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Abstract

School-related gender-based violence remains widespread
in low- and middle-income countries, yet rigorous evidence
on effective prevention strategies is limited. This study eval-
uates the Empowerment Pilot, a multi-component program
designed to address school-related gender-based violence in
Zambian secondary schools. Employing a mixed- methods
approach, the study draws on quantitative data from a clus-
ter randomized controlled trial involving more than 4,467
students across 90 schools, alongside qualitative research.
The findings show that violence is prevalent, gendered, and

normalized in schools. Although the program increased
student discussions about violence, it did not reduce overall
levels of violence. Implementation challenges and limited
diffusion beyond club participants further limited program
impact. The study highlights significant institutional and
cultural barriers to reducing school-related gender-based
violence and underscores the need for comprehensive,
schoolwide strategies that strengthen accountability and
address underlying social norms perpetuating violence in
resource-constrained contexts.
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1 Introduction

School-related gender-based violence (SRGBV) remains a pervasive challenge affecting stu-
dents’ educational experiences and long-term outcomes, particularly in low- and middle-
income countries (LMICs) (Bisika et al., 2009; Evans et al., 2025). Defined as acts or threats
of sexual, physical, or psychological violence occurring in and around schools due to gender
norms and power imbalances (Parkes et al., 2016), SRGBV continues to affect students across
diverse contexts. Data from the Violence Against Children Survey in six African countries
show that, on average, 17 percent of girls aged 15-19 experienced sexual violence in the
past year, with 10 percent of reported incidents occurring in schools (Evans et al., 2023). In
Sub-Saharan Africa, nearly half (48 percent) of adolescents have experienced bullying from

peers, and 36 percent have been physically attacked at school (UNESCO, 2019).

The consequences of SRGBV extend beyond immediate harm, affecting human capital for-
mation by undermining educational attainment (Boden et al., 2007; Kibriya et al., 2016;
Kibriya and Jones, 2021; Lee and Rudolf, 2022; Psaki et al., 2017). The long-term effects
on adolescent development and well-being are profound, with exposure to SRGBYV linked to
adverse mental health outcomes, increased risks of sexually transmitted infections, suicidal
tendencies, and diminished labor market opportunities (Devries et al., 2014; Hasnat and
Fakir, 2023; Reijntjes et al., 2010). Girls face particular vulnerability to sexual violence,

which can result in unintended pregnancies and social stigma (Smarrelli et al., 2024).

Despite the significant impact of SRGBV on educational outcomes, adolescent well-being,
and gender equality, a critical evidence gap remains regarding effective interventions in
LMICs. A recent review by Smarrelli et al. (2024) identified 33 rigorously evaluated school-
based interventions aimed at preventing violence, focusing on studies with large sample sizes.
However, only one-third of these studies were designed and implemented in LMICs, and just
three were conducted in Sub-Saharan Africa. The existing evidence from sub-Saharan Africa
is particularly limited and yields mixed results in terms of violence reduction (Amaral et al.,
2024; Baiocchi et al., 2017; Decker et al., 2018; Devries et al., 2015a; Fabbri et al., 2021;
Keller et al., 2017; Nkuba et al., 2018). This raises critical questions about how to effec-
tively prevent school violence in resource-constrained settings, where legal protections can
be weak, compliance is often limited, per-pupil spending is low, oversight is minimal, and

schools often lack the capacity to innovate (Naker, 2019). Lack of sufficient context-specific



evidence hinders the design of effective, scalable solutions to reduce SRGBV and support
long-term educational and economic outcomes (Edwards et al., 2024; Parkes et al., 2016;

Smarrelli et al., 2024).

This paper adds to the limited literature on what works to address SRGBV in LMICs by
assessing the impact of the Empowerment Pilot (EP), a multi-component intervention to
address SRGBV among secondary school students in Zambian public schools. The EP was
implemented in the context of the government’s Keeping Girls in School (KGS) program
under the Girl’s Education and Women’s Empowerment and Livelihoods Project. Launched
in 2016, KGS aims to increase access to secondary education for disadvantaged girls from ex-
tremely poor households that participate in the government’s Social Cash Transfer program.
The EP included safe space club sessions for 25 boys and 25 girls per school, a curriculum
for all teachers, and a light-touch parent engagement module. KGS girls were prioritized for
club participation. All components were delivered by two public school teachers per school,

trained as teacher-mentors, who participated without receiving additional compensation.

We employ a mixed-methods approach, combining a cluster randomized controlled trial
with 4,467 students across 90 schools in three Zambian districts, with qualitative research
involving in-depth interviews, focus group discussions (FGDs), and observations in a subset
of schools. Quantitative data were collected four months after the conclusion of the inter-
vention and aimed to estimate the impact of the EP on students’ average experiences of
violence, attitudes, and well-being regardless of club participation. The qualitative research
was conducted at two time points during the intervention and explored prevailing SRGBV-
related norms in schools, perceptions and effects of the intervention, and factors influencing
its effectiveness. While the EP targeted a subset of students through safe space clubs, the
goal was to change overall levels of violence within the school. We aim to assess whether
a multi-component program, featuring an intensive club-based component for a subset of

students, can effectively reduce violence at the school level.

Our findings reveal that violence is widespread in schools, with both quantitative and qual-
itative data pointing to a pervasive culture of violence. Quantitative data indicate that
schools with higher levels of teacher-perpetrated violence also report more peer-perpetrated
violence, suggesting that adult behavior may reinforce or enable student behavior. Qual-

itative data reinforce this by showing that violence is often normalized within the school



environment and shaped by entrenched gender norms. These norms contribute to a culture

in which violence is seen as routine and victim-blaming is common.

Although the intervention did not significantly increase students’ knowledge of SRGBYV,
likely because baseline knowledge was already high, it did lead to greater discussion of vio-
lence. However, shifts in attitudes were limited: quantitative data show marginal improve-
ments in gender role attitudes among boys only; however, this effect does not withstand
multiple hypothesis testing. Qualitative findings help explain this stagnation, highlighting
how deeply held gender norms continue to influence students’ perceptions and experiences
of violence. We observed a modest increase in students’ willingness to report violence as
bystanders, though overall reporting rates remained low. Qualitative insights suggest that
reporting is complicated by gendered beliefs about who is likely to experience violence and

whose reports are taken seriously, further discouraging disclosure.

Ultimately, the intervention did not result in a meaningful reduction in physical, emotional,
or sexual violence. While we observed a two-percentage-point (33 percent) decline in sex-
ual violence, driven by reductions in staff-perpetrated incidents, this effect also does not
withstand multiple hypothesis testing. In addition, we found no significant improvements
in school climate, student well-being, or education outcomes. Taken together, these findings
suggest that while the intervention sparked dialogue, it was insufficient to shift a culture of

violence in schools.

We provide suggestive evidence to explain the lack of impact. Implementation of the EP
faced significant challenges. The program relied on teacher-mentors, typically drawn from
Guidance and Counseling staff, who participated voluntarily without compensation or relief
from existing responsibilities. The adolescent curriculum was lengthy—17 one-hour after-
school sessions delivered through voluntary safe space clubs—placing a heavy burden on both
teachers and students. Although participation was high when sessions occurred, coverage
of core topics was inconsistent, and qualitative evidence points to limited spillover beyond
club members. Delivery of the complementary teacher and parent components was also un-
even: many educators had only minimal exposure, some resisted the program’s emphasis
on children’s rights, and parent outreach was hindered by logistical and financial barriers.
These structural challenges—teacher selection, curriculum length, and reliance on voluntary

after-school implementation—created difficult conditions for achieving consistent, schoolwide



impact.

However, our data also indicate that greater coverage of club activities, a primary pro-
gram component, did not correspond with broader changes in attitudes or reductions in
violence, indicating that implementation was not the only challenge the EP faced. Our
findings reveal significant institutional and cultural barriers to change, which the EP design
did not sufficiently engage or address. Many schools lacked effective reporting mechanisms,
and prevailing social norms often stigmatized victims, while downplaying the responsibility
of perpetrators. These dynamics undermine the effectiveness of SRGBV interventions, as
increased awareness and dialogue alone are insufficient to deter violence. When school cul-
ture tolerates gender-based violence and fails to hold perpetrators accountable, adolescents
internalize the message that such violence is acceptable (Leach, 2003). In high-prevalence
settings, Naker (2019) argues that reducing school violence requires interventions designed
to shift a school’s operational culture, which is the interaction between a school’s social
system—how individuals relate within the school—and its internal culture, encompassing
shared values, beliefs, and norms. Addressing operational culture therefore involves not only
improving interpersonal relationships (e.g., teacher—student, peer-to-peer, and school-parent
interactions) but also strengthening school governance, policies, and the leadership behaviors

that model and reinforce a safe, respectful environment (Naker, 2019).

Despite the EP’s limited overall impacts on violence reduction, this paper makes three key
contributions to the literature on SRGBV in LMICs. First, we assess how a SRGBYV interven-
tion that targets a select group of both boys and girls affects the entire school community by
measuring impact on the average student, regardless of their direct participation in program
activities. Using rigorous mixed-methods research, we determine whether and how such in-
terventions create meaningful school-wide change. Second, we expand the limited literature
on gender-differential effects of SRGBV interventions (Devries et al., 2017; Garzén Segura
and Carcedo Gonzalez, 2020). By systematically disaggregating program impacts by gender,
we provide insights into whether a SRGBYV intervention, with the same material delivered to
boys and girls, produces any gender differential impacts. Third, by examining physical, emo-
tional, and sexual violence perpetrated by both peers and school staff, this paper provides
a comprehensive analysis of how SRGBV manifests within secondary schools in an LMIC
context. It explores the complex interplay between teacher and peer violence, the persistence

of gendered norms, and the challenges of reporting.



Even in the absence of significant reductions in overall violence, the analysis offers valu-
able insights critical for future program design and adaptation by examining the cultural
and institutional barriers that undermine intervention effectiveness. Together, these factors
help explain why certain SRGBV interventions may fail to deliver intended outcomes and
what is needed to strengthen them, namely, broader reach beyond club participants, deeper
community and parent engagement, consistent implementation, and stronger school gover-
nance and accountability mechanisms. The study thus lays essential groundwork for future

interventions seeking systemic, school-wide change.

2 Literature

What follows is a brief look at the specific evidence on school-based interventions aimed at
reducing violence within educational environments (Amaral et al., 2024; Devries et al., 2015b;
Nkuba et al., 2018). While broader interventions, such as community-based safe spaces and
interventions that promote skill-building and supportive relationships, have shown promise
in improving adolescent outcomes (Austrian et al., 2020; Bandiera et al., 2020; Boulhane
et al., 2024), our focus remains confined to the evidence emerging from interventions deliv-
ered directly within schools. This is not a comprehensive review of global efforts to prevent
school-based violence, but rather a select and targeted synthesis of what is known in LMIC

contexts.

The current literature reveals substantial variability in both the approaches employed and
the outcomes targeted by school-based interventions. These include, among others, sexual
violence (Baiocchi et al., 2017; Decker et al., 2018), intimate partner violence (Jewkes et al.,
2019; Garzoén Segura and Carcedo Gonzalez, 2020), physical violence (Fabbri et al., 2021),
shifts in gender attitudes and bystander behavior (Keller et al., 2017), peer violence victim-
ization and perpetration (Karmaliani et al., 2020), and teacher-perpetrated violence (Nkuba
et al., 2018). Yet, despite this diversity, the evidence remains inconclusive on which specific

components or configurations of interventions are most effective across contexts.

