.” An
interviewee for this project described how the N&#fen accused Ugandans of being
rebel collaborators, while the LRA accused peopleotiaborating with government
forces: “as the war continued, both sides werélpeople.”

The LRA's strategy of terror was reflected withtis organization as well.
Beginning around 1994, the LRA relied largely onladting children to fill out its
membership (Doom and Vlassenroot 25). A stud@stviewed for this project clearly
articulated the logic behind this strategy:

...it makes people to be in fear, that made mo#t®f.. young people not to

continue with studies because at that time, [¢hels] were truly aware that the

only way that they could, add their soldiers,ysAhat? By abducting these
young kids, and they could only find those kidsby.going to schools. (Interview
with the author, 18 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda).

Further complicating social reconstruction has lteéenwide scale displacement
of the population during the insurgency. From 1892005, approximately 1.8 million
people were moved into “protected villages” or 1Ed#Mps by the Ugandan government
(IDMC 6). According to the UNHCR, in 2005, theggpeoximately 1.8 million IDPs

were living in 251 camps across 11 districts oftlmem Uganda (“UNHCR closes

chapter on Uganda’s internally displaced peopl&@he camps did not prevent
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abductions, however; over 40,000 children becanghtrcommuters,” as they fled
nightly to urban centers, which were consideredrsab avoid LRA abduction (Veale
and Stavrou 21).

Displacement in the villages was accompanied bgrmudisplacement. By 1996,
around 30,000 people had been displaced into Gua,tconstraining access to housing
and employment. By mid-1997, however, most foabveas being channeled towards
IDP camps in the villages, causing an exodus othietown center; still tens of
thousands of people remained in Gulu town (BranchDisplaced individuals from
Kitgum and Pader districts also moved to Gulu ferelative security, with the UPDF
army based there, and economic opportunity, larg@bported by the humanitarian
industry, as most aid organizations were headgwatie Gulu town (Branch 5-6).

Differences between Gulu town and the villagesaurding Gulu relate
primarily to the town’s security relative to villag and higher level of aid delivery to the
displaced camps in the villages. Although the L&d#ried out several attacks on the
town center, the rebels did not take the town fkdéiRDF control, while, in the villages,
people living in the IDP camps were largely unpcted, targeted by both the LRA and
UPDF soldiers. Reflecting the heightened vulnéitgdand insecurity in the villages,
emergency aid delivery was concentrated there. eSomn residents interviewed by
Adam Branch in 2007 described resentment of theamation of aid in the villages,
while others focused on the superiority of towe kind the ability of town residents to
support themselves without emergency aid (Branbh 4-

Data on population trends in Gulu town and disigdimited; however, it is clear

that people continue to live in IDP camps throudl®ulu district today. The population
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did not begin returning home until 2006; in 2002%6of the population was still living
in “major camps,” and by 2010, 83% had returneditages (Pham and Vinck 24)The
UNHCR reported in 2012 that approximately 30,00ptiiced Ugandans were still living
in IDP camps, transit centres and in local comnesiacross Northern Uganda
(“UNHCR closes chapter on Uganda’s internally caseld people”).There are also
reasons to believe that many of the urban displeaedined in Gulu town following the
war, given the continued economic opportunity thasethe focus shifted from
humanitarian aid to reconstruction and developra&h{Branch 14). Further, the
problem of land conflicts has hampered the retdiindividuals to their villages. Upon
return, beginning in 2006, many northern Ugandassogtered that their land had been
grabbed by the state military, occupied by rela&igeneighbors, or turned into national
parks (IDMC 18). Research by the Human Rights €eattthe University of Berkeley
from 2006 indicated that 35% of returnees surveygekrienced a land dispute in that
year (Pham and Vinck 28).

The implication of such wide-scale terrorism, aligut and displacement has
been the disruption of social norms and traditiamsvell as social institutions. The
family and extended family units have been torrriggahools, community centers,
churches, markets, and other social institution® lieeen destroyed; and major sources
of income, such as farming, have dissolved thrattgcks and looting. Children who
were abducted missed out on primary education ard w some cases forced to rejoin
the primary school system because of a lack oftadoiedial education. The Ugandan
government’s forced displacement of the populatiother disrupted schooling, as

scattered communities were relocated into “muatpeiaaggregates, ranging from a few
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thousands up to tens of thousands,” resulting er@ewded and under-resourced
schools (Dolan 78).
Background on Primary Schooling in Northern Uganda

The available literature on education in wartimeabldga is limited and scattered.
Several reports offer bits and pieces of relevaiarmation. Probably the most useful of
these is a 2005 report by the Women’s CommissioRé&ugee Women and Children,
Learning in a War Zone: Education in Northern UgandChildren and youth
interviewed in 2004 by a team from the Women'’s Cassion (WCRWC) spoke to the
value they placed on education as “perhaps the ipsirtant way to prevent
recruitment and re-recruitment into armed groupgafning in a War Zong). Yet,
schools were far from save havens; the LRA targptedary schools for recruitment,
because they were often isolated outside of towtece (WCRWOQL_earning in a War
Zone3).

The over twenty-year conflict in Northern Ugandsrdpted education in other
ways. Following the Ugandan government’s poli€ynoving the Northern Ugandan
population into “protected villages” in 1994, sckowere restructured into learning
centers (Dolan 78). The Women’s Commission dessrihese learning centers as
“physical classroom structures or designated dmdsarning (beneath trees)”
(WCRWCLearning in a War Zon8). The displacement of schools led to overcrongydi
140 Kitgum schools were re-organized into 34 lesgrienters (WCRWCearning in a
War Zoned). It is unclear who was responsible for thedingy and organization of these
learning centers, although it seems that mostisfrésponsibility was left to community

members, especially students’ parents (WCRMeé&rning in a War Zon@&5).
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Additional threats to schools were representatien_.RA’s targeting of teachers
as they commuted to school, which considerablyctédtéthe ability of headmasters to
recruit, retain, and motivate teaching staff, mlads trained teachers. The World Food
Program reported 232 teachers killed in Gulu distione in 1997 (Bethke and
Braunschweig 87). This makes Robert Gersony'snedé that “more than 100 teachers”
were killed from 1987-1997 appear very conservatidethke and Braunschweig 87;
Gersony 79). The threats that faced studentseauheérs also affected the capacity of
local governments to monitor and support teachedsdelayed the national
government’s delivery of Universal Primary Educatfands (Bird et al. 65, 68-69).

Although it is difficult to construct a completecfure from the available
literature, the general consensus lines up withafinet al.’s conclusion that “the schools
in the camps were [clearly] not functioning welP4). Actual teaching, much less basic
teaching materials, was limited. A 2011 reporthy Internal Displacement Monitoring
Centre describes how students faced threats ofcibdiwon the way to and from school.
Although they do not specify a time, only “at aelapoint in the conflict,” they write that
some schools responded to this problem by redubigig hours of instruction (13). Still,
many families naturally feared sending their claldto school. Daniel P., one of the
IDMC'’s interviewees reported how he didn’t attede€ause of the abductions—rebels
would abduct children from school. That was in ound always, so we wouldn’t go too
far from the camp” (13). Students’ lives were lfient disrupted by the common practice
of “night commuting” to avoid LRA abductions. A@®Women’s Commission report

identified approximately 44,000 night commuter&inlu, Kitgum, and Pader districts,
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“mostly children, adolescents, and women who flezrtvillages and IDP camps each
night for town centers seeking safety from LRA attchns” (WCRWCResilience in the
Darknessl).

Experiencing War

Violence and I nsecurity

Discussions of the impact of violence on the priyrshooling experience
dominated interviews, given the LRA's tactics adiscriminate violence against
civilians and abductions of children. In respottsa question about whether the LRA
was targeting schools intentionally, a key infortnaxplained that it might have been
intentional, referring to the abduction of 139 gilom St. Mary’s College boarding
school in 1996: “when the Aboke girls were abducterlone was protecting them.” She
followed up that the rebels were deliberately tanggvillages because of “a complete
lack of support; they could get ... [whatever] thegnted” (Interview with the author, 25
April 2013, Gulu, Uganda).

The threats of attacks on schools differed fodesiits depending upon their
location. One student made the distinction betwegm®xperience in a village school in
Lira and a town school in Gulu:

In Gulu in town ...it was not so bad. But if you go to ... the villagairrounding

Gulu town it was very bad. ... but here in town tkegre not attacking it, why?

Because there were already soldiers around town ...

(Interview with the author, 20 April 2013, Gulu, &ltda).

However, students from both the village and towscdbed the chaos that resulted when

they were dispersed from schools because of attakether student from a town

school explained: “I remember there was a day we i@ our lessons, but abruptly
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those LRA [rebels] came, at which they did make eg@upils to jump through ... the
windows. Each and every one ... [had to try] hiberlevel best to escape” (Interview
with the author, 18 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda). Giedent from a village school added
similarly that “... if we are interrupted like thaty attacks] ... you may hurt yourself in
the process of hiding ...” (Interview with the authd® April 2013, Gulu, Uganda).
Another student from a village school elaborate@dom®xperience in which the rebels
attacked an area near the school and she was faréealve school for several days and

hide in the bush:

... ataround 10 ... we just heard a gunshot ...wecusie out through the
window. And we were even confused where to ruriThen we just run, we
continue with running like that, then we just goto Dino [primary school] ...

but the soldier[s] ... and ... the LRA, they were jfighting seriously. ... They
were fighting for the whole day. Then we just tunfor two days. And even our
parents, they were looking for us ... then aftertwo] days we just come out.

... that is why at school you cannot feel safe.Sometimes you may be arrested
[abducted] or you may be attacked. (Interview wité author, 21 April 2014,
Gulu, Uganda).

Although attacks occurred predominately in theagéls, severe attacks still occurred
within town and affected learning. A student inlGtown during the war began the
interview by describing her experience of an LR#aek on the primary school she was
in at the time:

... itwas like that day ... it wanted to rain, butduld not rain at that very time.
So when we were in class, the teacher saw thesrebdiut at that moment ...
students were inside ... so on the process of tleléeaelling us that, the rebels
came, and the teacher just told us stay insidelt#ss. Then when they came they
put three gunshots ... they wanted to know whethenetlre people inside the
class. ... So there are some few girls who camefalie class and they were
shot dead. Then afterwards we the students whe wwerlass, we all lied down
under the desk. ... So afterwards when we were dona pf the rebels came to
class and so one of the students prayed from theside, and when they came,
they caned that girl to death. Afterwards theyadlught us outside ‘cause that
girl has really exposed the whole class. So wheg brought us outside, they
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killed our teacher; after that they told us thaytlare going to take us outside ...
then ... by that time ... one of the rebels saw rhabhwere moving by that time in
the road. So ... since for us we were young atghsgtcular moment, they had to
go and hunt for those men. That's how we escamed the school. (Interview
with the author, 18 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda).

Several teachers described rebel attacks asupterg their teaching, referring to
attacks both directly on the school and in thelmgarea. One teacher described the
rebel attacks as occurring two times per term, evaiiother referred to them as occurring
once a month. Teachers’ responses to the attétded at least partly depending on the
proximity of the attack. One teacher explained #tadents and teachers would run
away upon learning of attacks, elaborating th&tere we have this direction ... so when
they are coming from this direction we advise thehto go. At least they have to get a
better place ...” (Interview with the author, 9 A@2013, Gulu, Uganda). Another
teacher described how nearby attacks were normahe did not stop teaching unless
the attack was near. Upon hearing gunshots, gblaiegd that her approach was to
“stabilize and continue.” She elaborated:

Because you will say, is it near? Because f d far distance from the school,

you say, ah this is a normal thing, and then yantioue. Knowing it will not get

you. It’s far. Itis not from near. But if ydeel it is very near, of course you
take cover. You take cover. Today it is not gasqInterview with the author,

12 April 2014, Gulu, Uganda).

Not only hearing bullets but also the presenceotfiers, army vehicles, the sound of
helicopters, and bombs going off were mentioneithdisative of nearby attacks.