One influential framework guiding many of these efforts is the Whole School Approach
(WSA), championed by the United Nations Girls’ Education Initiative as a key strategy

to address SRGBV and meet Sustainable Development Goal 4 on safe and inclusive learning



environments (UNGEI, 2019). Anchored in a socioecological model, the WSA promotes a
systemic, school-wide response involving all stakeholders—students, teachers, administra-
tors, parents, and community members—to drive behavioral and normative change (Nyoni
et al., 2023; UNGEI, 2019). In a systematic review, Nyoni et al. (2023) examined 16 interven-
tions across six Sub-Saharan African countries to assess how closely these aligned with the
WSA and whether this alignment influenced effectiveness. Interestingly, interventions with
low fidelity to the WSA framework were often as effective as those more comprehensively
aligned. However, most programs included parent or community engagement, suggesting
that this component may be a crucial determinant of success, whether or not a full WSA is

implemented.

The Good School Toolkit (GST) in Uganda stands out as a high-impact example of a WSA-
aligned intervention. Implemented over 18 months in primary schools, GST employed a
multi-step behavior change model to transform the school’s operational culture. It signif-
icantly reduced physical violence by school staff against students by 42 percent (Devries
et al., 2015b). While the intervention benefited both boys and girls, it was more effective
for boys, potentially reflecting gender-specific disciplinary practices (Devries et al., 2017).
Further analysis found that greater exposure to GST was associated with decreased risk of

experiencing staff violence, indicating a dose-response relationship (Knight et al., 2018).

In Mozambique, Estd na Hora de Agir (It’s Time to Act) takes a much different approach,
with a significantly shorter implementation period. Teachers received only two days of train-
ing, and students participated in just four facilitated discussion sessions during school hours
that included short videos and activities. Despite limited direct contact hours, the interven-
tion still yielded significant results: a 75 percent reduction in teacher-perpetrated violence
among girls, largely driven by reductions in sexual violence (Amaral et al., 2024). The
program employed both top-down and bottom-up strategies, strengthening the capacity of
Gender Focal Points within schools, key school personnel, to respond to violence while si-

multaneously encouraging proactive reporting behaviors among girls.

Importantly, Estd na Hora de Agir also builds on existing national systems to address
gender-based violence in school. Specifically, it leverages and strengthens the role of existing
Gender Focal Points, a toll-free national children’s helpline, and the multisectoral response

system developed by UNICEF alongside governmental and non-governmental stakeholders.



Although much more limited in scope than GST, the program still produced meaningful im-
pacts, suggesting that even more narrowly targeted efforts may yield protective effects when
they combine perpetrator deterrence with victim proactivity and link to broader systemic

mechanisms for response.

These divergent examples, both of which take place in primary schools, illustrate the com-
plexities involved in designing effective school-based violence interventions. While the GST
demonstrated substantial success in reducing physical violence, it also showed a suggestive
increase in sexual violence among girls (Devries et al., 2017). Conversely, Estd na Hora de
Agir effectively reduced sexual violence but did not reduce physical violence, despite curric-
ular content addressing both (Amaral et al., 2024). Such findings raise important questions
about the context in which interventions are implemented, appropriate intensity of inter-
ventions, the mechanisms through which specific outcomes are achieved, and the extent to

which interventions should be tailored to particular forms of violence.

The gendered nature of school-based violence further underscores the need for targeted,
context-sensitive approaches. Girls are more frequently subjected to sexual violence, while
boys are more likely to experience corporal punishment and physical bullying (Smarrelli
et al., 2024). This suggests that gender-responsive design and disaggregated analysis are
critical for understanding how and for whom interventions work (Melendez-Torres et al.,
2023). Programs must not only be inclusive of both genders but also responsive to their

distinct experiences and vulnerabilities.

3 Context, program, and theory of change

3.1 Context

In Zambia, both boys and girls are exposed to high levels of violence, including within school
environments. According to the 2014 Zambia Violence Against Children Survey, 34 percent
of females and 40 percent of males aged 18 to 24 reported experiencing physical violence
before the age of 18. Emotional violence affected 16 percent of females and 20 percent of
males, while 20 percent of females and 10 percent of males experienced unwanted sexual
touching or sex. Violence within schools is a particularly urgent concern, with over 17 per-

cent of students reporting physical or sexual abuse by teachers or peers (Ministry of Youth,



Sport and Child Development et al., 2018). Corporal punishment was banned in Zambian

schools in 2003, yet it remains prevalent (Together for Girls, 2020).

Adolescent girls face additional vulnerabilities, particularly in relation to educational at-
tainment. Zambia ranks 138 out of 190 countries on the Gender Inequality Index, with pro-
nounced disparities in education and income (UNDP, 2024). For instance, only 27 percent
of girls complete upper secondary school compared to 33 percent of boys (UNICEF, 2022;
Zambia Statistics Agency et al., 2020). Addressing SRGBV is therefore a critical component
in promoting a safe, inclusive learning environment where girls can thrive academically and

socially, contributing to long-term gender equality and economic empowerment.

3.2 Program

In response to these challenges, the EP was developed as a multi-component, school-based
intervention. It builds on existing SRGBV prevention efforts in East and Southern Africa
(UNESCO, 2021; Raising Voices, 2020; RTI International, 2017; USAID, 2009). The EP
was implemented in the context of the KGS program and, therefore, was integrated into
schools serving KGS beneficiaries, targeting learners in grades 8 to 12. In areas where lower
secondary education (grades 8-9) is offered in primary school facilities, the EP was also im-

plemented in primary schools.

The EP consists of three main components—Learners’ Curriculum, Teachers’ Curriculum,
and Parent Teacher Engagement Module—all delivered by trained teacher-mentors, primarily
drawn from the schools’ existing Guidance and Counseling staff. Teacher-mentors received
five days of comprehensive training, which included an overview of the intervention, interac-
tive sessions and group work on both the teacher and learner curricula, practice facilitation
sessions, and practical guidance on club member recruitment and monitoring of implementa-
tion. Teacher-mentors participated in the program on a voluntary basis within their respec-
tive schools. They did not receive additional compensation for their involvement, nor were

they formally relieved of their existing teaching or guidance and counseling responsibilities.

The Learners’ Curriculum delivers structured, weekly after-school sessions through gender-
segregated safe space clubs of 25 boys and 25 girls, each led by a same-gender teacher-mentor.
Participation was voluntary, with up to 20 out of the 25 spots in the girls’ clubs prioritized

for KGS girls. The curriculum includes 17 one-hour sessions covering topics including gen-



der and equity, gender equality and positive role models, awareness of gender-based violence,
SRGBYV, communication for respectful relationships, bystander intervention skills, and help-
seeking and peer support. These sessions aim to build knowledge and shift attitudes around
gender and violence. Club members are also expected to engage the wider school community
through whole-school activities aligned with each topic. For instance, the ”We Can Do Any-
thing!” campaign instructs club participants to create posters with empowering messages
that encourage all learners to pursue their passions, regardless of gender. These broader

engagements are meant to help reinforce the curriculum’s messages throughout the school.

The Teachers’ Curriculum complements the learners’ component by equipping teachers with
knowledge of children’s rights, gender and SRGBYV, creating a safe and supportive classroom
environment, responding to SRGBYV, and reducing corporal punishment and using positive
discipline. Delivered by the same teacher-mentors during regular staff meetings, this cur-
riculum includes 11 one-hour sessions intended to reach all teaching staff in relevant grades
in participating schools. In doing so, the program extends its reach beyond club participants
into the school community, and increases its potential to benefit a broader group of students.
A third, lighter touch component of the EP focuses on parent-teacher engagement. In this
module, teacher-mentors are expected to meet with the Parent Teacher Committee (PTC)
at least once to provide an overview of the EP and identify opportunities for community

support in addressing SRGBV.

3.3 Theory of Change

The EP’s theory of change is grounded in the Knowledge, Attitudes, and Practices (KAP)
model, a widely used framework in public health and behavioral research (Glanz et al., 2008).
According to this model, behavioral change occurs through a sequence that begins with the
acquisition of knowledge, progresses through shifts in attitudes, and results in changes in in-
dividual and collective behavior (Bettinghaus, 1986). Through engagement in club sessions
facilitated by trained teacher-mentors and whole-school activities, students are expected to
increase their understanding of SRGBV, their rights, and gender equality. This foundational
knowledge is anticipated to foster more open peer discussions about violence and discrimina-
tion, gradually leading to more equitable attitudes toward gender roles and greater awareness

of the consequences of SRGBV.

As attitudes shift, students are expected to become more confident and willing to act as



bystanders, recognizing, challenging, and reporting incidents of SRGBYV to teachers or school
authorities. These changes are expected to reinforce norms of accountability and support
within the school environment. In the longer term, such changes are hypothesized to con-
tribute to a decline in the prevalence of SRGBV and improvements in students’ overall
well-being and sense of safety. In parallel, the Teachers’ Curriculum is expected to reduce
the use of violent disciplinary practices and promote more supportive teacher-student inter-

actions.

4 Methodology

We employed a triangulation design for the mixed-methods evaluation to offer a compre-
hensive and nuanced understanding of the intervention’s impact (Creswell and Clark, 2007).
While the quantitative research was focused on assessing the effects of the intervention, the
qualitative research aimed to understand the norms around violence in schools, the per-
ception of the intervention, and the potential mechanisms through which the intervention
generates its outcomes. In addition, the qualitative research focused on the experience of vi-
olence, reporting of violence, and social support, as these pre-specified outcomes are difficult

to measure via quantitative surveys alone.

In addition to the overall triangulation design, we also used elements of an exploratory
mixed-methods design for instrument development (Creswell and Clark, 2007). Specifically,
to measure bystander reporting of violence, which is emphasized by the curriculum but
occurs infrequently, we first created vignettes that represented hypothetical situations and
used them in the first round of qualitative data collection. Based on qualitative analysis,
we revised these vignettes to make them more realistic and relatable to study participants.
We then used cognitive interview techniques (Beatty and Willis, 2007; Collins, 2003; Miller,

2003) to validate these vignette-based quantitative survey questions.

The data collection followed a sequential design, with two rounds of qualitative data collection
during implementation and one round of quantitative surveys four months post-intervention,
allowing us to use qualitative insights to refine quantitative measures, revise training ma-
terials for quantitative enumerators, and guide quantitative analysis. During analysis, the

research team held weekly meetings to share analytical techniques and initial findings.

10



4.1 Quantitative research design and data

To assess the impact of the EP, we conducted a cluster randomized controlled trial (RCT)
with the intervention randomized at the school level'! (Figure 1). We used administrative
data collected in the beginning of the 2023 school year by the Ministry of Education of
Zambia to identify all schools located in the three study districts. Given the government’s
focus on KGS beneficiaries, we selected schools that had more than ten KGS girls enrolled
in grades 8 to 11. A total of 90 eligible schools were randomized with 45 assigned to the
treatment group and 45 assigned to the control group, stratified by district, boarding school,

and number of KGS girls in a school.

4.1.1 Quantitative data collection

Quantitative data collection included a school survey and listing exercise conducted at the
start of the implementation period followed by adolescent and teacher surveys administered
four months after the intervention concluded (Figure Al). A listing exercise was conducted
to identify the student sample for the adolescent survey. To generate the sample frame, we
first extracted data from class attendance registers at the start of the study to compile a list
of all students enrolled in grades 8 to 11. The impact evaluation was designed to measure
the effect of the EP on the average student in study schools, rather than the impact on club
participants specifically. Therefore, from each participating school, we randomly selected 25
boys and 25 girls, resulting in a random sample of 4,467 adolescents, about 20 percent of
whom were KGS girls. In cases where a student was unavailable during the survey (about 30
percent of sampled students), enumerators referred to a ranked replacement list to interview
an alternative boy or girl student from the same school. All remaining KGS girls not selected
through random sampling were also surveyed, bringing the total sample size to over 6,100
students. To create a sample of teachers, we used convenience sampling to select one teacher

from each grade between grades 8 to 12, for a total target sample size of 450 teachers.