Not only students but also teachers faced riskabdfictions. A former primary

school teacher, described an experience of beidgcaéd for a brief period, early on in

the war. She was able to communicate with herestiyjdvho was among the rebels that
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abducted her, and he helped her to escape. oltbeing passage she describes the
experience:
So when they came they thought we were all froemtlarket. We were all
abducted ...Good enough, one of the rebels was my former pupi was
moving very close to his feet. And | was complaining, my son, where are you
taking me? ... He was telling me, madam, ... [theselple will just kill you,
don’t say anything, let’s just continue movingo \8e moved. ..There was a
long line behind us. So for us | was very clas&itn, we were moving very fast.
... And he just ... [said], madam, you just fall hbehind ... so | fell behind
there and the rest passed. (Interview with thileaul2 April 2013, Gulu,
Uganda)
In addition to actual attacks, the threat of atta@Kected teachers in the
classroom. One teacher spoke of news of othehéeabeing abducted and killed:
... itwasn’t easy because some of the teachersiétiins. They were abducted
and killed. And when they abduct you, they hagerbtelling us stories, which
are not nice, which ... [bring] trauma and stress sttgma (Interview with the
author, 4 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda).
The fear of attacks or ambushes was also descabgénerally unpredictable. One
teacher described how “[teachers] have ... suspidioer® is going to be attack ...
anyone, anytime, and within the camp” (Interviewhathe author, 11 April 2013, Gulu,
Uganda).
Most teachers, when asked about general challehgggaced, spoke of
difficulty moving to and from school as well asttavn to collect their salaries because of
insecurity. A teacher from a village school ddsed movement as not only “very, very

difficult” but also “very, very risky” (Interview vth the author, 11 April 2013, Gulu,

Uganda). He explained that many teachers lost lives coming to school, and some
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teachers were killed in ambushes. Respondingyteeation about whether teachers
continued to come to school despite these threatexplained:

You come. You keep on coming. But when you haaered the way is not

smooth, you don't risk. You stay away. You dagotto school because if you

try, then sometimes you end up going up to Suttaar{iew with the author, 11

April 2013, Gulu, Uganda).

Another teacher described the unpredictabilityhefinsecurity:

... sometimes it [rebel movement] is not very frequen. When they are not

around, like when they have gone to Sudan, youesin.. for a month. But

even when they are like in Gulu, in Kitgum town Katgum district, it can take
for them only one day to reach here, so it waseasy, when now you begin to
hear the rumors that they are town in Kitgum distiyou become fearful ...

(Interview with the author, 9 April 2013, Gulu, bigda).

This insecurity led to restrictions of civiliansiovement and general late coming
to school. One teacher explained that the armyldv@strict movement to and from the
camps, so that teachers often did not reach scmdiblaround 9 a.m. and were required
to reach the camp again by 5 p.m. (Interview whih author, 12 April 2013). A key
informant described this restriction of movememnikrly, saying that the military
restricted movement out of the camps until 10 aomwhen the military had finished
their monitoring, and required people to returrBqy.m. (Interview with the author, 27
April 2013, Gulu, Uganda). Students and parenssmleed problems with teachers’ late
arrival or absence. Several students attributsddhteachers’ living far away from
school and the lack of teachers’ quarters, whiteostudents and parents attributed it to
teachers’ fear of abductions or ambushes on thetevaghool: “Yes the teacher[s] may
not be there ... in case ... they heard that thoselpé¢the rebels] are near here. [They]

don’t come to school. They just run away” (Intewiwith the author, 21 April 2013,

Gulu, Uganda).
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The general state of insecurity caused teacherstaidents to at times sleep in
the bush, in urban commuting centers, or in one sa&he mission,” if they heard
rumors that the rebels were nearby. This was moam@nonly described by students:

So in order to save our lives we used to stafienbiushes and they take for us

food; sometimes we sleep hungry. And in townrghaere some NGOs ...; it’s

called Noah’s Ark ... that's where we used to speadnights ... (Interview with

the author, 20 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda).
One parent described how he sent his childreraipisttown with relatives as a “way of
dodging [the rebels] so that the child can getgslaghe night” (Interview with the
author, 26 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda). In one caseacher described how she was
forced to leave Gulu district and go to Kampalaluré99, when she returned to Gulu
(Interview with the author, 12 April 2013, Gulu, &lida). Another teacher described
similarly how “some teachers ran away from teaclaingd they went outside the district”
(Interview with the author, 16 April 2013, Gulu, &ltda).

Several students explained how sleeping in towecsdl their learning, one
student explaining that “it was hard because if gome now where people are ... you
may not have that time to read” (Interview with thehor, 18 April 2013, Gulu,
Uganda). Another student explained that sleepirigwm caused him to “not perform the
way | should” (Interview with the author, 19 ApBi013, Gulu, Uganda). A teacher
explained that sleeping in town affected learnibgdly,” causing problems with late
arrivals (Interview with the author, 12 April 201Gulu, Uganda). Beyond disrupting
learning, traveling to and staying in night commgtcenters was dangerous for children.

A key informant NGO worker described the generaditoons in commuting centers:
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For example, in urban centers, children are lefioime to these night commuter
centers, without companies, which were very riskyis your own child, you
know the risk implications, for example, of a childlking 4 kilometers away ...
to come and sleep in town. ... people who will gisstroy the lives of the
children and sexual abuses are there. But pacentd say, you are safer in town
... and yet, it is ... [very] risky, even to send thfsld to the urban centers but
they don’t take consideration of the risk implicais as the child travel[s] ...
(Interview with the author, 5 April 2013, Gulu, Ugia)

Teachers’ and students’ descriptions of their gadéschool were mixed.
Several teachers explained that they felt secittesrdbecause of the presence of soldiers
or news on the security situation they receivedftbe surrounding community.
We were safe because the soldiers were thereisctiool from morning until
evening. ‘Cause at the beginning these peoplkl @tack the school and ...

move with the children away. So the soldiers usddeep the school up to the
time of the closing. (Interview with the authorAgril 2013, Gulu, Uganda)

However, others described feeling insecure or uareabout their security:

The safety, you would just pray, let it be okayt you never know what might

happen, so you cannot be so sure! ... You may neblseire whether you are

very safe, because you would feel anything woulgpblea at any time. ... you
never know. At all. You never know what might pep. (Interview with the
author, 12 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda)

Students similarly had mixed responses regardien safety. Students in the
town generally responded that they felt safe bexabtithe presence of soldiers or
proximity to the soldiers’ barracks, while studefntsn village schools generally
responded that they did not feel safe. One studemt a village school explained:

At school at that time you cannot even feel safe.Because in 2004, they

brought me in this camp, eh? ... And in fact thisnary school is even somehow
far from that center. And we were having one oldi. and that soldier was
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even a pupil in P?. But he always came with the gun ... (Interviewhvhe
author, 21 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda)

Several students distinguished between their safetying to and from school and while
at school. One student explained: “We had no fgaen you're at school ... our main
fear was to leave from home, then go to schoolabse from school there were many
armies there ... the soldiers are there to guardloggrview with the author, 15 April
2013, Gulu, Uganda)

Of the seven parents interviewed, five commenteg fhlt that their children
were in danger at school; these parents had a haixildren in village and town schools.
One parent with children in village schools expéairthat: “You have doubt; the rebels
may attack schools. [It was] more dangerous irvillege than in the town” (Interview
with the author, 10 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda) Amatadded: “... in the village, they
were not safe because at any time the rebel cackatt” (Interview with the author, 24
April 2013, Gulu, Uganda). However, parents witlildren in town schools also
described feeling that their children were “nottha#t safe” and “in danger” (Interviews
with the author, 24 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda; Iniew with the author, 25 April 2013,
Gulu, Uganda).

These day-to-day experience of war clearly disdijgarning, as students and
teachers struggled to commute to and from schadloace at school, faced risks of
attacks and abductions. Despite an overarchimggipzation of their learning, students
also reported challenges with focusing on theiosbliork, reflecting back to the fear of

attacks and an inability to find time to read atfgoor in urban commuting centers.

% Throughout the analysis, the abbreviations P1fETsed to refer to the primary school grade levels
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Likewise, teachers struggled to teach amidst inions of nearby attacks or gunshots,
news of attacks and abductions.
Disruption of Social and Economic Livelihoods

In addition to posing a constant threat to lifes twenty-year insurgency also led
to a depletion of social and economic resourcé&sulu District and Northern Uganda.
One teacher reflected on these issues, askingiotSbat matter, sometimes we ask
ourselves the question that, what has the wanrdahe? And how did it do so? One
thing is clear is people were brought into campsyiad the year 1996” (Interview with
the author, 10 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda) He latentinues to answer his question:

| want us to also understand that immediately [wivexh war started, many things

were torn apart. Social infrastructure—you carklabhuman settlement, you

can look at people being camped, you can lookeasthool infrastructures like
buildings. You can look at the students’ atten@saicschool. All these were
seriously interrupted just because of the war. Antecause of that ... the result
was ... poor performance. Since then Northern Ugéiadebeen trailing, if you

look at statistically the performance in the counfinterview with the author, 10

April 2013, Gulu, Uganda)

The Ugandan government’s policy to displace 1.8ionilpeople into “protected
villages” or IDP camps was especially disruptiventividuals’ livelihoods. One parent
interviewed described the situation:

At that time it was very hard to get foodstuff besa you cannot go to dig

because of the insecurity, and most people wergvarking. So we were

depending on World Food Programme, and the foodvas] not enough, so you
have to go and do some odd jobs to help you top(kmperview with the author,

26 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda)

All of the parents interviewed described challenigegetting enough money to pay their

child’s school fees, and several mentioned probleitis affording basic necessities.

They attributed this to an inability to dig (far@d, in several cases, extended stays in
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the hospital that made it difficult for them to edor their children. One parent described
an LRA attack on the hospital where she workedudh which her nursing “papers”
were destroyed, causing her to be unable to watkrftiew with the author, 25 April
2013, Gulu, Uganda). Speaking about challengstuttents, one teacher added: “There
was also lack of food, eh? There was no way thayents] could do their farming. They
had now to do odd jobs ... to earn a living ...” (Invdew with the author, 12 April 2013,
Gulu, Uganda). Another teacher added that:
The parents ... sometimes you don’t have enough, fpmdhave to go and work
for the food first, then ... you come back to feleem. And also ... [the food]
that ... [was] given by the NGOs was not enough;etomes you find twelve
people in the family ... (Interview with the authdrApril 2013, Gulu, Uganda).
After Jan Egeland’s visit to Northern Uganda i®2@&nd designation of the area
as “humanitarian crisis,” NGOs begin to populatetNern Uganda and fill some of the
gaps, especially as they related to food insec(iitfan and Hovil 6). Almost every
teacher and student interviewed referred to thegmee of the World Food Programme
within schools. One key informant described theagion:
During ... displacement, parents were not involvBécause many were saying,
we are now in the camp, we don’t have resourcesat'stwhy many NGOs were
... providing for needs of children in schools. Wnifi. Pens. Excess books.
Textbooks. Meals in schools were mainly NGOs piimg. Not parents.
(Interview with the author, 27 March 2013, Gulu,duga)
Still, the poverty was widespread, despite NGO spoships and the presence of
programs such as the World Food Programme. Sesteidénts described lack of
resources primarily in terms of hunger in schoal #re inability of their parents to pay

for their school fees. One student described tiiatson he faced in relation to hunger in

school: “Because you known food at school is inadés, you can not eat to your limit.”
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He added that “[o]bviously even if you are hungru cannot read, you cannot
concentrate. Your mind will be on food, at whateiwill | get food” (Interview with the
author, 19 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda)?

Overall, the shifting of many schools into leagenters hampered learning and
teaching conditions and resources. One key infatrdescribed the situation:

. the conditions were not very favorable. Saidren would be [learning]
under the tree. [There were] not enough classsod&thools would start late.
Sometimes the rebels would attack anytime. t wak kind of education in
emergency. (Interview with the author, 1 May 20d8mpala, Uganda)

Teachers described poverty and the lack of ressuncierms of both the effect on their
teaching and personal lives. One teacher mentitregdhere were no classroom
resources, while another teacher indicated thatileg materials were available but
facilities were not for a period: “In the past weed to study under the trees ... [b]efore
constructing the class, they brought tents. ... ¥wedised to write on the portable
chalkboard when we were learning under the treesériview with the author, 4 April
2013, Gulu, Uganda; Interview with the author, &Ap013, Gulu, Uganda). Other
teachers added that additional challenges incllmedalaries, a lack of teachers’
guarters to allow them to sleep near the schodl fand scarcity.

This destruction of livelihoods through displaceni@ the camps contributed to
the disruption of social norms; as people were lenbmaintain their former means of
living through farming, their focus shifted to siuai. One key informant described a
general lack of child protection which resultedpleing that displacement led to a

situation in the camps which normalized and unéeprted sexual violence. In general,

“... child abuses were very paramount ... parents weaftesing [to let] the children to go
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to school not only because of the security bub[&@lscause] they wanted to use children
as child laborer” (Interview with the author, 5 A@013, Gulu, Uganda).
Indirect and Social Violence

In addition to being a direct target of attack$auls reflected violence indirectly,
primarily through the use of corporal punishmeln¢, presence of the military within or
nearby the school, and sexual harassment and asBagcribing an initiative that was
developed to eliminate corporal punishment in st$)@key informant discussed the
prevalence and normalcy of corporal punishmentnduthe war:

Because, you know during the war ... families [wéralimatized. You can just

hit a child out of your frustration. These violesgues were so much. Even

children seeing what the parents were doing ... alsmpacted ... their
character. (Interview with the author, 1 May 206@mpala, Uganda)

The issue of corporal punishment came up sevenaistin interviews, as students
discussed their fear of or negative feelings towaeachers who used corporal
punishment, and key informants described programmegponses to reduce corporal
punishment. One key informant stressed the impoetaf reducing the use of violence
in schools especially because of the impact th@éntce had on formerly abducted
students. He described a scenario that occurredeba training on alternative forms of
discipline:

... there was a teacher in one of the schools he®iin and in that class there

was a child who was formerly abducted and came.b&ckthis child never

wanted to see a teacher using a cane in the chass$after [the] psychosocial
training, we told them, do not punish using theecablse friendly approach. ...

So this teacher ... was warned by that pupil, | Ba&ng the cane. Because |

went through a lot when | was in captivity. Then the third time the pupil got

up, grabbed the teacher by the neck, and startedgthe teacher. ... So [we
told the teachers] let us change the approachlahggato them, of handling them,

and so forth. So thereafter we did not experighisekind of scenario anymore
(Interview with the author, 27 March 2013, Gulu,dogda).
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Another key informant discussed the impact of arONgogram which was successful in
sensitizing teachers on alternative approachesrfmcal punishment:

Before the training? Of course there ... [was]tafacorporal punishment. [It

was] much reduced, and we have good testimongdnt schools. Children

[were] trained on their rights and we also traiteathers on rights of [the] child.

UN convention on rights of the child. Teachergeajteally reduced corporal

punishment (Interview with the author, 1 May 206K@mpala, Uganda).

Three students mentioned feeling negatively towéedchers who were using
corporal punishment. One student explained howssliggled with a particular subject
that was taught by a teacher using corporal puresiinand that she went to other
teachers for help: “[I was] doing some other nurebahich ... | have not understood
when we are for the lesson and going to other exadpart from that teacher, ‘cause |
just hated him because of the way he had beenngeat ...” (Interview with the
author, 18 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda).

From interviews, it is unclear when and whethepooal punishment was really
reduced in schools. However, when asking teadbetsscribe the rules they set for
their students, several described a participatorggss of setting rules, explaining that:
“we normally build them so that we set a guidee tolgether”; “... they make their
controls ...”; and “.. sometimes we discuss the capacity of the punishheeshould be
given ...as a class you discuss” (Interview with the authérApril 2013, Gulu, Uganda,;
Interviews with the author, 8 April 2013, Gulu, Ugka). It is possible that because

corporal punishment was a normal practice it wasnaught up frequently by teachers,

or that teachers did not want to discuss the usermioral punishment with a Western
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researcher. Two teachers mentioned caning asstbpopunishment for students for
breaking rules, while four students described e af caning as a punishment in the
classroom.

Violence was also indirectly reflected in schodiotigh the presence of the
UPDF soldiers, especially within town. For mosidgnts, this seemed to represent
security. One student explained how he felt merige in the town than in a village
where he had previously been in Lira district:

Because ... from the village there were not enoudptiess that were guarding the

school; in fact there were no soldiers. Becausestidiers were there in the

village but ... their camp was in a distance, som&dgtistance from where the

school is ... so when the gunshots start they woelddry far from us, so we ...

[would] have to find our [own] ways. (Interview \mithe author, 20 April 2013,

Gulu, Uganda)
However, one parent described the presence obtteess as problematic, explaining
that: “... when there are soldiers, people are niet lsacause they will fight ... they will
attack at any time ... even the staying of the soMi¢hin the school was scaring the
children ...’cause ... when you see the guns ... younuatlbe safe” (Interview with the
author, 24 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda).

Sexual violence and harassment posed an addittbadeénge, especially to

female students, during the war. Interviewees rilesd instances of teachers’ “eloping
girl learners,” and in general, early marriages pratjnancies (Interview with the author,
9 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda). One female studemi@red that some teachers had
“negative attitudes towards girls” and would “cdlé girl that the girl should be their

wife” (Interview with the author, 21 April 2013, Gy Uganda). While these attitudes

were not necessarily a direct result of the war,gresence of conflict certainly
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exacerbated challenges for girls by disruptingaaworms, as one key informant
explained that the war and displacement in the sdmapl created a situation in which
sexual assault became normal, and people werggeagkbout reporting it.

In these ways, schools remained dangerous onaddgeels for children
throughout the war, characterized by physical egdament through exposure to rebel
attacks and the indirect reflection of this violeng schools through corporal
punishment, the presence of soldiers, and sexsalisand harassment of students.
However, students, teachers, and parents priafitearning throughout the war and
pursued strategies to support continued school8tdl, these threats combined to
negatively affect students’ quality of learning gmwdgression through and completion of
schooling.

Effects on Teaching and Learning
Primary School I ntake

Conditions of accessibility of displaced schoald an overall culture which
prioritized learning created a situation which sonpged high intake, enrollment, and
attendance of students throughout the war. A &aekplained that “at that time, we had
very many children in classes because once chilchiare from the villages, they were
many, many ..large numbers of children in classes, as comparadw” (Interview
with the author, 4 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda). Gatiedent described how the proximity
of schools improved access: “ ... life was easy, seaypu know the school was near.
And ... now you ... have to walk ... many miles to come&cthool” (Interview with the

author, 15 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda).
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The primary indicator that intake rates remainiggh lauring the war is an
overarching culture which prioritized learning adlication. Presumably, this attitude
towards learning led to high intake as well as bment and attendance rates, as
students, parents, and NGOs used a variety oégtest to support children’s access to
schooling. Most students emphasized in generaldhes and importance of attending
school. This value was reflected in interviewsiremy students explained that they went
to school because of a “need to be educated,”dt@ lknowledge,” “be someone,” “be
... Someone important in the future,” improve onlifestyle of the family, “achieve my
goal,” and “help other people who have not studigaierviews with the author, 21 April
2013, Gulu, Uganda; Interview with the author, 1&iA2013, Gulu, Uganda; Interviews
with the author, 18 April 2013, Gulu Uganda). SeVeescribed aspirations, such as
becoming a doctor, nurse, teacher, pilot or pregideUganda. One student elaborated
on his feelings about the importance of schooling:

... what | found ... was important [is that] ... [I] netmigo to school ... to widen

my ... level of reasoning. Because ... if you aresayheone who is educated,

you will not be having that mind of reasoning theng at times even small or
mere cases may defeat you. That's the main remstmwhy someone who is
educated can easily be differentiated from somedne... never went to school.

So my main reason as to why | choose to study waslift those ones who shall

not be in the right situation of going to school.bygiving that information that |

... get from school to them. (Interview with the authl8 April 2013, Gulu,

Uganda)

In addition to students’ prioritization of leargint appears from interviews that
students also viewed school as an aspect of thes Which represented normalcy or
stability. When asked about their motivationstterad school during the war, students

cited relationships with their friends and teacherseveral cases acknowledging that

although it was a difficult situation, they werdealto enjoy being with their friends. One
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student even added that she would encourage frishdsvere being kept at home by
their parents to escape and come back to schabbsthey could be together.

Several students described school as a place heyeould forget about
problems that were worrying them. One studentarpt: “You know when | go to
school, | just feel good. ... [I have] my friend, Hpcialize, even | forgot other bad things
that were happening. And even as | come to schéedrned many things” (Interview
with the author, 15 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda). Amer student added: “Cause when |
am at school | don’t think of any other factorgkd_poverty ... even the violence ...
when we are school you just stay, you don’t thibkuw it” (Interview with the author, 19
April 2013, Gulu, Uganda).

Motivations among students to attend school alsenebed to material incentives,
such as food within the school or financial or matesupport (such as through textbooks
or uniforms) to attend from parents, family memberdNGOs. Several students cited
the importance of safety, either because of thegmee of soldiers in the school or
proximity to the barracks. Other students desdritt@v a parent or a teacher motivated
them to continue with their schooling by advisihgr on the importance of schooling
and generally encouraging them to “persevere.8elveral cases, teachers went to
students’ homes to encourage them to continuedattgrschool. In addition to parents
and teachers as role models, several studentsa@fier NGO workers who were
distributing food in the schools or camps, collsgelents, or family friends as role
models. One student explained: “What motivatedvas ... seeing other people who

are educated ... their standard of living; that’s ivhade me to go to school ‘cause | was
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thinking that at least if | study | might be likeetm in future” (Interview with the author,
18 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda).

Students’ motivations to attend school became @edhey described dealing
with the challenge of a lack of school fees by damanual work during the holiday or
approaching their teachers with the problem. Quéent described how he used both
approaches:

We were not having enough money ... | went and erpthio our teacher. There

was a certain teacher who told me that ... when yeursholiday, you need not

to sit, you have to do this simple, simple jobisg liaying bricks, selling these
simple, simple things, so that you can generateaypo®f which | was doing ...
and paying my school fees. (Interview with the autii8 April 2013, Gulu,

Uganda)

Another student echoed this approach:

Sometimes ..you can go and negotiate yourself. ... You go argbhate. You

tell them what is on the ground. ... during holidayeu pay even like for those

manual works. ... those ones which you can managen you cope up

(Interview with the author, 18 April 2013, Gulugbhda).

Teachers also discussed strategies they used tesadthallenges to students’
attendance. These related primarily to developatafionships with students’ parents.

In the following exchange, one teacher describasisiative called “school family
initiative” to follow up on students: “All the cldren in the school were distributed to the
respective teachers. ... you will act as their paahie parents of those children given to
you. So that you become very close, make proplemfaip, then you consult the
parents” (Interview with the author, 11 April 200Eulu, Uganda). Responding to a
guestion about the success of the program, he reliab

It was very successful. Because some of the pavegre even very negligent
about the education of their children. So wherfallew them, sometimes the
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parents need also to be given guidance and conggéiterview with the author,
11 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda).