4.1.2 Quantitative measures

Our primary outcomes include adolescents’ experiences of violence, attitudes toward gender
roles and SRGBYV, perceived school climate, and socio-emotional well-being. Violence was
measured for two time frames: the past school term (near the end of implementation) and
the past two weeks (four months post-intervention). Secondary outcomes include SRGBV

knowledge, norms, attitudes, bystander reporting, aspirations, and teacher-reported mea-

!The trial and pre-analysis plan were pre-registered in ClinicalTrials.gov under NCT05839457.

11



sures, as well as peer- and teacher-perpetrated violence. Full definitions of all outcomes are

provided in Table Al.

We conducted power size calculations using data from the Zambia Demographic and Health
Survey 2018 (Zambia Statistics Agency et al., 2020). Based on this data, 29 percent of girls
and young women between 15-23 years of age agreed that wife beating was justifiable in
at least one of the reasons specified in the survey, with an intra-cluster correlation of 0.14.
Assuming 45 clusters and an attrition rate of 15 percent, the study is powered to detect an

11-percentage point change with 50 students per cluster.

4.1.3 Quantitative analysis

To analyze the impact of the EP on our outcomes on an average student in school, we used

the following linear probability model to conduct an intent-to-treat analysis:

Yij = a+ Bilreat; + vj+ij (1)

In this equation, y;; represents the outcome of interest for student i from school j at
endline. T'reat; is a binary variable that takes the value of 1 if school j is in the treatment
group. (31 is our main parameter of interest, it captures the average treatment impact of the
EP on our specified outcomes. <; are randomization strata fixed effects derived from the
three stratification variables. Standard errors are clustered at the school level. We adjust
for multiple hypothesis testing within outcome families that contain at least one statistically

significant result, using sharpened False Discovery Rate g-values (Anderson, 2008).

Given the gendered patterns of school experiences, we anticipate that the EP’s effectiveness
may differ by gender. To look at impacts by gender, we extend the main model by adding an
interaction term between treatment assignment and gender. This allows us to estimate im-
pacts separately for boys and girls, as well as assess differential effects, helping to explain any
observed gaps in outcomes between the two groups. We also conduct heterogeneity analysis
by testing whether treatment effects differed among pre-specified sub-groups of adolescents
based on age, household assets, household vulnerability, school remoteness, infrastructure
quality, and by primary versus secondary schools (though primary versus secondary schools
were not pre-specified). Since the program prioritized KGS girls in club selection, we as-

sessed whether direct participation in clubs affected the intervention’s impact by estimating

12



the model for the KGS girls sample.

4.1.4 Quantitative sample

A total of 4,165 adolescents were interviewed four months after implementation, represent-
ing 93 percent of the original sample with replacements. The sample of KGS girls included
1,694 girls, representing 80 percent of the original sample.? Challenges in tracking the full
original sample included student transfers, dropouts, and insufficient information. For the
student sample, tracking was 3 percentage points lower in treatment schools compared to
control schools, whereas for KGS girls, tracking was 5 percentage points lower in control
schools than in treatment schools (Table A2). Differential tracking between treatment and
control schools may bias the results if correlated with potential outcomes. With only one
data collection round, we cannot observe untracked students. We therefore apply Lee bounds

as a robustness check for both the average student and KGS Girls samples.

The school survey indicated that schools randomized into the control and treatment
groups were similar (Table 1). On average, study schools had 386 students, with about equal
number of boys and girls. Approximately 12 percent of schools offered boarding facilities,
half were in remote areas, and 30 percent were primary schools that host lower-secondary
grades eight and nine. The eight schools selected for qualitative data collection were similar
to the rest of the study schools, although there was an intentional oversampling of boarding

schools and remote schools in the qualitative sample.

Our adolescent sample includes 2,066 boys and 2,099 girls. On average, the adolescents
were 17 years old (Table A3). Most were day scholars, Christian, and unmarried. Boys and
girls were comparable across most characteristics, except that a higher percentage of boys
worked in the past week compared to girls. KGS girls were similar to other girls in most
measures, although KGS girls were more likely to come from female headed households and
have worked in the past week. A comparison of several time-invariant student characteristics
from the endline survey shows that students in treatment and control schools were similar

across five out of seven characteristics.?

2While the KGS sample is likely underpowered to detect smaller effects, we report the results regardless
given the relevance of this subgroup to the research question.

3While imbalanced controls are not included in the main specifications, we demonstrate the robustness
of the primary outcome estimates by presenting results both with and without these time-invariant controls
(Table A9).
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4.2 Qualitative research design and data

To understand the norms around violence, assess perceptions of the intervention, and ex-
plore factors influencing the intervention’s impact, we conducted two rounds of qualitative
research. The first round explored school climate and reporting norms for SRGBV, while
the second round focused on experiences of SRGBV, reporting, and potential mechanisms

of impact. Both rounds of data collection collected information on implementation.

4.2.1 Qualitative data collection

Qualitative data were collected from intervention schools in all three implementation districts
selected primarily based on their distance from the District Board Education Secretaries of-
fice to capture a range of accessibility. Data were collected from eight schools: one urban (less
than 10 km away), two rural (10 — 30 km), and five remote (over 30 km). Rural and remote
schools were intentionally over sampled based on prior research highlighting challenges such
as limited access to services for responding to SRGBV cases and reduced oversight, which
may lower accountability in these settings (Friedson-Ridenour and Milapo, 2020). Schools
were also selected based on school type to ensure diverse representation in the qualitative
sample, which includes three primary schools, three secondary schools, and two secondary

boarding schools.

A mix of FGDs and in-depth interviews were conducted with boys and girls who par-
ticipated in safe space clubs, boys and girls who did not participate in the clubs, male and
female teacher-mentors, and then in a subset of schools, male and female non-mentor teach-
ers (Table A4). In addition, safe space club sessions for boys, girls, or in some instances
combined boys’ and girls’ clubs, were observed in each school. A total of 72 interviews, 28
FGDs, and 14 observations were completed. FGDs included eight respondents each. Data
were collected by experienced research assistants who spoke the dominant language of each

study area and completed a five-day in-person training prior to each round of data collection.

4.2.2 Qualitative sample

Adolescents were selected through a two-step process based on their participation in the
club sessions. For club participants, the research team requested a list of male and female
club members. The list was inputted into Excel and then sorted by gender. Names were

then randomized, assigned numbers, and then sorted from smallest to largest. For those
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not part of the club, the research team visited their classrooms to obtain class rosters and
identify non-members. Once identified, a similar process was followed in which students
were assigned numbers, and then randomly sampled according to the sample size, factoring
in gender. In round one only, in addition to this process of random participant selection,
a small subset of female and male class leaders was purposively identified to participate in

short individual interviews.

For the selection of non-mentor teachers, the head teacher provided the names of teach-
ers who had served at the school for several years. From the list, the research team selected
the longest-serving teachers that were available at the time of the visit. This ensured they

had sufficient institutional memory about the school.

4.2.3 Qualitative analysis

Qualitative data analysis followed a two-step approach. In round one, a code list was de-
veloped using both inductive and deductive approaches. Targeted codes were created based
on emerging themes. This round produced three operational codes (e.g., safe space club
descriptions, participation, outcomes) and three analytic codes (e.g., violence reporting, ex-
periences of violence, relationships), which were applied to all round one data by hand and

summarized in memos.

In round two, a new code list—21 parent and six child codes—was developed based on round
one analysis and an initial review of round two data. All round two data were analyzed using
Dedoose, a qualitative data analysis software. Analysis in both rounds began with intercoder
reliability exercises to standardize the coding approach. In round two, memos were tracked
in Dedoose and reviewed regularly. After coding, all data were exported to Excel for further

analysis and comparison.

5 Findings

This section begins by presenting the prevalence of violence in control schools to contextualize
the broader study environment. We then assess the program’s impact in line with the theory

of change outlined in Section 3.
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5.1 Prevalence and reporting of violence in schools

Based on the quantitative survey with adolescents in control schools, we find strong evidence
that violence was prevalent in schools (Table 2). In the control sample, 59 percent of adoles-
cents reported experiencing some form of violence in the past school term, primarily driven
by physical violence (53 percent), followed by emotional (27 percent) and sexual violence
(9 percent). Staff-perpetrated physical violence—corporal punishment—was the most com-
mon, affecting 49 percent of students, compared to 16 percent for peer-perpetrated physical

violence.

While the overall experience of violence was similar for boys and girls, notable differences
emerged when dis-aggregating by type and perpetrator. Boys were about 4 percentage
points more likely than girls to experience staff-perpetrated corporal punishment (p < 0.05),
whereas girls were 3 percentage points more likely than boys to experience peer-perpetrated
sexual violence (p < 0.01). We also found a strong correlation between staff- and peer-
perpetrated violence within schools (Figure A2), suggesting a widespread culture of aggres-

sion in these environments.

Reporting of violence was low, and even when incidents were reported, qualitative data
indicate that reporting did not necessarily result in access to support services or account-
ability for perpetrators. Only 20 percent of those who experienced violence perpetrated by
staff and 36 percent of those who experienced violence by peers in the past term reported
the incidents to anyone. Students were particularly reluctant to report teacher-perpetrated
violence compared to peer violence. Only 18 percent of those who experienced physical vi-
olence from teachers—the most common form of violence—reported the incident (Table 2).
Qualitative data highlight that reluctance to report was tied to low expectations of account-
ability, especially in hierarchical relationships, as well as fears of backlash and shame. When
asked if students report violence to teachers, one girl explained, “...if someone wrongs you
and you tell them [teachers], they don’t do anything about it. So, we opt not to [report].”
Expectations that reports would not be taken seriously discouraged adolescents from consis-

tently reporting incidents of violence.

Further insights from qualitative data reveal that reporting was shaped by gendered as-
sumptions about who experiences violence and who is believed. A girl not in the clubs

explained,
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When the boys report, the teacher won’t believe them, and the teacher will just
respond by saying there is no way a girl can harass a boy and the boy doesn’t
react. I find this to be unfair because if a girl reports action is taken there and

then.

Stereotypes about gender and reporting were also reflected in adult perspectives. A male

mentor teacher stated,

...a girl child is the one who reports more than boys. You know, a boy child
sometimes feels like he is strong, he can protect himself. But a girl child being
vulnerable, whatever happens, she will talk to the head and the guidance, the
teachers knowing that these are her parents who can protect her. But for the

boy child, he feels that when he goes to report, maybe people will laugh at him.

The combination of high levels of violence, low reporting, and weak expectations of account-

ability contributes to a sustained culture of violence in schools.

5.2 Effects on knowledge and discussion of violence

As our theory of change outlines, we hypothesize that two of the key immediate and in-
termediate impacts would be increased knowledge and discussion of violence. We find no
significant effect on knowledge, which was already high in the control group (Column 1 of
Table 3, 81 percent), but observe a significant 8 percentage point increase in the discussion
of violence (Column 2). The increase in discussion suggests that the intervention was im-
plemented in treatment schools and it successfully stimulated broader conversations about
violence among students, extending beyond those directly involved in the clubs. The increase
was observed among both boys and girls, indicating no gender disparity in the intervention’s

effect on promoting discussion.

Qualitative data also suggest that the intervention sparked conversations about violence,
some of which appear to have originated from club members engaging with their peers. For
example, a girl in the clubs shared, “My friend was playing with boys who usually touch
her. I told her that’s violence. You should not be entertaining them.” Similarly, a boy in the
clubs explained, “I also try to advise my classmates who like insulting that insulting is bad,
it causes violence.” These discussions extended beyond direct club participants. Teacher-
mentors described incorporating conversations about violence into broader school settings,

such as assemblies. One female mentor noted,

17



When we had just opened [for the term], you know, and that forced us now to
start sensitizing even the ones who are not under safe space club. We sensitized
them during the assembly and during hostel meetings that violence is bad, and

it is against the school rules.