Another teacher added that, in response to gipbséateeism:
... we make follow ups. When the girl ... [has] drepgput of school, we follow,
we go to the parents, we talk to the parents,imeevihere the girl is, if the girl
has gone, maybe ... we go and talk to the girl aimylihe girl back to school
(Interview with the author, 11 April 2013, Gulugbhda).
Several additional teachers referred to the impogaf looking at the relationship
between the parent and the child or understanti@ghild’s family situation to
understand the child’s problems in the classroom:
'Cause there may be some problem, either from¢hed or from home. ... You
also visit the parents and share ... maybe the tsmhas divorced, so ... [they]
can not even meet the needs of that child wedlth&t one you have to address
(Interview with the author, 8 April 2013, Gulu, bigda).
Two students explained that they did not go tasthillingly, but were forced
to go by their parents. This reflects the genseatiment that emerged from student
interviews that their parents wanted them to gsctwool. The parents interviewed
echoed this sentiment explaining that they wantatkeded their child to study. One
parent explained: “Maybe the time that the war rhagkd, your child might be of no use.
| want my child to study and have this knowleddatdrview with the author, 10 April
2013, Gulu, Uganda). Parents also explained hiegt would sometimes keep their
children at home if the security situation was gadd, but in general, that they wanted
their children to go to school. One parent desctibow she motivated her children to go
to school through singing them songs daily, oneluth was about becoming a teacher

and another which listed various professions whetjuired schooling (Interview with

the author, 10 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda). Anotharent explained the importance of
90



motivating his children to attend school by buythgm new uniforms and school bags,
which made his children proud, and in some casawtsg them to school when they
did not want to go (Interview with the author, 24rA 2013, Gulu, Uganda).
However, several of the parents interviewed desdrifither parents’ keeping
their children at home. One parent explained:
... SO many, so many [did not want their childremgécto schooll], that's why I've
told you so many children during the war ... didrver go to school ... one day.
... First of all they said ..their children may be .abducted by the rebels or the
rebel[s] can even attack the schools and abduictdhidren ... (Interview with
the author, 24 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda)
He attributed this to a lack of education: “[Thare] certain people in the village who
have never gone to school and they don’t know .. gtianess of education.” However,
he also added that, for himself, he wanted hiddobi to go to school because, having
dropped out of school at Senior 2, he had seetbddness of not being educated”
(Interview with the author, 24 April 2013, Gulu, &lgda). A key informant added that
parents’ wanting to keep children at home was adkelenge because of the survival
mentality that was adopted during the war. Chidrere kept at home “not only
because of the security but they wanted to usdremlas child laborer.” She elaborated:
Because the trauma that the communities had made tir ... forfeit a lot of
opportunities. Because the whole focus is wergedure. ... All we need is to
first save our life. So the issue of education naisa priority. The issues of
health ... [were] not a priority .the most important issue was life. (Interview
with the author, 5 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda)
An additional key informant echoed that parent®pag children at home was at times a

problem during periods of insecurity:

... when the rebel activity was at a peak, moshefgarents ... [did] not allow
their children to go to school. Because on thg wato school, the rebels can
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come and abduct the child. So parents were fbhgvio send their children to
school. (Interview with the author, 23 April 20X 3ulu, Uganda)

Where parents were not willing to send their aleitdto school, NGOs responded
through programs which sensitized parents on tip@itance of school attendance and
education. One key informant described an appradbh was both soft and critical of
parents, explaining that the main message of thgram was “translating the mind of
community to believe that, yes, tomorrow will betbeand we need this child. ... Invest
in this child tomorrow, do not think about bendifigf ... [from] this child today”
(Interview with the author, 5 April 2013, Gulu, Ugda). She added that the approach
was at times harsher, to send “the strong mesdags far as even threatening
communities that we’re going to arrest you, if wedfthat you're doing such violations
to children,” referring to the government mandaia fparents send their children to
school through UPE (universal primary education)efiview with the author, 5 April
2013, Gulu, Uganda). Another key informant desdib program which sensitized
parents on the importance of sending their childoeschool through community
dialogue:

... the program really resulted into the idea ofdseg the children to school, let

them stay in school and at least let them compaletgcle of primary school. So it

was through ... [this program] and then educati@bodjue at school level
because ... school level ... is where we mobilizpadents together with the local
leaders ... let them educate themselves on the tanpme of education with some
success stories. [For example] ... you see ... tughter ... she has completed
her primary school, she has gone to universityAnd this [is] how the
community ... [was] able to send the children toosth.. and enrollment
increased. (Interview with the author, 24 AGIL3, Gulu, Uganda)

Another way that NGOs promoted primary school asaeas through building

infrastructure, such as learning centers and sarfaailities for schools. One key
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informant described the building of a road whiclproved access:

... access to school was ... paramount. And throaptabor based approach, ...
[we were] able to facilitate the opening of [ahumunity access road that leads to
... the primary schools, in the hard to reach gitg@erview with the author, 5
April 2013, Gulu, Uganda).
Another key informant described a similar approach:
Now if there ... [are] bad roads that can lead tdate coming of our children,
what can we do? We can mobilize as a communiyclear off this road so that
our children are able to wake up earlier, theneoonschool (Interview with the
author, 24 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda).
Primary School Survival and Completion
Despite the improved access to schools duringvireit appears from interviews
that the quality of learning suffered overall. Jlkifect on the quality of learning
presumably led to high drop out rates, high absesite and decreased survival rates,
reflecting Dickson et al.’s observation that “sclspan general, will not retain large
proportions of students to the final grade unlbssaducation experience has quality”
(109). Improved access, through proximity to theps, was associated with
overcrowding and constrained teachers’ abilitiedafiver quality learning. A key
informant described the situation:
In each camp there was a learning center, whiatpcises clusters or schools
which have been displaced. Any child would gang school near. ... There
were so many children in the schools. And tlass#s [were] too full. [It]
range[d] from 100 to over 200 in a class. (Intevwwwith the author, 27 March
2013, Gulu, Uganda)
Several teachers commented on the problem of “exasdiment” as a challenge to their

teaching during the war. One teacher from a tostosl explained:

... In 2004 ... I had 116 children in the same clagésu could hardly stand. ...
You just try to pretend you are turning around,yaur legs are fixed. It's very
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hard to have ... class control ... and practicatlyearning takes place in such
an environment. (Interview with the author, 10rinp013, Gulu, Uganda)

A teacher from the village explained having had ertbian 250 pupils in a class. Another
teacher referred to the problem as one of “congestnd control,” explaining similarly
that enrollment was very high during the war, addimat the problem was exacerbated
by a low number of teachers (Interview with thehaut 10 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda;
Interview with the author, 9 April 2013, Gulu, Ugh). In some cases, this meant that
soldiers were required to teach, as his schoolleced within the barracks. Teachers
who were trained in some cases left the distritiost of them ran away, to other safer
places, like beyond Karoma. ... They used their pgpibey were able to get some other
job, outside. But those who just stopped in lolggel, they were coming to teach”
(Interview with the author, 4 April 2013, Gulu, Ug#a). Several teachers commented
directly on the effect that high enrollment hadqurality, one teacher explaining: “We
are just keeping the children in the schools. Wenat providing learning strictly. Just
to keep them” (Interview with the author, 4 Aprd23, Gulu, Uganda).

The effect of insecurity on teaching and learriegame clear through interviews,
as teachers’ and students’ descriptions of thdaiges they faced to their learning most
often reflected back to their inability to concextér or disinterest in learning due to fear
or experiences of violence. One teacher deschbedhe witnessed the impact of
violence on his students’ learning:

In 2006, when | first started to teach here, | nerber a child. The child simply

came and told me, teacher, for me, I'm not gettuhgt you are telling me. ...

what you are telling me reminds me about someaasvibeing killed. How do
you come and tell me that | should love somebodly\eat people are supposed to

be killed? Why do you tell me | have to respedttiiey were kicking me? | had
to stop my lesson. ... Behind there is a mango ti@elwhas just been cut. | sat
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with the child there for one complete hour, trytogshare with the child. ... The
child told me she didn’t see any meaning in gomgahool. So she is being told
to go to school, but she doesn’t see the mearfawgin such an environment,
psychologically the child was already ... out of smhdPhysically the child was
present, but the mind is not there. And you kngoy only learn when there is a
will. If you don’t have the will to learn you wando much at school.
(Interview with the author, 10 April 2013, Gulu, &lgda)
Another teacher added:
Even in the classrooms, you find sometimes chilédme sleeping. They could
not concentrate because they did not have endagp.sSometimes they are
thinking of their parents, in case their paremésabducted ... so it wasn't easy
(Interview with the author, 4 April 2013, Gulu, biada).
Several students described an inability to stuelgrring to events that had made
them lose interest in studying or a capacity tagtsuch as the death of friends within a
particular school or the death or abduction of i@ip& and almost every student referred
to interruptions to their learning related to re@ghcks; these interruptions included
hearing landmines, gunshots, the explosion of boarhebel attacks on the school or in
the nearby area. One student explained the edfébe insecurity on his learning and
ability to concentrate in school as causing hirfet “all the time in fear,” explaining
that this fear compromised his ability to studyté€wiew with the author, 15 April 2013,
Gulu, Uganda). Another student added:
You know when you are suspicious, your mind wdlunstable. ... You will
mostly put your mind on that dangerous [thing] yave thinking of. You will not
study. Though you can be in class bodily butis@ly you will be somewhere
... (Interview with the author, 19 April 2013, Guldganda).
Another student described the effect as “mentahtia’ or “that feeling ... [that]

something is going to happen” (Interview with thuether, 18 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda).

One student framed her perspective in terms ofdgtens to attending school:
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At that time going to school was not ... profitabde ine because sometimes you

may ... go and come back without even taking [amghat school.... You may

just [hear] ... they [the rebels] are near. Thea st run from schodlinterview
with the author, 21 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda).

One teacher commented directly on the effect of goiality of learning and
students’ progression by using the term “automatbenotion,” referring to universal
primary education (UPE), explaining:

There was a policy ... [of] automatic promotion. EJpolicy. ... So a child is

free to continue to the next level whether [orlihetis ... ready. This one also

really depends on the way parents ... perceived .E.UP Here parents will say,
this one is an automatic promotion, that my chilll go to the next class. Not
knowing that when the child goes to the next ¢lasswill find more problems,

and he may not continue ... to secondary schoaterftiew with the author, 12

April 2013, Gulu, Uganda)

A parent used the same term, explaining that hetaaly moved his children from
village to town schools because of the poor quality

... they were just giving automatic promotion. Yjaat complete one year, go to

the other one ... soin ... primary school it was ad because even if you fail,

[you are promoted]. ... [A student in] P1 up to R@&sh’'t know how to write his

or her name because of that automatic what? Prom@nterview with the

author, 24 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda) .

Commenting on students’ completion rates, oneikymant explained that:
“Quality was a challenge. So many children [wenejchool. Most of them would go up
to P7 and complete ...” (Interview with the authbMay 2013, Kampala, Uganda)
Initially this statement may sound contradictoryt b reflects the policy of “automatic

promotion” described above, through which childnere funneled through school

without attention to the quality of their learninBespite this focus on passing students
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on to the next grade, this policy likely led to grouts in the later years of primary
school, before secondary school, as studentsuielidr and further behind.

It is possible to extrapolate the effect of the wa primary school survival and
completion more directly by looking at drop-outsiabsenteeism. One key informant
explained the problem of absenteeism and dropgerierally:

And then absenteeism ... if rebels cross a plaqgal[puwill not come that day.

They have taken refuge somewhere. They feareithéarlives to come ... so

absenteeism was really very, very common. And threpout was also common

because some pupils’ parents could be abductetthey fhink] why should | go
to school ... who can look after me? And then schmklren themselves were
even abducted. Maybe for two months, one yeanesining like that. When they
come back, they feel, why should | go back to sthe—-the trauma, the stigma,
and what have you. And then ... more so the gitticivas [facing] high level[s]
of early marriages ... a lot of pregnancies. Beeaws know the state of the
camp was not very good. (Interview with the auttzdrMarch 2013, Gulu,

Uganda)

From key informant and teacher interviews, it appéiaat drop-out of students was a
problem throughout the war, due to parents’ ingbib cover school fees and in some
cases, as described in the passage above, eaghap@es or marriages. Commenting
on drop-outs due to a lack of support from paremms, teacher explained:

Some students dropped out because of the chadler®mmetimes their parents

were abducted, sometimes some of their parents kilbed. Now they will

remain alone, there is nobody who could ... giverthieat support ... so they had

just to keep ... alive ... (Interview with the authé April 2013, Gulu, Uganda).
Another teacher added: “ ... the parents themselvegere just making effort to take
their children to school, but sometimes there wablpm paying ... so whenever it

comes time of payment ..some of the children are chased away,” addingthiga

children were then unable to take their exams gy with the author, 8 April 2013,
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Gulu, Uganda). One teacher explained that pregesued to the drop-out of female
students, as they were not allowed to remain inalcivhile pregnant (Interview with the
author, 8 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda).

Considering the effect of the war on primary sdhotake, survival, and
completion in Northern Uganda supports the hypaghidat the effect of conflict will be
more apparent on survival and completion rates timaimtake rates. Intake rates as well
as indicators of participation may, in fact, in@ealuring periods of conflict, as schools
represent the most physically secure places fédreim to be and symbolize future
stability of continued education and employmenbwdver, as students are pushed
through to the next grade without attaining a dyaducation, they will eventually drop
out due to low quality of learning, physical dangéattending, or a lack of financial
support.

Findings and Implications
Schooling as Protective

Despite the many dangers posed to students actietsaduring the war, teachers
and students prioritized school attendance, empbdshe importance of positive
relationships within the school, and employed teaghnd learning strategies which
supported students’ well-being, especially throtggtial learning.” Both teachers and
students emphasized the importance of positivéioakhips within the school. Among
the teachers interviewed, most referred to théatimships with other teachers as
positive, using language to describe the relatipssbuch as “friendly,” “cooperation,”

“encouragement,” and “teamwork,” for example througarking lessons together, team
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teaching, or substituting for each other, or hejgeachers who had become injured.
One teacher used the phrase “maximum togethertes&scribe teacher relationships:

Relationship was not bad. In fact, during thattimcould say people were ...

eager to know where is so and so?You see that there is maximum

togetherness. You feel that if your brother yaates or your colleague is not
with you together. (Interview with the author, 5rA2013, Gulu, Uganda)

Several teachers described positive relationshiffstheir students as they
discussed their motivations for teaching duringwiae: “What | enjoyed at that time was
the actual teaching. ... And | felt the actual dutyeaching was a very nice activity. |
enjoyed because even the learners are very frieidbgrview with the author, 9 April
2013, Gulu, Uganda). Several other teachers engalaheir motivations for teaching in
terms “love for those children,” “the love of pupfland] helping these young ones,” and
desire to see a child progressing (Interview whi author, 8 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda;
Interview with the author, 9 April 2013, Gulu, Ugkn Interview with the author, 10
April 2013, Gulu, Uganda).

In general, students echoed teachers’ sentimeattselationships were positive,
explaining that their motivation to come to schoaine in several cases from their
teachers. They described teachers as encourdggng tmentoring them, being close to
them, kind, friendly, and approachable. Many shisl@lso described how their teachers
were giving them advice and helping them preparefams. One student explained:
“They were like parents to us. To me. ‘Causenierl had my personal problem [in] ...
math ... so at times | could go to them after theyehexplained ... 1 go and do ... some

practice when | am alone. So it was like they wesiping me a lot” (Interview with the

author, 18 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda).
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Students were generally positive when they refetodteir relationships with
their fellow students, describe them in terms oheéogether and close, for example,
discussing lessons together, eating together, dayigether, sitting together, and being
happy together. Generally, when students spokatdbeir friends, they seemed to be
tapping into an aspect of schooling that had reethimormal for them during the war.
One student, for example, explained: “... | usedadappy with my fellow pupils
because at times, though we were in a hard conditiove could come together and
share things ... we share a lot of what? Storiedawgh. Those kinds of things”
(Interview with the author, 18 April 2013, Gulu, &lgda).

Another theme that emerged was one of cooperatidrpeoblem solving, as
students explained that they often relied on thieEinds to advise each other in hardship.
One student, whose mother was abducted, explamedhe was able to find some relief
through sharing with her friends:

| started sharing my heart with some whom | thestause | had a friend called [J]

... she knew about my problems so much. ... So wedcshdre problems among

us and we see [the] way forward, how to overcame.iAnd always that’s why |

made myself as always | should be happy and smaeder to forget about

all my problems. (Interview with the author, 20rA2013, Gulu, Uganda)

In addition to the protective element of relatioips, learning took on a protective
element for students as well. Almost all of thecteers and students interviewed
described examples of “social learning” or “a ramg knowledge, attitudes, and skills
that children can learn in school that will helprthlive better and safer lives” in the
context of conflict (Kirk and Winthrop 642). Inda when asked about their teachers’

teaching strategies, students frequently respohbgetscribing how their teachers

advised or mentored them rather than by describoaglemic learning. One student
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explained: “Those teachers, they were not helpsigaademically only. But to some
extent, when we are ... having some difficultiesny aituation” (Interview with the
author, 18 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda). The advitat istudents described ranged from
advising them to read hard, how to study, how tedfe, to be respectful to elders, to be
respectful to fellow pupils, to be punctual, howdtess, how to behave, and to be patient
because the war would end. One student descrgeifisally how his teachers advised
him on matters related to personal security: “Oltagy [teachers] can give you a trick,
eh? That if you met those people [rebels] on thg,wou can pretend that you are very
shy! Then they will see this one, ah, he is atjloung boy ... then you just go”
(Interview with the author, 21 April 2013, Gulu, &lgda).

The prevalence of teachers’ advice-giving waseod#d in teacher interviews as
well. Teachers described giving advice relatethprily to students’ security and in
several instances encouraging them to continuirnig their education. One teacher
explained: “We are trying [to teach] things that arst supposed to be taught in the
classroom ... we are also teaching them how to coraetbose challenges, telling them
what to do, in case of danger ...” (Interview witle #uthor, 4 April 2013, Gulu,
Uganda). Another teacher elaborated on the seawldyed advice:

Of course we were creating awareness to the chiliii@ once you see things are

like this, when you see people ... you should not enowar them. You should be

aware that those are wrong people. And alwaysmioé moving alone. And
moving to bad places deep in the villages. Anglistaalone in the home. ...

Those are the messages we are telling the childrearview with the author, 4

April 2013, Gulu, Uganda)

Teachers also advised children to “not to go badké bush again” and “not to stay

recklessly, so that ... [they] may be abducted ag@dntérviews with the author, 8 April
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2013, Gulu, Uganda). One teacher explained thankehis fellow teachers would
organize dramas once a term to teach children ahewtangers of landmines “to make
them [students] be aware” (Interview with the autl@April 2013, Gulu, Uganda).
Teachers also referred alternately to other favfrexdvice-giving through
guidance, counseling, and mentoring. The termdagge and counseling were
frequently used together or synonymously. Onehteiaexplained his understanding of
guidance and counseling:
... when I'm doing guidance and counseling, | domégzh. ‘Cause when you
are preaching you only tell, you talk, talk, taiik. But when you are giving
guidance and counseling, there is question, tilsea@swering. So that is why
most of them [students] were coming to me. (Inemwwith the author, 16 April
2013, Gulu, Uganda)
Other teachers use “guidance and counseling” toribeshow they developed close
relationships with students so that students tettfortable sharing their problems. One
teacher described the general approach that heelgééinrough a training:
... each of the teachers help the children from FR7%o So if you are a male
teacher, you become the father of those childfgmmou are female teacher, you
become the mother of those children. So any prolthat the child has, the child
is free to come tell you, as the mother or thegiathAnd you ... [help] the child
handle the problem. (Interview with the authoA®il 2013, Gulu, Uganda)
A female teacher elaborated on her experiencewtlidit she referred to as guidance and
counseling, specific to advising girls who werairaees to stay in school:
You be close to them, when you see they are maveu come and begin to
talk to them ... as if even you do not want to knelaat has taken place, but
you come as a friend. So you make them ... yoanfti And when you see, oh,
the clothes ... [are] torn, you begin to ask, a®if do not know why the clothes

... [are] torn, so they begin to reveal certain gisin(Interview with the author, 9
April 2013, Gulu, Uganda)
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Several teachers described the dialogue stratdwggaised specifically in responding to
returnees in the classroom:

Yes, some of them ... had a lot of trauma. It wasa&y. You find them, for a

little time, they would concentrate, but sometinhe[seven the eyes would turn

red, and some of them would just start crying, meaking noise in the class. You
have to handle that person. You have tdake that person maybe to a room
which is specifically put to help them ... sometinyes have to talk, you have
dialogue, how are you feeling, do you want to g@&rehyour people are? Then if

... the child accept[s], you have to give the chdfighance to go (Interview with

the author, 4 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda).

Other teachers described helping students who re&renees in socializing with fellow
pupils. One student described implementing arviagton how to make friends through
a school-based club called child resilience club.

... some of them, they do not like their friends, afier those kind of exercises

... they become friendly because there is one exercigyetting friends, having

friendships with fellow pupils. So with that thegw become friendly, they come

together, because others are very lonely, andfdedyike staying with their
friends either because they are thinking all theetivhat has happened to them or
what. ... all the time they fear they are lonely .eyttieel not loved. So during
those exercises, they begin to feel they haveestaem. ... So some of them now
begin to reveal certain things that really theyldowot reveal ...

(Interview with the author, 9 April 2013, Gulu, Ugia)

Several teachers referred to a training on guidandecounseling offered by the
Norwegian Refugee Council which took place in Laylibachers’ College. One teacher
described the training: “They were teaching us mWwandle these children who are
coming from the bush, how to guide them. How todita them in the classroom
situation” (Interview with the author, 4 April 201Gulu, Uganda). In addition to the
dialogue approach, several teachers identifiedvhat had helped them most from

trainings on guidance and counseling was the ghdiidentify returnees or orphans so

that they were able to identify the child’s problamd work with them to address it.
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One teacher explained: “The training we had madéonmandle my children very, very
well. And it's helping me up to now. ‘Cause Igla]...how the child behaves, how she
talks, how she dress|es], | can identify evensfain orphan among them” (Interview
with the author, 8 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda). Ametteacher added:

We were able to identify those with extreme traumaSo if you identify them

... We were given [guidance] and counseling roomachers were assigned to
guide those [children]... you become close to thé&dchYou ask him or her many
guestions to identify the problem ... and ... aftettlgau’ll know how to handle
the child. (Interview with the author, 11 April 2B1Gulu, Uganda)

Describing academic teaching, teachers referradnme variety of methods that
they used, ranging from “play” methods for younigarners, to child-centered methods,
to lecture formats. Several teachers emphasizedftitacy of child-centered methods,
referring to a training that had been providedhsy/Norwegian Refugee Council.

One teacher described his implementation of thénaaethrough a discussion format:

... whenever you are in the class, you will be asideay you introduce the
subtopic. The first thing, you have to review ghievious lesson, and then you
introduce the new subtopic which you are goingandie ... you ask them
guestions, if any has an idea of that subtopicu Wal discuss with them. ...
automatically, they will get at least something oliyour lesson, because once a
child says something, it will get into her mindhes mind, rather than the teacher
... explain[ing] each and every thing to the childi€rview with the author, 8
April 2013, Gulu, Uganda)

Another teacher added:

... during the war, the method that we were using b&ing given by the NRC,
that is ... child-centered method. ... Most of yowad®ng, is to be
...participatory. ... Like if ..)you are teaching ... let me say scienceYau

are teaching maybe about photosynthesis ... youg Ithiait live material, then you
explain when they are also there, then they algoifn to explain, so that it
should be participatory. (Interview with the auth® April 2013, Gulu, Uganda)
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Several teachers described using the environmetdrtmnstrate concepts or taking
students on field excursions to nearby, securdimta One teacher described this
approach:

... when we were teaching about ... the world war typecal example was ...

seen now in the people who are staying in the campsl also like in science

when we are teaching about this food. ... You seetteet with the ...
disadvantage of not having enough food ... so it jwsisthere. You could just
see it physically. We also have the experiencealues. (Interview with the
author, 9 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda)
Another teacher interviewed added that he engagests in the environment when
learning was taking place outside, as young stgdeate easily distracted:

... if there is something new ... for you as a teacheu, have to be also very fast

and say, hey, what is this one here? So theweliljou. ... At least they will

listen to you. .. After saying now, if supposing it's a car. Whathis? This is a

car. How many tires does it have? How many witedleey may say two, four.