Even among students not directly involved in the clubs, many were aware that the clubs
focused on violence, suggesting that the presence of the clubs — if not their detailed content

— contributed to raising awareness and sparking discussions throughout the school.

5.3 Effect on attitudes and norms

Increased discussion about violence could foster more positive attitudes and social norms
among adolescents regarding gender roles and SRGBV. Although our quantitative findings
show no significant overall change in attitudes, the intervention appears to have led to a
modest 0.05-point improvement in boys’ attitudes (Table 4, Panel B, Column 1). When dis-
aggregated by attitude type, this improvement is primarily driven by a 0.04 point increase in
boys’ attitudes toward gender roles, representing a 1.4 percent improvement over the control
group. While the intervention did not lead to significant overall changes in SRGBV-related
attitudes, we observe a significant gender difference in response. Girls showed no change
in attitudes, while boys exhibited a small, non-significant improvement of 0.05 points. Ad-
ditionally, the interaction term between treatment and gender is negative and statistically
significant, indicating that the change in attitudes among girls was 0.05 points lower than
that of boys. Notably, girls in the control group already held less tolerant attitudes toward
SRGBYV than boys (means of 3.07 vs. 3.04, p < 0.05), suggesting that the intervention
helped reduce boys’ tolerance of SRGBYV, thereby narrowing the initial gender gap. These
findings offer suggestive evidence that the increased discussion of violence prompted by the

intervention may be contributing to gradual shifts in attitudes, particularly among boys.

Similarly, we find that injunctive norms related to gender roles improved by 0.11 points
(Table 4, Panel A, Column 6), but we do not see a significant change in norms related to
SRGBV. As with the attitude measures, these effects are not statistically significant after
adjusting for multiple hypothesis testing using sharpened False Discovery Rate g-values (An-
derson, 2008).

Qualitative data offer important context to these findings, highlighting the challenges in-

terventions face in shifting attitudes around gender norms and SRGBV. Many boys and
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girls in the clubs appeared to grasp the general concept of gender equality taught in the cur-
riculum, commonly expressing it as: “what boys can do, girls can also do as well.” However,
while adolescents may have understood these messages, their lived experiences reflected more
complex and ingrained gender attitudes and norms that shaped how violence was perceived

and experienced, and proved difficult to change.

For instance, violence, particularly corporal punishment, was often framed as an accept-
able response to disrespect by students, with disrespect itself being interpreted through a
gendered lens. Boys were frequently characterized as disrespectful, having attitude, or be-
ing boastful. Peers described them challenging authority, resisting punishment, threatening
teachers, and fighting, all behaviors tied to dominant ideas of masculinity. In contrast, girls
were generally described as respectful toward teachers and elders, more obedient, and engag-
ing in gossip or teasing—behaviors associated with femininity. One girl in the club reflected
this sentiment, stating, “Boys are disrespectful. Despite some girls being disrespectful, they
conduct themselves well when they are with elders.” These gendered assumptions influenced
disciplinary practices, with different types of punishment being meted out based on expec-

tations of how boys and girls behave.

As aresult, adolescents reported that boys and girls were punished differently for the same in-
fractions. Boys were more often subjected to harsher physical punishments such as whipping,
caning, beating, or being made to dig pits or latrines. Girls, on the other hand, were more fre-
quently assigned chores like sweeping, watering plants, carrying water, or cleaning the school
compound. “Boys are given harder punishments,” a girl in the club remarked—echoing a
widely held perception. These gender-based disciplinary disparities contributed to adoles-

cents’ everyday experiences of violence in school.

Gender also influenced the experience of sexual violence. Victim-blaming was common,
with girls frequently held responsible for being harassed or assaulted. A boy not in the clubs
expressed a typical view: “Sexual violence happens especially to girls who like wearing skirts
that are too short. When they are sweeping and try to bend, they show their thighs, and this
attracts boys.” Similarly, descriptions and accounts of teachers engaging in sexual relation-
ships with learners were common and both girls and boys often blamed girls for “enticing”

teachers into these relationships. One girl in the club recalled,

I witnessed one [student-teacher relationship]. For instance, when the teacher
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is new, the girl will start crushing on the teacher and seduce him. The teacher
eventually develops feelings for the student and proposes to her. In turn, the girl

accepts the proposal.

This normalization of victim-blaming was embedded in school culture and shaped institu-
tional responses to sexual violence. When asked about changes since the introduction of
the safe space clubs, several respondents—teachers and adolescents—highlighted stricter en-
forcement of dress codes. As one girl put it, “They [teachers| cautioned us on our dress code,
and it has changed.” Notably absent were mentions of increased accountability for boys who
harass girls. Instead, the emphasis remained on girls modifying their behavior to prevent

harassment—reinforcing assumptions about who is responsible for such violence.

Our findings on teachers’ attitudes toward gender roles and SRGBV suggest that any ob-
served changes in students’ attitudes or behaviors were unlikely to be driven by shifts in
teacher attitudes. Based on Table A15, we do not find evidence that the EP led to signifi-
cant changes in teachers’ attitudes toward gender roles or SRGBV. The null effect, although,
could be the result of limited power. Given the sample size of only five teachers per 45 clus-
ters in control and treatment groups, the study had limited statistical power to detect modest
effects, with minimum detectable effect sizes of 0.77 and 1.2 points, respectively. Our quali-
tative findings also provide evidence in the same direction as our quantitative findings, that
teacher-mentors might have encouraged adherence to existing social norms and hierarchies,
such as an expectation to conform to more conservative social norms, rather than shift atti-

tudes about or enforce accountability for violence.

Adolescents’ gender attitudes and beliefs about violence were also influenced by broader
social norms in their families and communities. Boys, more than girls, voiced the tension be-
tween messages learned at school and those reinforced at home. Some expressed discomfort
with club content that conflicted with cultural expectations. A boy in the club explained,
“According to our culture, once a man undergoes circumcision, they [boys| are not allowed
to do certain house chores. .. Gender [messages are] conflicting with certain cultural practices

and that’s what I don’t like.”
Others described how community norms about violence clashed with lessons from the clubs.
One boy shared a troubling incident:

A girl and the boy had a disagreement in class. . . that disagreement ended into
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a fight and the girl actually got injured on her lip...The boy was told to go write
the report explaining what happened, but looking at his situation, he wasn’t
even in the right mind to write the report. . .looking at the background of where
he was coming from, he was coming from these village compounds where they
believe that in their tribe there are certain customs they follow. For instance, he
said that ‘in our tribe you are not supposed to be insulted by a female at all cost.’
In his report he stated their customs and beliefs that he can never be beaten by

a woman. . . better men be assaulters than being assaulted.

These examples illustrate that while awareness may increase, transforming attitudes and

behaviors around gender and violence remains a complex, long-term challenge.

5.4 Effect on bystander reporting

We expect that shifts in attitudes and norms may lead to behavior change. We find that
adolescents’ belief that others would intervene if they witnessed bullying increased by 0.33
points (or a 6 percent change), relative to a control mean of 5.34 (Table 5, Column 2). This
was accompanied by a modest increase in bystander reporting: adolescents in treatment
schools were 3 percentage points more likely to report incidents of violence they witnessed,
compared to a control mean of 9 percent (Column 4). While these effects are not robust
to multiple hypothesis testing, their consistency suggests that increased bystander reporting
may represent a potential channel of change. We find no evidence of gender differences in

the intervention’s impact on bystander attitudes, norms, or reporting.

Qualitative data further supports this, with club members specifically highlighting their
learning around being good friends, helping one another, and reporting violence as by-

standers. For example, a boy in the club explained,

If I find someone beating their friend, I can get that person who is being beaten
and tell them, ‘Let’s go,” we report this matter to someone older than us so that

they can take action against the person who was beating them.

However, overall, bystander reporting remained low, and for most adolescents, the decision
to report violence was complicated and far from straightforward. Adolescents grappled with
moral dilemmas about whether it was right to report someone, especially when potential

consequences were involved. One boy in the club asked,

If you have a female friend who comes from a poor family, the friend is dating a

teacher, that has become more like her source of income. Is it right to report or
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not?...If you report, your friend is dumped and starts suffering, isn’t that a bad

thing?

These difficult decisions often deterred adolescents from reporting violence as bystanders.

5.5 Effects on violence

We expect that changes in discussions, attitudes, and reporting of violence would impact the
experience of violence in treatment schools. Although the intervention did not affect overall
levels of violence (Table 6), we found a significant gender difference during the implementa-
tion period (Panel B, Column 1). Girls in treated schools reported a non-significant increase
in violence during program implementation, while boys reported a non-significant decrease.
The difference between them, captured by the interaction term, is statistically significant.
However, in the post-intervention period, there were no significant impacts for either group,

and the gender difference was no longer significant.

When disaggregating by type of violence, the intervention led to a 2-percentage point re-
duction in sexual violence post-intervention from the control mean of 6 percent (Panel A,
Column 6). However, this effect is no longer statistically significant when adjusting for mul-
tiple hypothesis testing. There was no significant reduction in emotional or physical violence.
In addition, Lee bounds accounting for differential tracking indicate that the upper bound
of the estimate could reflect a 2 percentage point increase in sexual violence, further under-

scoring the lack of robustness of this result.

There is suggestive evidence that the reduction in sexual violence may be driven by a decrease
in staff-perpetrated incidents, with a statistically significant 1 percentage point decline from
a control mean of 2 percent in the post-intervention period (Table A5, Panel A, Column
4). While a 1 percentage point decline is also observed in peer-perpetrated sexual violence
(from a control mean of 4 percent), this change is not statistically significant, making staff-

perpetrated violence the more likely contributor to the overall reduction.

Qualitative data indicate that many adolescents outside of the clubs noted little, if any,
change in violence at schools, while club participants reported changes in their own behav-
iors. One girl not in the clubs stated a common theme, “Nothing has changed.” Adolescents
who participated in clubs tended to describe an internalized change in their own behavior,

rather than a systematic shift in a culture of violence at schools. A group of boys who par-
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ticipated in the club explained, “I used to insult people a lot, but now I have stopped,” “I
liked touching girls’ breasts, but after we started learning, I realized it’s bad, so I stopped,”
“I have changed because those days when I found people fighting, I would say, ‘Beat them
hard!,” but now I have changed.” Similarly, girls described changes in their own behavior,
“I used to be a bully in class. Now I have stopped,” “There are a number of students who
are pregnant in our class and boys usually laugh and tease them. I normally talk to the
boys to stop laughing at the girls...,” “if I'm walking and someone passes a bad comment

on me, I would turn around, shout at them, and tell them one or two things, and then I go.

Nowadays, I laugh and forget about it.”

Despite these individual changes, there was limited evidence of broader transformation in
school violence. Any changes observed were minimal, indicating small shifts towards exer-
cising greater restraint, rather than a complete cessation of violence driven by changes in
school culture or stronger accountability mechanisms. A female mentor described the change
this way: “The punishments have been reduced. Whipping has reduced. If a teacher wants
to beat learners, they should give at least two strokes and not too hard.” Another female
mentor suggested that teachers may be more restrained in the use of physical violence when

they feel they are being monitored,

We [teacher mentors] sensitized them [teachers] about corporal punishment and
the effect of corporal punishment...it was the first topic that we needed to sensitize
them to. This time, we've seen the change whereby they [teachers| won’t take

that action if they want to beat a child and see me [teacher mentor| passing.

However, several accounts pointed to a persistent lack of formal accountability for teacher
misconduct. As one girl in the clubs recounted after reporting verbal abuse, “The head
[teacher] said, ‘If that is the problem, I will talk to him [the teacher] to stop being abusive.’

He may have talked to him, but there is no change.”