So it keeps them busy when it comes like thatefinéw with the author, 8 April

2013, Gulu, Uganda)

Asking teachers about their teaching duties ortdayay responsibilities elicited
more information about day-to-day activities tharavcarried on during the war which
supported a positive learning environment. Sewvegthers spoke about athletics, music,
dance, and drama (MDD), drama club, and GEM (gatkication movement) club
activities, although one teacher distinguished betwthe presence of these activities in
the town versus the village: “.all ... [these activities] were being done during tiar.
But only that it was being done within the townt imothe rural place” (Interview with
the author, 5 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda).

Asking students about these activities, both sitgifrfom rural and town schools

described the presence of music, dance, and dretivdias, as well as athletics and

other clubs. One student from the village expldirif®uring the war even athletics
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competition was still ongoing besides the war dhthase other things” (Interview with
the author, 21 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda). Studestmmented on the presence of the
same activities when asked about their school iieBy adding in several cases the
normalcy that these activities brought for themrme@tudent explained:

Mainly we were just studying ... doing some clubshie school. Those ... make

students ... to just forget about those things eaditional dances which are

being prepared every term. Debating clubs. Coitnues (Interview with the
author, 15 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda).
In other words, despite the continued interrupti@aedool activities continued, reflecting
a school culture which in some cases rejected en@$ of a society at war.

Students also contributed to maintaining learr@ng teaching operations during
the war. Several students explained how they ctiedbahallenges of being unable to
study when they were sleeping in town by readingidnight or reading at school. One
student explained how she was unable to read abgdbut she studied together with her
friends at home in the evening. Other studentsrde=] how they sought out their
teachers when they were struggling with specifigjestts. One student, who was
struggling with a subject taught by a teacher slaeefd, explained her approach:

I managed it by at times going to my friends. piej me. Doing some other

numbers which ... | have not understood when wdarthe lesson and going to

other teachers apart from that teacher (Intervii the author, 18 April 2013,

Gulu, Uganda).

Another student who had moved to a school withituGawn from a Lira village school

described how he had to “read a lot” to catch upespecially to learn English:

... | realize that to combat such problems | jusich® read a lot so | can do well,
and that's why finally | did better than those sného were laughing at me, and
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some of them failed, but | didn’t fail (Interviemith the author, 20 April 2013,

Gulu, Uganda).

Students in particular described strategies they us stay safe moving to and
from school. Most of these involved moving togetimegroups, finding another path
when you see the rebels, traveling by a “path r@eml not the main road, and being
escorted to school by soldiers. One student atl#ds his “spy network”:

... l was having a very strong ... spy network, thatase, those LRAs are like a

distance, like say 20 kilometers from our schoolyiif the information gets to

me, | was making sure that I inform my fellow pgpslo that they get ways
forward of leaving that ... placdlnterview with the author, 18 April 2013, Gulu,

Uganda)

Several students and teachers, when asked hovedipey with the challenges
that were addressed in the interview, describeeh@mgl resolve to “cope up” instead of
describing specific strategies. One student erpthhis outlook:

... there’s one thing that | realized was that witere¢here is problem,

solution can emerge. So if you are fearing, if yoe having any difficulties, if

you're having any problem, you have to notice #@ttion is there. Just sit

down and find a solution. (Interview with the laott, 18 April 2013, Gulu,

Uganda)

A teacher interviewed echoed this attitude:

[To address] these challenges, we were ... [usioging strategies. There are

some problems we could not solve but we were usaping strategies. Others

you cannot solve, you just adhere to it, you pegse And those we are able to

solve, we solve them. (Interview with the authdr,April 2013, Gulu, Uganda)
This attitude was reflected in teachers’ respots@sobing questions about how they
continued teaching amidst rebel attacks: “You gtabilize and continue” and “... at

times you just tolerate it like that. And you dooe with classes” (Interview with the

author, 11 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda; Interview witle author, 5 April 2013, Gulu,
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Uganda). These responses reflect tacit stratégiaeseachers and students used to cope
with wartime challenges; because the war was swedyeof life, students and teachers
frame violence and threats of violence, in somesaas day-to-day experiences, and
they frame their responses to these challengekeagise ordinary. Overall, students’
and teachers’ strategies illustrate how schooliag not exclusively negative, but how it
also played a protective role for children durimgftict through supporting learning and
teaching, including learning which helped studeatstay safe from rebel attacks, social
activities which promoted a sense of normalcy anttinuity, and positive relationships,

which helped students to address personal and mi@dballenges they faced.
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CONCLUSION

Situating the case study within the quantitatinalgsis reveals similar findings
from both approaches. Arguably, intake rates rapthhigh during the war in Gulu
District, while survival rates and completion rageguably declined over time. While
this analysis argued that intake rates would dediming conflict, the empirical findings
demonstrated a more highly negative effect for detrgn rates (both of which are
measured in relation to a theoretical populatiamjich corresponds with the case study
findings that access remained high while qualibg aubsequently survival and
completion, deteriorated. Considering the efféaiwl conflict in other Sub-Saharan
African countries might therefore reveal similardings at the case study level,
especially where conflict is characterized by indimainate violence against civilians and
a widely displaced population and where social reonave supported the importance of
education, even amidst conflict.

The findings from this research add to the evidehat progression through and
completion of schooling are negatively affectedimigiconflict, warranting further
investigation of the performance of these indicatmrer indicators of participation.
These findings echo the results of the 2010 UI8yswiich reported that, overall,
indicators of children’s progression through scirapivere more visibly affected than
indicators of participationln some cases, the UIS researchers observeddittie

impact on children’s participation levels in schoglbut a significant impact on
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progression. Mack et. al's assertion that edunas@ “development indicator that ...
appears to improve during many periods of warfaskguld thus be reexamined, with
attention given to how education is conceptualiaed measured and which indicators
are used. In fact, the effect of conflict on cheld's participation in schooling may not be
dramatic, whereas the effect on children’s progoesthrough and completion of
schooling is likely to be more pronounced.

Overall, it appears that the conflict and postflicinperiods are associated with a
significant decline in education indicators of attaent and completion. The post-
conflict period is also associated with a decreéaggnder parity for net intake rates,
indicating a shift towards a disparity favoring e&in the aftermath of conflict. Several
mechanisms were introduced to explain these patteittacks and threats of attacks on
schools can lead to school closures, interruptodrsehooling, and death and abductions
of teachers. Secondly, the displacement of stesdemeighboring countries may also
lead to decreased enrollment. Perceptions ofetuens to education may change during
wartime, as students and parents no longer viewatitun as “profitable,” either due to a
lack of employment opportunities or the increasskl associated with commuting to and
attending school. Household labor allocation densmay affect these perceptions as
well, as parents may withdraw their children froch®ol for labor to add to the
household income, due to the increased constramlivelihoods. Finally, conflict and
violence may be indirectly reflected in schoolstigh discriminatory policies which
restrict access to certain groups or use curricldutanguage policies to entrench
divisions along socio-ethnic lines. The use opooal punishment may reflect conflict-

related stresses experienced by teachers, whilebkagsault and harassment of students,
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leading in turn to drop-outs, especially of femstiedents, can reflect the conflict’s larger
effect on society.

This study argued that these mechanisms are nkefg o affect students’
progression through and completion of schoolinggaents, students, teachers, and
NGOs continue to prioritize access to and partityoain schooling because of its
physical protection as well as its symbolic pratecfor children’s and the society’s
future well-being. However, over time, as studeqtality of learning declines and
their schooling is continually interrupted, absemm and drop-outs will increase.

In fact, most of these mechanisms were preseheiGulu case. Proximity of
schools to the camps and a culture which priodtieéucation led to high intake and
enrollment. However, violent attacks and the thodattacks against students affected
progression through schooling, as it led to coristaarruptions to schooling. One
student described how this made school no longefitpble” for her because of the
threat of attacks and fear and uncertainty assstiatth attending school (Interview with
the author, 20 April 2013, Gulu, Uganda). At timstsidents associated the school with
traumatic experiences and were unable to concerttrate, while teachers struggled to
deliver quality learning to students who they diémez as not having the ability to learn
or not being in “their right mind” (Interview witthe author, 10 April 2013, Gulu,
Uganda). The wide-scale displacement of the pdipunlded to a unique situation in
which schools were overcrowded and resources drastructure constrained, and
parents were unable to maintain their former medtiging to support their children’s

basic needs, much less school fees. Conditiotieidisplaced camps also fed into an
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environment which normalized early marriages arafypancies, leading to drop-outs of
female students.

It is clear that students and teachers were apavicipants in shaping teaching
and learning in an environment dominated by inggcdue to attacks and threats of
attacks, destruction of social and economic infeastire, and the reflection of violence
in schools, through the use of corporal punishmsexual harassment and assault of
students, and in some cases, a constant militasepce. For students who had been
abducted and were able to return to school, clgdieextended to recovering their lost
years of education and reintegrating among theargpeDespite these challenges,
however, relationships among students and teageaerally remained positive and
supported a more “normal” learning environmentdidents, as students and teachers
saw school as a way to maintain these relationships

Further, students continued to place high valutgheir school attendance and
learning, despite living in incredibly difficultaumstances. This is clear through their
discussions of the strategies they used to staghool, pass their exams, and get high
marks, by reading at midnight, seeking out theachers for extra help, and doing
manual labor over the holiday to earn money tofpagchool fees. Likewise, most of
the teachers interviewed incorporated into theichéng not only the academic
components they were required to teach but alssiadvand “guiding and counseling”
for students in relation to their personal secuaitg individual problems they faced.

Students’ value of their learning and strategrapleyed by teachers and students
to support this learning emphasizes the need teefgengage students in education

programming in conflict settings. Students andtieax should be encouraged to share
112



their coping strategies and develop supportive agtsvwhich extend beyond the several
teachers’ relationships with specific children gragdents and a handful of students’
relationships with role models or mentors. Thiarsig of tacit knowledge and
strengthening of existing support systems will migstudents’ and teachers’ resilience
to continue with teaching and learning during pasiof conflict.

Yet, overall, as schools may both endanger angirchildren, it is relevant to
ask whether the continuation of schooling shoulduggported during conflict. Is it
responsible to promote school attendance when $gheachers, and students might be
targets of attack or sites for child soldiering@rtker, when the quality of learning
becomes so diminished, is the risk of sending ofido school still worthwhile? Alone,
the positive of “in-school relationships” does seem to warrant these negatives,
especially when these relationships might be ptesdsawhere in the community;
however, under certain conditions, schools can @umhildren’s well-being through
teaching and learning which helps students to rd®ig/artime challenges students face.
Teachers also play a critical mentoring role fatdren; from interviews in Uganda, it
appears that especially for children who were fatyng@bducted, their relationships with
their teachers were their most supportive relatigpss Through their proximity to and
close relationships with students, teachers weleetabdentify and help address the
myriad challenges students faced in addition tgettmng their learning. However, to
expect teachers to carry out all of these respditigib during wartime implies a need to
provide them with adequate psychosocial and firsrstipport. In fact, in Gulu District,
interviewees described highly trained teachersitgpthe District because of the

insecurity.
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Overall, the need for psychosocial and physicatlgmtion for schools, students,
and teachers remains paramount; this issue is igagmaore attention as threats against
schools, students, and teachers persist where ¢antbandiscriminately target civilians,
as has been the case in Syria, Nigeria, and NRdicognizing that wartime threats to
education lead not only to physical endangermedtsahool drop-outs but may also
impair children’s education and employment oppdties for years to come, Leila
Zerrougui, Special Representative of the Secre&ageral for Children and Armed
Conflict frames this critical importance: “We haseen it, we know what it is, and now
we have to stop it, to tell the world who is resgibfe for these acts and to work together
to use the tools we have to prevent and stop theséle acts which can scar children

for a lifetime” (“Act to Protect”).
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Appendix A. Background on Education Data

Several major education datasets exist in additdhe UNESCO data. Burns,
Mingat, and Rakotmalala have created a dataseirabpy completion rates. They
complement UNESCO'’s data with enroliment data ctélé directly from Education
Ministries. Barro and Lee (2010) construct a dettascluding indicators of attainment at
age levels of over age 15 and over age 25, by $hry also include average years of
schooling for primary, secondary, and tertiary Is\a five-year intervals from 1960 to
2000. They construct their data using UNESCO dathother census data, using an
estimation method to generate many of their obsens Finally, Cohen and Soto
construct a dataset of attainment, by five-yeargageps, for each of the years 1960,
1970, 1980, 1990, and 2000, and completion rafégy use data from national sources,
OECD and UNESCO, filling in missing observationgngshackward or forward
extrapolation.

Criticism of both the Barro-Lee and Cohen-Soto dataken up irMeasuring
Global Education Progresshe authors focus primarily on Cohen and Sota® Rarro
and Lee’s lack of accounting for immigration, enaitgon, and the impact of epidemics
on population growth. Cohen and Soto use onlylbnemt (not census) data to construct
their figures for most Sub-Saharan African coustri€rueger and Lindahl criticize
Barro and Lee’s reliance on UNESCO data, becausgeakurement problems such as
the difference between beginning of the year regfisin and attendance throughout the
year. Further comparison of the Barro-Lee and @Geébato datasets reveals “significant
inconsistencies within these indicators, includivitat are inferred to be negative
enrollment rates for certain country-age group coations, as well as some implausible
decade changes.”

While process variables, such as curricular cdrdagad pedagogy, might open up
the black box of the classroom, they are diffitaltoncisely quantify and indicators are
limited. More common and more widely availableigadors for process variables are
student-teacher ratio and book-student ratiospatih potentially useful, data on these
indicators is scarce. In 2011, UNESCO'’s InstifioteStatistics launched an initiative, in
partnership with the Pan African Institute of Ediima for Development and the
Association for the Development of Education iniédrto collect data on “school
conditions and resources.” The survey was adneirgdtin 45 Sub-Saharan African
countries, and 36 countries completed the surBsata on a wide-range of process
measures was collected, such as the pupil-textkaiak the average class size, and the
ratio of graduates from pre-service teacher trgiprograms to teachers in service, and
teacher attrition rates. This data, while certaudluable, is mostly limited to 2010 -
2012, constraining any time-series analysis. Rurtimost data is missing for at least five
of the thirty-six countries which responded to sieveys (only data on a handful of
indicators exists) and the years for which the dateported differs across the 36
countries, complicating any cross-country analysis.

Outputs, although the obvious, go-to indicatorsaio assessment of educational
guality, such as literacy rates and standardizeidst®re assessments, are similarly
scarce. UNESCO data on literacy in Sub-Saharaicaéxists, but most countries
exhibit data for only two to four years from 19@82011. The handful of years for
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which data exists for each country differs acraastry, making a cross-country
comparison difficult. Another set of output measumight be found in comparable
international learning assessments. In fact, t@@nregional assessments have been
conducted in Africa—the Southern and Eastern AfriCansortium for Monitoring
Educational Qualif and the Programme d’Analyse des Systémes Ed{C4{RASEC,
or “Programme of Analysis of Education Systems”jiaf Conference of Ministers of
Education of French-Speaking Countries (CONFEMERIthough incredibly useful for
a study appraising educational quality in thesentioes, this data is less useful for the
purpose of analyzing the impact of conflict on eatian, as only two of the participating
SACMEQ countries, Mozambique and Uganda, have expezd conflict. Similarly in
the case of the PASEC countries, the countriesiwimiwe experienced conflict (for
example, Congo and Chad) did not experience coiilithe years for which data is
available, highlighting the difficulty of collectindata in conflict areas. For the years and
countries for which data is available, only Senegalerienced conflict.

% supported by UNESCO's International Institute Fatucational Planning, SACMEQ grew out of an in\gtion into the education
system in Zimbabwe and currently monitors educatjaality in 15 countries: Botswana, Kenya, LesotfiaJawi, Mauritius,
Mozambique, Namibia, Seychelles, South Africa, Slaad, United Republic of Tanzania, United RepulblicTanzania (Zanzibar),
Uganda, Zambia and Zimbabwe. SACMEQ has colles¢seral batches of data; these include: 1) Data 895 to 1999 on five
countries, assessing reading performance at gra@)eDiata from 2000 to 2002 on fourteen countr@ssessing reading and math
performance of grade 6 pupils; 3) and Data from7288sessing “(a) the general conditions of schgplim) the reading and
mathematics achievement levels of Grade 6 pupdgiagir teachers, and (c) the knowledge that p@pitstheir teachers have about
HIV and AIDS.” The data is available at http://wvsacmeq.org.

#" PASEC has surveyed 2,000 to 2,500 students airdehehers in approximately 100 schools in elevancophone African
countries over different periods of time. Dataikade on countries and years surveyed includee§ain(1995-2000; 2006-2007),
Burkina Faso (1995-1998; 2006-2007), Cameroon (19%%; 2004-2005), Cote d’'Ivoire (1995-1998), Maaksgar (1997-1998;
2005-2006), Guinea (1997-1998; 2003-2004), Tog®@28001), Mali (2001-2002), Niger (2001-2002), CI{ad03-2004),
Mauritania (2003-2004), Benin (2004-2005), Maust{@2006), Congo (2006-2007). The surveys assefspance in grade 2 and
grade 5 in French and math at the beginning and&edch year. The data is derived from nationabres and is available at
http://www.confemen.org/.
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Appendix B. Summary of Conflict Data by Country

Country

Angola
Benin
Botswana
Burkina Faso
Burundi
Cameroon
Cape Verde
Central African
Republic
Chad
Comoros
Congo
Djibouti

DR Congo
Eritrea
Equitorial Guinea
Ethiopia
Gabon
Gambia
Ghana
Guinea
Guinea-Bissau
Ivory Coast
Kenya
Lesotho
Liberia
Madagascar
Malawi

Mali
Mauritania
Mauritius
Mozambique
Namibia
Niger

Nigeria
Rwanda

Sao Tome and Principe

Senegal
Seychelles
Sierra Leone
South Africa
Swaziland
Sudan

Togo
Tanzania
Uganda

Experienced civil conflict
during any year between

1998-2010
Yes
No
No
No
Yes
No
No
Yes

Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
No
Yes
No
No
Yes
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Any year post-civil
conflict between
1998-2010

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No
No

Number of civil
conflict years
between 1998-2010
8
0
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Appendix C. Models 1-3 with relaxed post-conflict ariable

Conflict
yes/no

Post-conflict
relaxed

Lag (y at n-1)

GDP/capita
in USD 2005

Polity score

% of pop.
rural

Constant

Survival
rate

1.006
(2.101)

643
(1.768)

773
(.050)

.0006
(.0005)

-.080
(.147)

-124*
(.069)

22.236%*
(6.334)

N =185

R?=.6984
adj R=
.6882

F-statistic =

68.33

Survival
rate (MI)

-2.731
(1.707)

-3.520**
(1.405)

.564***
(.042)

.0008***
(.0002)

393
(.214)

- 117+
(.035)

35.117%*
(3.874)

N = 597
R?= 52498
adj R=
52014
F-statistic =
109.242

Net intake Net intake
rate rate (MI)
-1.202 -2.575
(2.979) (2.036)
-1.391 -2.447*
(1.584) (1.423)
.853*** .655%**
(.037) (.034)
.0004 .0002
(.0005) (.0002)
.246 .280**
(.152) (.131)
011 .071
(.056) (.052)
4,705 11.467**
(4.412) (3.538)
N =167 N = 597
R?=.8154 R?=.48408
adj R= adj R=
.8085 47882
F-statistic = F-statistic =
117.78 92.65

*p <0.10, *p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01

NIR gender

parity

-.010
(.008)

-.012*
(.006)

.908
(.026)

.000001

(.000002)

.0005
(.0006)

.00006
(.0002)

.084%
(.030)

N =168

R%?=.9010

adj R=
.8973

F-statistic =

244.23

NIR gender
parity (MI)

-.00923
(.010)

-.022%*
(.007)

T14%*
(.037)

.000001
(.000001)

.001%
(.001)

.00003
(.0002)

2734
(.035)

N = 597
R%= 57692
adj R=
5726
F-statistic =
134.785

Graduation
rate

-.440
(3.023)

-.220
(1.960)

97 4%
(.045)

.001
(.001)

-.004
(.181)

-102
(.064)

6.183
(5.143)

N =65
R%=.9463
adj R=
.9408
F-statistic =
170.46

Graduation
rate (MI)

-10.518%*
(2.595)

-8.535%%
(1.983)

5Q4x+x
(.033)

.0003
(.0003)

684
(.050)

-112%
(.050)

30.382%*
(3.933)

N = 597
R?=.64744
adj R=
.64388
F-statistic =
181.958

Gross
intake rate

-1.464
(1.091)

-2.196%
(.015)

869%+
(.023)

001 %+
(.0002)

-.036
(.074)

-.080**
(.031)

11.793%+
(3.052)

N = 300
R?=.9276
adj R=
.9261

F-statistic =

625.43

Gross
intake rate
(M)
-6.038***
(1.586)

4,347
(1.302)

646+
(.031)

001+
(.0002)

500+
(114)

- 1415
(.039)

30.110%*
(3.79)

N = 597
R?=.728
adj R=

.62522

F-statistic =

263.706



Conflict
intensity

Post-conflict
relaxed

Lag (y at n-1)

GDP/capita

127 in USD 2005

Polity score

% of pop.
rural

Constant

Survival
rate

1.053
(1.830)

692
(1.753)

T74%*
(.050)

.0006
(.0005)

-.079
(.147)

-127*
(.069)

22.289%+
(6.328)

N =185
R%?= .6986
adj R=
.6884

F-statistic =

68.38

Survival .
rate (MI) Net intake
rate
-2.053 -.784
(1.313) (1.783)
-3.446** -1.269
(1.354) (1.567)
.564*** .854***
(.042) (.037)
.385*** .0004
(.120) (.0005)
.393 .243
(.214) (.152)
-.118%*= .009
(.035) (.056)
35.115** 4,703
(3.883) (4.263)
N =597 N =597
R?= 52508 R?=.8152
adj R= adj R=
.52026 8083
F-statistic = F-statistic =
109.29 117.62

*p <0.10, *p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01

Net intake NIR gender NIR gender
rate (MI) parity parity (MI)
-2.252 -.005 .005
(1.547) (.007) (.007)
-2.491* -.011* -.017*
(1.433) (.006) (.007)
.656*** 911+ 722%*
(.034) (.030) (.036)
.0002 .000001 .000001
(.0003) (.000002) (.000001)
267 .0005 .002**
(.132) (.0006) (.001)
.072 .00004 -.00003
(.051) (.0002) (.0002)
11.537** .083*** .264***
(3.486) (.030) (.034)
N =597 N =168 N =597
R®= 4849 R’=.9004 R°=.57658
adj R= adj R= adj R=
47964 .8967 .57248
F-statistic = F-statistic = F-statistic =
92.98 242.69 134.646

Graduation
rate

-1.343
(2.500)

- 467
(1.935)

967
(.044)

.001
(.001)

-.0001
(.178)

-.095
(.065)