5.6 Well-being, agency, and schooling

Finally, we examine whether the intervention had an impact on student well-being and school
climate. Our findings show no evidence that the intervention improved adolescents’ overall
well-being, agency, or socio-emotional skills (Table A6). Aspirations increased by 1 per-
centage point; however, most adolescents, regardless of treatment status, already expressed
a desire to pursue tertiary education, enter a professional career, and marry after age 18,

leaving limited scope for the intervention to produce substantial shifts in these outcomes.
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Perceptions of school safety and school climate were also unaffected (Table AT7).

We find no significant impact on self-reported school attendance or enrollment. However,
school register data indicate a positive impact on attendance during the implementation
period, with students attending 4.5 more days on average (Table A8). This uptick may be
explained by anecdotal evidence pointing to the snacks provided during club sessions as a
motivating factor. Nevertheless, this result remains inconclusive due to differences in the

extent of missing data across intervention and control schools.

5.7 Heterogeneous effects

We explored pre-specified heterogeneous effects in quantitative analysis based on the char-
acteristics of adolescents, their households, and schools. We do not include heterogeneous
effects by education level of household head due to missing observations (over 30%). The in-
tervention did not produce any effects among these sub-groups on primary outcomes, except
by school level and school quality (Table 7). Specifically, the intervention led to an 11 per-
centage point differential increase in violence during the implementation period in primary
schools compared to secondary schools, and in below-median quality schools compared to

those of above-median quality (Column 4).*

To better understand the source of the differential impact on violence during the imple-
mentation period, we examined the intervention’s impact on disaggregated outcomes (Table
A11). Disaggregating the findings by perpetrator type, we find that the program significantly
reduced teacher-perpetrated sexual violence in secondary schools. Given that the program’s
impact on fostering discussions about violence and encouraging bystander reporting was pri-
marily observed in primary schools and not in secondary schools (Tables A10 & A13), the
reduction in teacher-perpetrated sexual violence in secondary schools is likely attributable
to increased informal accountability mechanisms among teachers facilitated by the program,
as highlighted in the qualitative analysis. The increased discussion and bystander reporting
in primary schools as a result of EP, however, did not translate to reduced violence. In
contrast, students in primary schools reported 4 percentage points more peer-perpetrated
violence and 12 percentage points more teacher-perpetrated physical violence than those in

secondary schools. This may reflect heightened awareness of SRGBV among primary school

4We assess school quality based on several factors, including the ratio of classrooms and teachers to
students, the presence of accessibility features, the range of available facilities, and the provision of improved
water sources and sanitation facilities.
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students, who may now be more likely to recognize and report incidents of violence as a result
of the intervention’s success in increasing discussions around SRGBV. Also, when we isolate
Grade 8-9 students within secondary schools, their outcomes align more closely with their
peers in the same setting than with those in primary schools, indicating that the differential

impacts are less about student age and more about institutional characteristics (Table A14).

For school quality, we found marginal increase of 9 percentage points in emotional violence
and 12 percentage points in physical violence in below-median quality schools compared to
above-median quality schools (Column 4 & Column 6 of Table A11). The difference in the
intervention’s effect on emotional violence appears to be driven by teacher-perpetrated in-
cidents while the difference in physical violence is primarily attributed to peer-perpetrated
violence. Both higher- and lower-quality schools reported increases in discussions of violence
(8 and 7 percentage points, respectively; Table A10), and bystander reporting rose by 8
percentage points in lower-quality schools. These findings suggest that in both primary and
lower-quality schools, where discussion of violence and bystander reporting both increased,
there may have been greater awareness and willingness among students to disclose incidents
of violence post-intervention, potentially contributing to the rise of violence recorded in these

schools.

Finally, we examined impacts on KGS girls, who were prioritized for club participation.
Club registration data suggest that 35 percent of the KGS girls sample in treatment schools
participated, compared to 20 percent of the full sample. Despite this higher participation,
there were no significant effects on their experience of violence, attitudes or bystander re-
porting (Tables A17 - A19). While knowledge and discussions about violence increased by
2 percentage points and 7 percentage points respectively, there is no evidence that direct
club participation led to greater impacts on any other outcomes among KGS girls (Table
A16). Applying Lee bounds to account for differential tracking, we find that the estimated
treatment effects remain robust for some outcomes, while for others, the bounds suggest that
effects could be larger or smaller depending on who was tracked. These results do not imply
bias but indicate that if tracking differed systematically by outcome, our point estimates

may under or overstate the true effects. (Tables A16 - A19)
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5.8 Implementation

The EP was designed as a multi-component intervention, but fidelity varied across schools
and program elements. Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) data from safe space clubs in 42
of the 45 intervention schools reveal inconsistencies in how the adolescent curriculum was
delivered. Coverage of the seven core topics ranged widely: 71 percent of schools reported
addressing gender and equality, but only 33 percent covered bystander skills (Table A20).
These figures may be underestimated due to a significant amount of missing topic details in

some administrative records.

Adolescent attendance ranged from 19 to 23 students per session, with no significant vari-
ation by gender or topic. When sessions occurred, participation was high. However, even
in schools implementing more than half of the sessions, there were no observable improve-
ments in attitudes or violence outcomes compared to schools with fewer sessions (Table A21).
This suggests that greater coverage of the club component alone did not generate broader
school-wide impacts. Although the adolescent curriculum included school-wide activities,
qualitative data indicate limited spillover from club sessions to the wider student body. Stu-

dents not in clubs often perceived no meaningful change in school violence.

The extent of implementation for teacher and PTC sessions is unclear due to substantial
gaps in M&E data. However, qualitative evidence suggests uneven delivery across schools.
Several non-mentor teachers had only a basic awareness of the intervention. One female
teacher mentioned being introduced to the concept of SRGBV but struggled to recall spe-
cific examples. Some male teachers voiced concerns that the program’s emphasis on children’s
rights made discipline harder. PTC engagement also varied. Some teacher-mentors described
conducting outreach activities at church events or under-five clinics, while others reported
no contact with the PTC, often due to financial constraints or parents’ seasonal farming

responsibilities.

6 Discussion and Conclusion

This study addresses a critical gap in the literature on what works to reduce SRGBV in
LMICs, particularly in secondary schools in Sub-Saharan Africa. Our mixed-methods evalu-
ation of the EP in Zambian secondary schools provides insights into both the challenges and

possibilities of addressing SRGBV through a multi-component school-based approach. Our
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findings show that SRGBYV is pervasive, gendered, and normalized in school environments,
with high levels of teacher- and peer-perpetrated violence. Consistent with prior studies,
girls were disproportionately affected by sexual violence, while boys were more vulnerable
to physical violence. This reflects deeply entrenched gender norms and power imbalances,
which shape the manifestation of violence and influence how it is perceived, reported, and
addressed (Parkes et al., 2016; Smarrelli et al., 2024). These findings underscore the need
for programming that is tailored to boys’ and girls’ distinct experiences and vulnerabilities.
Although students participated in separate safe space clubs, the curricula missed opportu-
nities to adapt content to their specific risks. This gap mirrors broader limitations in the
evidence identified by Smarrelli et al. (2024), where most interventions fail to address the

differentiated social and behavioral drivers of SRGBV or their gendered impacts.

The intervention did not achieve impact on overall violence reduction, school climate, or
adolescent well-being. A modest improvement in boys’ gender attitudes and bystander re-
porting coincided with suggestive evidence of a reduction in sexual violence. However, these
effects do not withstand correction for multiple hypothesis testing and were not accompanied
by changes in social norms or school-wide accountability practices. These limited effects are

likely due, in part, to shortcomings in implementation and design.

Implementation challenges meant that although the EP was intended as a multi-component
intervention, it functioned primarily as a club-based model with limited reach beyond par-
ticipating students. Crucial components such as school-wide activities, consistent teacher
engagement, parent involvement, and community outreach were only partially implemented.
Even in schools more successfully implementing the club-based component, a strong dose-
response relationship was not observed, unlike with the more comprehensive GST program
(Knight et al., 2018), suggesting that a club-based model alone is unlikely to produce mean-
ingful reductions in school-wide levels of violence. Scalable and effective SRGBV interven-
tions require consistent delivery and broader participation beyond a select group of students

to achieve systemic impact.

The findings also highlight potential shortcomings in the intervention’s design. In particular,
they point to significant institutional and cultural barriers to change that the EP did not
adequately engage or address. Weak or non-existent reporting, response, and accountability

mechanisms, coupled with persistent social norms that stigmatize victims, while excusing
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perpetrators, limited the intervention’s deterrent effect. Even when awareness and dialogue
around SRGBYV increased, these structural and normative constraints continued to under-

mine impact.

In contrast, Mozambique’s Estd na Hora de Agir was implemented in a context where sup-
port systems, such as the national child helpline, were already established. The intervention
focused on raising awareness and training teachers on how to utilize and strengthen these
existing mechanisms. In Zambia, by comparison, such systems are not yet fully developed,
constraining the ability to leverage credible response structures. Fstd na Hora de Agir
therefore built upon and reinforced existing systems to address two key behavioral gaps: (1)
encouraging victim reporting and (2) strengthening teacher responses—both in connecting
victims with services and deterring perpetrators (Amaral et al., 2024). While the EP pro-
moted reporting, including bystanders’ reports, it lacked a strong emphasis on institutional
or systemic change—such as mechanisms to enhance teacher accountability or ensure perpe-

trator deterrence—which likely constrained its overall effectiveness.

Furthermore, while our theory of change posits that increased discussion and shifts in atti-
tudes should lead to improved reporting and reductions in violence, the heterogeneity analysis
reveals a more complex pattern. Most improvements in discussion, attitudes, and bystander
reporting were concentrated in primary schools and schools with below-median quality. In
contrast, any trends towards reductions in violence, particularly sexual and physical vio-
lence, were primarily observed in secondary and higher-quality schools. Given the positive
correlation (r = 0.15, p < 0.01) between school type and quality, this suggests that the in-
tervention was more effective, or less harmful, in better-resourced secondary school settings.
The differences in impacts across school types challenge the assumption that attitudinal and
behavioral shifts necessarily translate into reductions in violence, underscoring the need to
consider alternative theories of change. Evidence from related studies on intimate partner vi-
olence, for example, indicate that reducing harmful behavior does not always require shifting
deeply held beliefs. In settings where violence is tolerated and under reported, interventions
that reduce stigma or increase perceptions of safety around speaking up can be effective in

driving reductions in violence (Green et al., 2020).

This study faced several key limitations. First, inconsistent implementation and substantial

gaps in M&E data likely obscured the true extent of program delivery, potentially underes-
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timating its reach and fidelity. Second, the study had a short-term follow-up, with further
data collection contingent on initial findings. Although longer-term observation could reveal
sustained or delayed effects and behavioral or contextual shifts, extended follow-up was not
pursued given the limited short-term impacts and lack of evidence suggesting effects would

strengthen over time.