6.289
(5.106)

N =65
R%?=.9454
adj R=
.9297
F-statistic =
167.32

Graduation
rate (MI)

-7.123%%
(2.088)

7.801%**
(1.941)

B10%+
(.033)

.0004
(.0003)

646
(.135)

=117
(.048)

29.356%*
(3.992)

N = 597
R%=.64482
adj R=
64126
F-statistic =
179.896

Gross
intake rate

-.887
(.842)

-2.038**
(.883)

872%
(.023)

L001%+
(.0002)

-.039
(.074)

-.080**
(.031)

11,501+
(3.037)

N = 300
R%=.9274
adj R=
.9259
F-statistic =
623.85

Gross
intake rate
(M)
-4.725%*
(1.179)

-4.199%
(1.279)

6524+
(.031)

0017
(.0002)

AT 4
(.114)

- 1415
(.039)

29.701%*
(3.804)

N = 597
R%=.72904
adj R=
.72628
F-statistic =
265.126



Battle-related
deaths

Post-conflict
relaxed

Lag (y at n-1)

GDP/capita
12 in USD 2005

Q
Polity score

% of pop.
rural

Constant

Survival
rate

.0003
(.003)

327
(1.646)

.768**
(.049)

.0006
(.0005)

-.079
(.147)

-118*
(.068)

22.397%*
(6.336)

N =184
R%?= 6981
adj R=
.6878

F-statistic =

68.20

Survival
rate (MI)

-.002
(.002)

-3.062*
(1.385)

.566**
(.042)

001+
(.0003)

380
(.121)

- 1210k
(.036)

34.804*+*
(3.843)

N = 597
R?= 525
adj R=
52084
F-statistic =
109.622

Net intake  Netintake NIR gender

rate rate (MI) parity
-.0003 -.001 -.00001
(.003) (.002) (.00001)
-1.049 -1.202 -.010*
(1.484) (2.227) (.006)
.855%** .662*** 913
(.037) (.035) (.026)
.0004 .0003 .000001
(.0005) (.0003) (.000002)
.244 276 .0005
(.154) (.131) (.0006)
.003 .063 .00002
(.055) (.048) (.0002)

4.847 11.120%*  081**
(4.439) (3.557) (.030)

N = 167 N =597 N =168
R?= 8150 R’=.4834 R?=.9005
adj R= adj R= adj R=
.8080 47814 .8968

F-statistic = F-statistic = F-statistic =

117.46 92.43 242.87

*p <0.10, **p < 0.05, ** p< 0.01

NIR gender
parity (MI)

.00002++
(.00001)

-.016%*
(.007)

7130
(.035)

.000002
(.000001)

0024+
(.001)

-.0001
(.0002)

2728+
(.033)

N = 597
R?=.5831
adj R=
57886
F-statistic =
138.244

Graduation
rate

.007
(.007)

303
(1.849)

.989
(.041)

.001
(.001)

-.024
(.177)

-.123*
(.065)

6.434
(5.064)

N =65
R%=.9462
adj R=
.9407
F-statistic =
170.06

Graduation Gross
rate (MI) intake rate
-.003 -.0001
(.002) (.001)
-5.45%** -1.666**
(1.850) (.829)
.650%** .879%**
(.035) (.022)
.0005* .001**=*
(.00027) (.0002)
.652%** -.036
(.145) (.074)

-, 132%** -.082***
(.047) (.031)
25.999*** 10.871***
(4.170) (2.987)
N =597 N = 300
R?= .63164 R?=.9271
adj R= adj R=
62788 .9256
F-statistic = F-statistic =
169.82 621.32

Gross
intake rate
(M)
-.003**
(.001)

-2.836%
(1.219)

720
(.031)

001+
(.0002)

A80%*
(112)

- 148+
(.039)

27.711%*
(3.769)

N = 597
R?=.72376
adj R=
.72094
F-statistic =
258.216



Appendix D. Interview guide for teacher interviews

Name and age
School(s) where employed — school locations (in Eamp?); private/public; for how
many years at each school

Learning environment: Stability/structure/contiryuit

Could you tell me about a regular/normal day abst during the insurgency?
What was the day like?

Could you describe the necessary day-to-day sdhootions (such as monitoring
student learning, monitoring teachers, paying teashlaries, cleaning the school
grounds)? What were some of your day-to-day daties

Were there any constraints to these day-to-dagadunctions during the
insurgency?

How often could you predict what the school dayldde like?

Was there a school-determined learning plan?

Well-being
Did you like/enjoy teaching?
What did you like about it? What did you not likeout it?
What were some of your successes as a teachee? Wehe some of your
challenges?
How often did you feel motivated to show up tocteat school?
What motivated you to show up to teach at school?

Teacher attendance
How often did you go to school to teach duringitigirgency?
What made you decide to go to school or not gectmol?
Were there any constraints which prevented ytiendance?

Learning environment: Academic standards & teapleeformance
How much of the school day did you spend teaching?
What were the most common reasons for not tegehin
Did you experience interruptions to teaching?
How frequent were these interruptions?
What were the most common reasons for theseuptons?

Learning environment: Safety/security
How safe did you feel at school, if at all?
Did your feelings of safety affect your teaching?

Learning environment: Teaching strategies & studesponses
How do you think students learned best?
Examples: Did they learn best by watching thetieademonstrate and
memorizing facts or finding solutions to problenmstbeir own? Did you expect students
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to know the right answer or did you expect therkrtow how to find the right answer on
their own?

How did you encourage your students to learn?

How often did you modify lessons when studentsmailunderstand?

How did you assess your students’ learning?

Student learning strategies and well-being:

In your opinion, did students feel motivated tarle?

In your opinion, did students understand the lessbey were taught?

In your opinion, did students feel free to aslkcleas questions about lessons they
did not understand?

Learning environment: Social norms/behavioral exqtemns
Describe any classroom rules for students. Hovelegse rules determined?

Relationships with fellow teachers

How did you get along with your fellow teachersleagues? Can you describe
your relationships with your fellow teachers/cofjaas?

Did you feel free to talk with your colleagues abpersonal things?

Relationships with head teacher/school administnadr other support systems
Did you feel that student learning objectives waearly communicated to you?
Who communicated these learning objectives?
Did you receive any teacher training, supportaterials during the insurgency?
Who provided this training, support, or matef?als
Is there any training, support, or material thai @id not receive that would have
been beneficial for your teaching?

Parents’ involvement
How were students’ parents involved in their edioca if at all?

Community involvement
Did people from the community support the schaallities or activities in any
way?
If yes, in what ways did they support the scho@fas this support
beneficial?

Teacher attitudes towards NGO involvement
Did you see instances of non-governmental orgapmsasupporting the school
facilities or activities in any way?
If yes, in what ways did they support the scho@fas this support
beneficial?

Teacher attitudes towards government involvement
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Did you see instances of the government suppotiiagchool facilities or
activities in any way?
If yes, in what ways did they support the schaWs this support

beneficial?
Wrap-up
Reuvisit challenges to schooling discussed in ui¢ev and ask about strategies to

address these challenges.
Is there anything you would like to add to anyh# topics we have discussed?
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Appendix E. Interview guide for student interviews

Name and age
School(s) attended — school locations (in IDP cgmm®ate/public; for how many years
at each school

Learning environment: Stability/structure/contiryuit

Could you describe a regular/normal school dayRatMWere some of the
activities you usually did at school?

How often could you predict what the school daylidde like?

Well-being

Did you enjoy going to school?

What did you find important about school? What yibu find unimportant or not
useful?

School attendance
How often did you attend school during the insay® (approximately how
many times per week or per term)
What made you decide to go to school or not gectmol?
Did your parents or guardians support your deniso attend or not attend
school?

Learning environment: Academic standards and tegmdméormance
How much of the school day did you spend in tlassioom learning?
Did you experience interruptions in class?
How frequent were these interruptions? WeekhalyD Termly?
What were the most common reasons for theseuptons?

Learning environment: Safety/security
How safe did you feel at school, if at all?
Did your feelings of safety affect your learning?

Student learning strategies
How often did you feel motivated to learn at tlestoof your ability?
What do you consider to be some of your successasstudent?
Did students in your class learn from each other?
Could you describe examples of this?

Learning environment: Teacher strategies
Did you feel that your teachers valued your opisiand thoughts?
Did you feel that your teachers paid attentiowhat you said?
Did you feel that your teachers set high standandgour work?
Did you feel that your teachers were proud of yweark?
Did you feel free to talk with your teachers abpetsonal things?
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Learning environment: Social norms and behavioxpketations
Did you understand your teachers’ expectationydor? \What were these
expectations?

Relationships with peers
What was the relationship between you and yowssaoetes?
Did you enjoy spending time with your classmates?
Did you feel free to talk with your classmates attypersonal things?

Wrap-up

Revisit challenges to schooling discussed in ui¢ev and ask about strategies to
address these challenges.

What do you see as some of the benefits of ydorgey schooling, if any?

Is there anything you would like to add to anyhd# topics we’ve discussed?
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Appendix F. Interview guide for parent interviews

Name
School(s) children attended - school locationd@R camp?); private/public; for how
many years at each school

Child’s/children’s school performance & well-being
In your opinion, did your child/children feel magited to learn?
In your opinion, did your child/children understitie lessons they were taught?

Value of child’s/children’s learning

What, in your opinion, was the most important asjé your child’s/children’s
education?

What, in your opinion, was the least importantt @®important) aspect of your
child’s/children’s education?

Children’s safety/security
How safe did you think your children would be tweit commute to school?
How safe did you think your children would be elhgol?

Motivation to send children to school

How often did you encourage your child/childrerattend school?

What were the most common reasons for not senaingchild/children to
school?

School involvement (knowledge of and attitudes/edra)

How often were you able to speak with your chilchéldren’s teacher?

How important was it for you to speak regularhttwyour child’s/children’s
teacher?

Was it easy or difficult for you to speak regwanlith your child’s/children’s
teacher?

Did you know of a parent teacher association beotommittee to help parents
be involved in their children’s education?

Wrap-up

Revisit challenges to schooling discussed in ui¢ev and ask about strategies to
address these challenges.

What do you see as the benefits to your childiklodn’s primary schooling, if
any?

Is there anything you would like to add to anyh# topics we’ve discussed?
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Appendix G. Interview guide for key informant interviews

Could you describe your typical job duties? (Wera glso in this position during the
war?)
Could you describe the general state of primarycation during the war?

How, if at all, did this change over time?
What do you see as the biggest challenges to pyis@nooling during the war?
What do you see as the biggest successes for gresohooling during the war?
Could you describe the necessary day-to-day sdhaootions (such as monitoring
student learning, monitoring teachers, paying teashlaries, cleaning the school
grounds)?

Who was responsible for these different functions?
Were there any constraints to these day-to-dayadhnctions during the war?

Could you describe how [the war/these constraatfglcted students’ abilities to
attend school?

Could you describe how [the war/these constragtfglcted students’ abilities to
learn?
Did students experience interruptions to theirlesg?

How frequent were these interruptions?

What were the reasons for these interruptions?
Could you describe how [the war/these constramifelcted teachers’ abilities to attend
school?
Could you describe how [the war/these constramifelcted teachers’ abilities to teach?
Did teachers receive any training, support, or neteduring the war?

Who provided this?

Do you think this was effective?
Is there any training, support, or material thatytdid not receive that would have been
beneficial?
How were students’ parents involved in their edocatf at all?
Did people from the community support the schooilitées or activities in any way?

If yes, in what ways?

Was this support beneficial?
Did you see instances of NGOs supporting the sctaodlties or activities in any way?

If yes, how?

Was this support beneficial?
Did you see instances of the government suppottiagchool facilities or activities in
any way?

If yes, how?

Was this support beneficial?

Wrap-up

Reuvisit challenges to schooling discussed in ui¢ev and ask about strategies to
address these challenges.

Is there anything you would like to add to anyh# topics we’ve discussed?
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