Although the EP did not achieve systemic reductions in SRGBYV, it highlights critical de-
sign and implementation challenges that must be addressed in future interventions. The EP
underscores the need for coordinated, school-wide strategies that move beyond awareness
and club-based models to strengthen accountability and engage school leadership and staff.
Trusted reporting mechanisms and context-specific designs are essential to ensure that be-
havioral and attitudinal shifts lead to real change. This study offers a valuable foundation

for refining such approaches in Zambia and similar settings.
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Table 1: School characteristics

All Qualitative Control Mean Treatment Mean Norm Diff P-val

(1) (2) 3) (4) () (6)

Number of students 386.47 352.75 400.67 372.27 -0.10 0.64
Number of boys 182.54 162.88 192.53 172.56 -0.16 0.46
Number of girls 203.92 189.88 208.13 199.71 -0.05 0.81
Number of KGS girls 49.82 49.00 48.33 51.34 0.07 0.76
Number of teachers 20.31 17.62 21.80 18.82 -0.20 0.34
Boarding school 0.12 0.25 0.13 0.11 -0.07 0.75
Remote school 0.48 0.62 0.49 0.47 -0.04 0.84
Primary school 0.28 0.38 0.27 0.29 0.05 0.82
Improved drinking water 0.41 0.38 0.38 0.44 0.13 0.53
Improved toilet facilities 0.78 0.75 0.78 0.78 0.00 1.00
Number of facilities offered (out of 5)  1.41 2.00 1.31 1.51 0.14 0.51
Observations 90 8 45 45

Joint orthogonality test 0.52

Notes: The first column show the characteristics of all schools included in the impact evaluation. Column 2 shows the characteristics

of schools where qualitative data was collected. Columns 3 and 4 show the characteristics control and treatment schools respectively.
Column 5 shows the normalized mean difference between the control and treatment school estimates. Column 6 shows the P values
which are derived from T-tests comparing the corresponding control and treatment means. All variables are from a school survey
conducted in October 2023 and are measured at the school level. “KGS girls” refers to beneficiaries of the Keeping Girls in School
project. The “Joint orthogonality test” shows the p-value for the joint orthogonality test that considers all variables presented in
the table except number of boys, number of girls, and number of KGS girls.
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Table 2: Experience of violence and reporting in control schools

All Boys Girls
Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N

Experience of violence in the past term:

Any violence 0.59 049 2115 0.61 0.49 1037 0.57 0.49 1078
Sexual 0.09 028 2114 0.08 0.26 1036 0.10 0.30 1078
Emotional 0.27 045 2115 0.28 0.45 1037 0.27 0.44 1078
Physical 0.53 0.50 2115 0.55 0.50 1037 0.51 0.50 1078
Teacher perpertrated violence in the past term:

Any violence 0.52 0.50 2115 0.54 0.50 1037 0.50 0.50 1078
Sexual 0.04 0.19 2114 0.04 0.19 1036 0.04 0.19 1078
Emotional 0.15 035 2114 0.16 0.36 1036 0.14 0.34 1078
Physical 049 050 2114 0.51 0.50 1036 0.47 0.50 1078
Peer perpertrated violence in the past term:

Any violence 0.29 046 2115 0.28 0.45 1037 0.31 0.46 1078
Sexual 0.06 0.23 2114 0.04 0.20 1036 0.07 0.26 1078
Emotional 0.21 040 2115 0.21 041 1037 0.21 0.40 1078
Physical 0.16 0.36 2114 0.16 0.36 1036 0.16 0.36 1078
Reported violence from teachers to someone:

Any violence 0.20 040 1267 0.21 041 628 0.19 039 639
Sexual 0.12 033 104 0.13 034 53 0.12 033 51

Emotional 0.23 042 382 028 045 195 0.17 0.38 187
Physical 0.18 039 1201 0.19 0.39 594 0.17 0.38 607
Reported violence from peers to someone:

Any violence 0.36 048 712 037 048 319 035 0.48 393
Sexual 0.23 042 157 0.18 0.39 55 0.25 044 102
Emotional 0.29 045 509 030 0.46 240 0.28 0.45 269
Physical 035 048 408 038 049 190 0.32 047 218

Notes: All estimates are based on data from control schools only, as no baseline survey was conducted with students. Estimates
first show the prevalence of violence experienced or reported, regardless of type. These are then disaggregated by specific type of
violence. Estimates on reporting violence refer to the proportion of students who reported the violence they experienced to someone
else, conditional on having experienced any form of violence.



Table 3: Intervention impact on SRGBV knowledge and discussion

(1) (2)
SRGBYV knowledge Discussed violence

Panel A: Impact on students

Treatment 0.01 0.08%**
(0.01) (0.02)
Upper bound 0.02 0.10%***
Lower bound 0.01 0.07#%*
Control Mean 0.81 0.17
Sharpened Q value 0.31 0.00
Observations 4157 4151

Panel B: Differential impact by gender

Treatment 0.01 0.097%**
(0.01) (0.02)
Girl student 0.01 -0.03
(0.01) (0.02)
Treatment x Girl -0.01 -0.04
(0.01) (0.03)
Treat 4 Interaction P-val 0.84 0.04
Sharpened Q value (Interaction) 0.41 0.41
Sharpened Q value (Boys) 0.15 0.00
Sharpened Q value (Girls) 0.73 0.08
Control Mean (Boys) 0.80 0.19
Control Mean (Girls) 0.82 0.16
Observations 4157 4151

Notes: Panel A shows the treatment effect of the Empowerment Pilot on all students.

Panel B shows heterogeneous impacts by gender. “SRGBV knowledge” takes the value
of 1 if the respondent correctly answered all 12 questions on what constitutes violence.
“Discussed violence” takes the value of 1 if the respondent reported discussing vio-
lence with anyone in the last school term. Strata fixed effects (combination of district,
number of KGS girls, and school type) are included in all specifications. “Treat +
Interaction P-val” indicates the significance of the treatment effect for girls. P-values
are adjusted for multiple hypothesis testing using sharpened g-values following Ander-
son (2008). Upper and lower bounds for estimates are shown, where 85 observations
from top and bottom part of the distribution from the treatment group are trimmed
according to differential tracking rates in this sample (Lee, 2009). Control group
means for boys and girls are presented separately. Standard errors, clustered at the
school level, are shown in parentheses. *p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01
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Table 4: Intervention impact on attitudes and norms

All attitudes and norms Gender roles attitudes and norms SRGBYV attitudes and norms

1) (2) ®3) 4) () (6) ul (8) (9)

Attitudes Descriptive norms Injunctive norms Attitudes Descriptive norms Injunctive norms Attitudes Descriptive norms Injunctive norms

Panel A: Impact on students

Treatment 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.06 0.11* 0.03 -0.01 -0.07
(0.02) (0.05) (0.05) (0.02) (0.06) (0.06) (0.03) (0.08) (0.07)
Upper bound 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.06 0.11* 0.03 -0.01 -0.07
Lower bound 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.02 -0.01 0.07 0.03 -0.08 -0.13%*
Control Mean 2.94 2.30 2.35 2.80 2.35 2.56 3.05 2.35 2.04
Sharpened Q value 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Observations 4156 4154 4154 4156 4154 4154 4156 4154 4154

Panel B: Differential impact by gender

Treatment 0.05* 0.01 0.03 0.04* 0.07 0.11 0.05 -0.02 -0.08

(0.02) (0.06) (0.06) (0.02) (0.07) (0.07) (0.03) (0.08) (0.08)
Girl student 0.04** -0.05 -0.03 0.04%* -0.06 -0.06 0.04** -0.01 -0.04

(0.01) (0.04) (0.04) (0.02) (0.05) (0.06) (0.02) (0.05) (0.04)
Treatment x Girl -0.04%* 0.01 -0.00 -0.04 -0.02 0.01 -0.05* 0.01 0.02

(0.02) (0.05) (0.05) (0.03) (0.07) (0.07) (0.03) (0.07) (0.08)
Treat 4 Interaction P-val 0.85 0.62 0.67 0.92 0.44 0.12 0.85 0.99 0.41
Sharpened Q value (Interaction) 0.43 1.00 1.00 0.43 1.00 1.00 0.43 1.00 1.00
Sharpened Q value (Boys) 0.39 0.87 0.78 0.39 0.44 0.39 0.39 0.87 0.44
Sharpened Q value (Girls) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Control Mean (Boys) 2.93 2.33 2.37 2.79 2.38 2.59 3.03 2.35 2.06
Control Mean (Girls) 2.96 2.28 2.33 2.82 2.32 2.54 3.07 2.35 2.02
Observations 4156 4154 4154 4156 4154 4154 4156 4154 4154

Notes: Panel A shows the treatment effect of the empowerment pilot on all students. Panel B shows heterogeneous impacts by gender. “Attitudes” is one of the primary outcomes and is the average score
across 16 attitude statements measured on a four-point Likert scale. “Descriptive norms” is the average score across 8 statements where respondents reported how many people (0-5) would engage in a given
behavior. “Injunctive norms” is the average score across 6 statements where respondents indicated how many people (0-5) whose opinion mattered to them would approve of the behavior. The next three
outcomes pertain to gender roles attitudes and norms, and the following three to attitudes and norms around school-related gender-based violence (SRGBV). Under gender roles, “Attitudes” is an average score
across 7 items (scale: 1-4), “Descriptive gender norms” is a composite of 4 items (scale: 0-5), and “Injunctive norms score” is the average score across 4 items (scale: 0-5). Under SRGBV, “Attitudes” is an
average score across 9 statements (scale 1-4), “Descriptive gender norms” is a composite score of 4 items (scale 0-5), and “Injunctive norms score” is the average score of 4 items (scale 0-5). “Treat + Interaction

P-val” shows the significance of the treatment effect for girls. P-values are adjusted for multiple hypothesis testing using sharpened g-values following Anderson (2008). Upper and lower bounds for estimates
are shown, where 85 observations from top and bottom part of the distribution from the treatment group are trimmed according to differential tracking rates in this sample (Lee, 2009). Control group means
for boys and girls are presented separately. Standard errors, clustered at the school level, are shown in parentheses. *p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01




Table 5: Intervention impact on bystander attitudes, norms and reporting

(1) (2) 3) (4)

Bystander attitudes Descriptive norms Injunctive norms Reported violence

Panel A: Impact on students

Treatment 0.01 0.33** -0.02 0.03*
(0.05) (0.17) (0.04) (0.02)
Upper bound 0.01 0.33** -0.02 0.06%***
Lower bound 0.01 0.27 -0.02 0.03*
Control Mean 3.55 5.34 3.50 0.09
Sharpened Q value 0.63 0.15 0.61 0.15
Observations 4153 4153 4153 4153

Panel B: Differential impact by gender

Treatment 0.04 0.35% -0.00 0.04**
(0.05) (0.18) (0.04) (0.02)
Girl student 0.05** -0.35%%* 0.04* -0.01
(0.02) (0.11) (0.02) (0.01)
Treatment x Girl -0.04 -0.05 -0.04 -0.01
(0.03) (0.16) (0.03) (0.02)
Treat + Interaction P-val 0.87 0.11 0.34 0.28
Sharpened Q value (Interaction) 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74
Sharpened Q value (Boys) 0.44 0.13 0.93 0.13
Sharpened Q value (Girls) 0.84 0.73 0.73 0.73
Control Mean (Boys) 3.52 5.52 3.48 0.10
Control Mean (Girls) 3.57 5.17 3.52 0.09
Observations 4153 4153 4153 4153

Notes: Panel A shows the treatment effect of the Empowerment Pilot on all students. Panel B shows heterogeneous
impacts by gender. “Bystander attitudes” is the average score across 2 statements pertaining to a bullying scenario.
“Descriptive norms” is the average score across 2 questions where respondents indicated how many people out of
10 they know would intervene in the bullying scenario. “Injunctive norms” is the average score across 2 questions
where the respondents indicated their friend’s agreement with the statement on a 4-point Likert scale. “Reported
violence” is a binary variable equal to 1 if the respondent reported witnessing an incident of violence that happened
to someone at school. Strata fixed effects (combination of district, number of KGS girls, and school type) are included
in all specifications. “Treat + Interaction P-val” shows the significance of the treatment effect for girls. P-values are
adjusted for multiple hypothesis testing using sharpened g-values following Anderson (2008). Upper and lower bounds
for estimates are shown, where 85 observations from top and bottom part of the distribution from the treatment group
are trimmed according to differential tracking rates in this sample (Lee, 2009). Control group means for boys and girls
are presented separately. Standard errors, clustered at the school level, are shown in parentheses. *p < 0.1, **p < 0.05,
***p < 0.01
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Table 6: Intervention impact on violence

Last term Last two weeks

(1) (2) ®3) (4) (®) (6) (M) (8)

Any violence Sexual violence Emotional violence Physical violence Any violence Sexual violence Emotional violence Physical violence

Panel A: Impact on students

Treatment 0.00 -0.02 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02* 0.00 -0.01

(0.03) (0.01) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.01) (0.02) (0.03)
Upper bound 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.02%** 0.03 0.01
Lower bound -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.03 -0.02 -0.02* -0.00 -0.02
Control Mean 0.59 0.09 0.27 0.53 0.45 0.06 0.17 0.39
Sharpened Q value 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Observations 4152 4147 4150 4151 4134 4121 4124 4126

Panel B: Differential impact by gender

Treatment -0.03 -0.01 0.01 -0.03 0.00 -0.02 0.01 -0.00

(0.03) (0.01) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.01) (0.02) (0.03)
Girl student -0.03 0.03%* -0.01 -0.03 0.04 0.02* 0.02 0.03

(0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02)
Treatment x Girl 0.06* -0.01 -0.01 0.04 -0.02 -0.00 -0.02 -0.00

(0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.01) (0.02) (0.03)
Treat + Interaction P-val 0.38 0.19 0.84 0.88 0.67 0.21 0.83 0.86
Sharpened Q value (Interaction) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Sharpened Q value (Boys) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Sharpened Q value (Girls) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Control Mean (Boys) 0.61 0.08 0.28 0.55 0.43 0.05 0.16 0.38
Control Mean (Girls) 0.57 0.10 0.27 0.51 0.47 0.07 0.18 0.41
Observations 4152 4147 4150 4151 4134 4121 4124 4126

Notes: Panel A shows the treatment effect of the Empowerment Pilot on all students. Panel B shows heterogeneous impacts by gender. Columns 1 to 4 show experience of violence in the past school
term and columns 5 - 8 show experience of violence in the past 2 weeks. “Any violence” is coded as 1 if the respondent reported experiencing any act of violence, perpetrated either by staff or peers,
in the associated recall period. “Sexual violence” takes the value of 1 if the respondent reported experiencing at least one act of sexual violence perpetrated by staff or peer at school in the specified
recall period. “Emotional violence” takes the value of 1 if the respondent reported experiencing at least one act of emotional violence at school perpetrated by staff or peer in the specified recall period.
“Physical violence” takes the value of 1 if the respondent reported experiencing at least 1 act of physical violence at school perpetrated by staff or peer in the specified recall period. Strata fixed effects
(combination of district, number of KGS girls, and school type) are included in all specifications. “Treat + Interaction P-val” shows the significance of treatment effects for girls. P-values are adjusted
for multiple hypothesis testing using sharpened g-values following Anderson (2008). Upper and lower bounds for estimates are shown, where 85 observations from top and bottom part of the distribution
from the treatment group are trimmed according to differential tracking rates in this sample (Lee, 2009). Control group means for boys and girls are presented separately. Standard errors, clustered at
the school level, are shown in parentheses. *p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01



Table 7: Effects among subgroups

M ) ®) ) ®) (6) (M ®) ©) (10)
Any violence - Any violence ~ Any violence ~ Any violence Gender attitudes Gender attitudes School climate School climate Well-being Well-being
last 2 weeks  last 2 weeks last term last term
Below 16 0.03 0.03 0.03 -0.02 -0.01
(0.04) (0.03) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
Above 16 -0.03 -0.02 0.02 0.00 -0.01
(0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
Age:
Below vs Above 16 0.06 0.04 0.01 -0.02 0.00
(0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
Below 16 Mean 0.45 0.59 2.95 0.71 0.74
Above 16 Mean 0.46 0.60 2.93 0.71 0.75
Observations 4134 4134 4152 4152 4156 4156 4157 4157 4153 4153
Below median assets -0.01 0.03 0.03 0.00 -0.00
(0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01)
Above median assets -0.01 -0.02 0.03 -0.01 -0.01
(0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
Assets:
Below vs Above median -0.00 0.05 -0.00 0.01 0.00
(0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01)
Below median assets Mean 0.39 0.52 2.94 0.71 0.74
Above median assets Mean 0.49 0.63 2.95 0.70 0.75
Observations 4134 4134 4152 4152 4156 4156 4157 4157 4153 4153
HH is vulnerable -0.00 0.01 0.01 -0.01 -0.00
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01)
HH is not vulnerable -0.01 -0.00 0.03 -0.00 -0.01
(0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
Vulnerable vs Not 0.01 0.01 -0.02 -0.01 0.00
(0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
HH is vulnerable Mean 0.47 0.60 2.94 0.70 0.73
HH is not vulnerable Mean 0.45 0.59 2.95 0.71 0.75
Observations 4134 4134 4152 4152 4156 4156 4157 4157 4153 4153
Remote School 0.00 0.01 0.02 -0.01 -0.01
(0.04) (0.05) (0.03) (0.02) (0.01)
Accessible school -0.02 -0.01 0.03 -0.00 -0.00
(0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01)
Remote school v/s not 0.02 0.02 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
(0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.02) (0.02)
Remote school Mean 0.41 0.55 2.92 0.72 0.74
Accessible school Mean 0.49 0.63 2.96 0.70 0.74
Observations 4134 4134 4152 4152 4156 4156 4157 4157 4153 4153
Primary School 0.01 0.08 0.04 -0.00 0.01
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.02) (0.02)
Secondary school -0.01 -0.03 0.02 -0.01 -0.01
(0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
Primary v/s Secondary 0.02 0.11% 0.01 0.00 0.02
(0.06) (0.07) (0.05) (0.02) (0.02)
Primary School Mean 0.38 0.49 2.92 0.71 0.74
Secondary School Mean 0.48 0.63 2.95 0.70 0.75
Observations 4134 4134 4152 4152 4156 4156 4157 4157 4153 4153
Below median quality School 0.01 0.06 0.08* 0.01 -0.01
(0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.02) (0.01)
Above median quality School -0.04 -0.05 0.01 -0.01 0.00
(0.04) (0.04) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
School quality:
Below vs Above median 0.06 0.11% 0.07 0.02 -0.01
(0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.02) (0.02)
Below median quality school Mean 0.39 0.54 2.96 0.71 0.76
Above median quality School Mean 0.51 0.64 2.93 0.70 0.73
Observations 4134 4134 4152 4152 4156 4156 4157 4157 4153 4153

as the d)ﬁerentlal impact between them. “Below 16"

Notes: The table shows heterogeneous impacts for 6 preapeulhed groups. For each primary outcome, the columns show the impact for the two sub group as well
refers to respondents under the age of 16. “Below median & efers to respondents whose household asset index, based on a composite score ) Is below the sample median. “HH is
vulnerabl efers to households meeting any of the following criteria: the head of the household is ov , is a female with 3 or more childrer sabled. “Remote school” refers
to schools located more than 30 miles from the District Education Boards. “Secondary school” refers to schools offering grades 8 to 12 (while others may only go up Lo grade 9). “Below median quality School” refers
to schools below the median on an infrastructure index capturing number of classrooms, teacher-pupil ratio, sanitation, and other basic facilities. Each column reports impacts on five pre-specified primary outcomes:
“Any violence last 2 weeks” and “Any violence last term” are binary variables equal to 1 if the respondent reported experiencing any act of violence by staff or peers in the associated recall period. “Gender attitudes”
is the average score across 16 statements on a 4-point Likert scale. “School Climate” is a normalized scored based on 16 statements about school climate and student-teacher interactions (0-3 scale). “Well-being” is a
normal index based on thr ived social support, perceived safety, and anxiety (reverse-coded). Strata fixed effects (combination of district, number of KGS girls, and school type) are included
in all spe ations. Standard errors, clustered at the school level, are shown in parentheses. *p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01
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Table Al: Outcomes list

Primary Outcome

Definition

Any violence, last two weeks

A binary variable of self-reported experience of any SRGBV (sexual violence,
bullying or corporal punishment) in the past two weeks

Any violence, last term

A binary variable of self-reported experience of any SRGBV (sexual violence,
bullying or corporal punishment) in the past school term

Gender attitudes

Mean score based on 16 items that measure attitudes towards gender roles
and SRGBV on a 1 to 4 point Likert scale

School climate

A normalized score based on 16 statements about aspects of school climate
and student-teacher interactions on a 0 to 3 scale

Well-being

A normalized index based on 3 scales related to subjective well-being:
perceived social support; perceived safety; and anxiety

Secondary Outcome

Definition

Experience of violence — last term

Sexual violence

A binary variable of self-reported experience of any sexual SRGBV in the past
school term

Emotional violence

A binary variable of self-reported experience of any emotional SRGBV in the
past school term

Physical violence

A binary variable of self-reported experience of any physical SRGBV in the past
school term

Experience of violence - last two weeks

Sexual violence

A binary variable of self-reported experience of any sexual SRGBV in the past
two weeks

Emotional violence

A binary variable of self-reported experience of any emotional SRGBV in the
past two weeks

Physical violence

A binary variable of self-reported experience of any physical SRGBV in the past
two weeks

Attitudes towards gender roles & SRGBV

Attitudes towards gender roles and norms

Mean score based on 7 items with a 1 to 4 point Likert scale

Attitudes towards SRGBV

Mean score based on 9 items with a 1 to 4 point Likert scale

Norms towards gender roles & SRGBV

Injunctive norms

Mean score of 8 injunctive norms for gender equality norms and SRGBV on a 0
to 5 scale. An example of an injunctive norm question is: “Among the 5 people
whose opinion matters to you, how many of them think that a girl should
attend school once she gets married?”

Descriptive norms

Mean score of 8 descriptive norms for gender equality and SRGBVona0to 5
scale. An example of a descriptive norm question is: “In your community, how
many girls out of 5 will attend school after they married?”

Gender roles Injunctive norms

Mean score of 4 injunctive norms for gender equality norms on a 0 to 5 scale

Gender roles Descriptive norms

Mean score of 4 descriptive norms for gender equality on a 0 to 5 scale

SRGBV Injunctive norms

Mean score of 4 injunctive norms for SRGBV norms on a 0 to 5 scale

SRGBV Descriptive norms

Mean score of 4 descriptive norms for SRGBV on a 0 to 5 scale

Discussion of violence and bystander reporting

Discussed violence

A binary indicator coded to 1 if the adolescent said they discussed violence-
related topics with anyone in the past school term

Reported violence

A binary indicator coded to 1 if adolescent reported any case of violence in the
past school term (0/1)

Bystander attitudes (vignettes)

A score based on 2 questions on attitudes towards bystander intervention in
hypothetical situations on a 1 to 4 scale

Official Use Only
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Table A1 (cont.): Outcomes list

Descriptive norms around bystander
intervention (vignettes)

A score based on 2 questions on descriptive norms on a 0 to 10 scale. An
example of a descriptive norm question is: “Out of 10 boys of your age at
school, how many boys would act like James?”

Injunctive norms around bystander intervention
(vignettes)

A score based on 2 questions on injunctive norms on a 0 to 10 scale. An
example of an injunctive norm question is: “How much do you think your
friends would approve of James’ decision to help?”

Socio-emotional well-being

Anxiety

Mean score based on 7 items on a 1-4 scale (GAD-7)

Social support

Mean score based on 12 items on a 1 to 7 scale (Multidimensional Scale of
Perceived Social Support)

School safety

A composite score of 5 items about whether respondent feels safe at school
onalto4scale

Knowledge and skills

SRGBV knowledge

A binary indicator that is coded to 1 if answers to all 12 questions is correct.

Self-efficacy

A composite score of 10 items on the General self-efficacy scaleona 1to 4
scale

Assertiveness communication

A composite score of 6 items on the Assertiveness Communication scaleona 1
to 5 scale

Agency and aspirations

Agency

A composite score based on 21 items that measure different aspects of
agency, including freedom of movement, voice, and decision making on a 0 to
3 scale, adapted from the Agency Scale from the Global Early Adolescent
Study.

Freedom of movement

A composite score based on 7 items that measure freedom of movement on a
0 to 3 scale

Voice

A composite score based on 7 items that measure voice on a 0 to 3 scale

Decision-making

A composite score based on 7 items that measure decision-making ona 0 to 3
scale

Aspire for higher education

A binary indicator coded to 1 if adolescent aspires for higher education

Aspire for professional career

A binary indicator coded to 1 if adolescent aspires for professional career

Aspire to marry after 18

A binary indicator coded to 1 if adolescent aspires to marry after the age of 18

School Engagement

Enrolled

A binary indicator for school enrolment status (self-reported and school
register data)

Days absent

Number of days an adolescent missed in the last completed month (self-
reported)

Days attended

Number of days an adolescent attended school in the last term (school register
data)

Official Use Only
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Table A2: Tracking rates

Full sample KGS sample
Control Treatment Control Treatment
Original Sample 1,584 1,524 792 906
Interviewed from original 1,584 1,524 792 906
Interviewed from replacement 542 515
Final sample size 2,126 2,039 792 906
Percentage interviewed from original sample 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

P-val for differential attrition

Notes: The first two columns show numbers for the average student sample, whereas the next two columns show
numbers for the KGS girls sample only. The average student sample had a replacement list which was utilized, but
all KGS girls attending study schools were sampled. The p value is generated from t-tests comparing control and

treatment response rates.

Table A3: Adolescent characteristics

Boys Girls KGS Girls Qualitative Control Mean Treatment Mean Norm Diff P-val
S ) ®3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (®)

Respondent age 17.65 17.02 17.52 17.33 17.37 17.30 -0.03 0.32
Boarding student 0.10 0.12 0.13 0.19 0.12 0.11 -0.03 0.29
Christian faith 1.00  1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.03 0.28
Household size 6.46 6.64 6.63 6.89 6.51 6.59 0.03 0.27
Mother is primary caregiver 0.32  0.36 0.41 0.35 0.35 0.33 -0.05 0.14
Mother is head of household 0.25 0.27 0.33 0.26 0.27 0.25 -0.06 0.08
Worked for pay in the past week 0.24  0.12 0.13 0.16
Married 0.00  0.00 0.01 0.01
Assets owned by household (out of 8) 2.33  2.30 2.13 2.51 2.27 2.37 0.06 0.04
Observations 2063 2096 1696 460 2121 2038
Joint orthogonality test 0.83

Notes: All variables included show estimates from the endline adolescent survey. The first two columns show the mean characteristics of boys and girls.
Column 3 shows the mean characteristics of KGS girls. Column 4 shows the mean characteristics of boys and girls where qualitative data was collected.
Column 5 shows the mean time-invariant characteristics of students in the control group. Column 6 shows the mean time-invariant characteristics of
students in the treatment group. Column 7 shows the normalized difference between the control and treatment estimates. Column 8 shows the p value
from t-tests comparing control and treatment means. Control and Treatment means and their differences are not shown for “Worked for pay in the past
week” and “Married” as they could have been impacted by treatment. The “Joint orthogonality test” shows the p-value for the joint orthogonality test

that considers all time-invariant variables.
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Figure A2: Prevalence of staff- and peer-perpetrated violence (in the past term) in schools
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Notes: Each data point shows the school-level average level of violence from the adolescent survey.

48



Table A4: Qualitative sample

Districts Schools Interviews FGDs Observations
Round 1 1 2 (1 accessible & 1 8 (mentor teachers) | 8 (club 3
remote) members &
non-club
learners)
Round 2 2 6 (2 accessible & 4 64 (mentor 20 (club 11
remote) teachers, non- members and
mentor teachers, non-club
club members) learners)
Totals 3 8 72 28 (8 14
respondents
per FGD)
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Table A5: Intervention impact on stafl- and peer-perpetrated violence

Last term Last two weeks

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Sexual violence Emotional violence Physical violence Sexual violence Emotional violence Physical violence

Panel A: Teacher perpetrated

Treatment -0.01* -0.02 -0.01 -0.01** -0.01 -0.01

(0.01) (0.02) (0.03) (0.00) (0.01) (0.03)
Control Mean 0.04 0.15 0.49 0.02 0.08 0.36
Sharpened @ value 0.24 0.61 0.83 0.24 0.50 0.83
Observations 4147 4148 4150 4110 4109 4117

Panel B: Peer perpetrated

Treatment -0.00 0.01 0.00 -0.01 0.00 0.01

(0.01) (0.03) (0.03) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01)
Control Mean 0.06 0.21 0.16 0.04 0.13 0.08
Sharpened Q value 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Observations 4147 4149 4147 4118 4122 4118

Notes: Panel A shows impacts on teacher-perpetrated sexual, emotional, and physical violence. Panel B shows impacts on peer-perpetrated sexual,
emotional, and physical violence. Columns 1 to 3 show experience of violence in the past school term and columns 4 - 6 show experience of violence in the
past 2 weeks. “Sexual violence” takes the value of 1 if the respondent reported experiencing at least one act of sexual violence perpetrated by staff or peer
at school in the specified recall period. “Emotional violence” takes the value of 1 if the respondent reported experiencing at least one act of emotional
violence at school perpetrated by staff or peer in the specified recall period. “Physical violence” takes the value of 1 if the respondent reported experiencing
at least 1 act of physical violence at school perpetrated by staff or peer in the specified recall period. Strata fixed effects (combination of district, number
of KGS girls, and school type) are included in all specifications. P-values have been adjusted for multiple hypothesis testing using sharpened g-values
following Anderson (2008). Standard errors are clustered by schools. Standard errors in parentheses. *p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01
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Table A6: Intervention impact on well-being and skills

Socio-Emotional Skills Agency Aspirations ‘Well-being
(1) 2) ®3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)
. Assertive ) ) . . . Aspire for Aspire for Aspire to L . il .
Self-efficacy communication Agency Freedom of movement  Voice  Decision-making higher education professional career marry after 18 Well-being index Anxiety Social support
Panel A: Impact on students
Treatment 0.67 0.20 0.03 -0.02 0.01 0.04 0.00 0.01%* -0.00%* -0.01 0.47 0.04
(0.45) (0.21) (0.68) (0.26) (0.21) (0.38) () (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.37) (0.05)
Control Mean 29.47 22.59 39.87 10.62 14.61 14.64 0.00 0.98 1.00 0.74 4.21 5.26
Panel B: Differential impact by gender
Treatment 0.46 0.11 -0.23 -0.20 -0.11 0.09 0.00 0.01 -0.00 -0.00 0.48 0.05
(0.51) (0.24) (0.79) (0.31) (0.24) (0.44) () (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.40) (0.06)
Girl student -0.82%* -0.32 -2.88%** -1.80%** -0.55%** -0.53%* 0.00 0.01%* 0.00 -0.00 0.27 0.10%*
(0.36) (0.19) (0.46) (0.19) (0.16) (0.26) () (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.20) (0.04)
Treatment x Girl 0.41 0.18 0.44 0.33 0.23 -0.10 0.00 0.00 -0.00 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02
(0.45) (0.24) (0.68) (0.27) (0.25) (0.37) () (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.28) (0.06)
Treat + Interaction P-val 0.09 0.26 0.77 0.66 0.63 0.97 . 0.02 0.02 0.30 0.25 0.58
Control Mean (Boys) 29.89 22.75 41.34 11.54 14.89 14.91 0.00 0.97 1.00 0.75 4.08 5.21
Control Mean (Girls) 29.06 22.43 38.46 9.74 14.34 14.38 0.00 0.99 1.00 0.74 4.35 5.31
Observations 4155 4157 4157 4156 4157 4157 4143 4163 3901 4153 4153 4152

Notes: Panel A shows the treatment effect of the Empowerment Pilot on all students. Panel B shows heterogeneous impacts by gender. “Self-efficacy” is a composite score of 10 items on the General self-efficacy scale on a 1 to 4 scale. “Assertive
communication” is a composite score of 6 items on the Assertiveness Communication scale on a 1 to 5 scale. “Agency” is a composite score based on 21 items that measure different aspects of agency, including freedom of movement, voice, and
decision-making on a 0-3 scale. “Freedom of movement” is a composite score based on 7 items that measure freedom of movement on a 0-3 scale. “Voice” is a composite score based on 7 items that measure voice on a 0-3 scale. “Decision-making”
is a composite score based on 7 items that measure decision-making on a 0-3 scale. “Aspire for higher education” takes the value of 1 if adolescent aspires for higher (than secondary) education. “Aspire for professional career” takes the value of 1
if adolescent aspires for a professional career. “Aspire to marry after 18” takes the value of 1 if adolescent aspires to marry after the age of 18. “Well-being” is a pre-specified primary outcome, and is a normalized index of three sub-scales: anxiety,
social support, and school safety. “Anxiety” is the mean score across 7 items on a 1-4 scale (GAD-7). “Social support” is the mean score based on 12 items on a 1 to 7 scale (Multidimensional scale of perceived social support scale). Strata fixed effects
(combination of district, number of KGS girls, and school type) are included in all specifications. The control means for boys and girls are presented separately. Treat + Interaction P-val shows the significance of the impact on girls. Standard errors

are clustered by schools. Standard errors in parentheses. *p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01



Table A7: Intervention impacts on school environment

(1) (2)

School safety School climate

Panel A: Impact on students

Treatment -0.02 -0.01
(0.16) (0.01)
Control Mean 15.83 0.71

Panel B: Differential impact by gender

Treatment 0.10 -0.00
(0.21) (0.01)
Girl student -0.20 -0.01*
(0.15) (0.01)
Treatment x Girl -0.25 -0.00
(0.23) (0.01)
Treat + Interaction P-val 0.40 0.52
Control Mean (Boys) 15.93 0.71
Control Mean (Girls) 15.73 0.70
Observations 4151 4157

Notes: Panel A shows the treatment effect of the Empowerment
Pilot on all students. Panel B shows heterogeneous impacts by gen-
der. “School safety” is the composite score of 5 items about whether
respondents feel safe at school on a 1 to 4 scale. “School climate” is
a pre-specified primary outcome, and is a normalized score across
16 statements about aspects of school climate and student-teacher
interactions on a 0 to 3 scale. Strata fixed effects (combination of
district, number of KGS girls, and school type) are included in all
specifications. The control means for boys and girls are presented
separately. Treat + Interaction P-val shows the significance of the
impact on girls. Standard errors are clustered by schools. Standard
errors in parentheses. *p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01
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Table A8: Impacts on attendance

Adolescent Survey Admin data

(1) (2) 3) (4)

Days absent Enrolled Days attended Enrolled

Panel A: Intervention Impact

Treatment 0.35 -0.01 4.28*%* -0.00

(0.27) (0.01) (1.81) (0.01)
Control Mean 2.42 0.97 48.08 0.95
Sharpened Q value 0.25 0.25 0.09 0.37

Panel B: Differential impact by gender

Treatment 0.15 -0.00 4.31%* 0.00

(0.35) (0.01) (1.82) (0.01)
Girl student -0.34 0.01 0.39 -0.01

(0.30) (0.01) (0.64) (0.01)
Treatment x Girl 0.39 -0.02 -0.04 -0.01

(0.43) (0.01) (0.98) (0.02)
Treat 4 Interaction P-val 0.12 0.05 0.03 0.76
Sharpened Q value (Interaction) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Sharpened Q value (Boys) 1.00 1.00 0.09 1.00
Sharpened Q value (Girls) 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.24
Control Mean (Boys) 2.60 0.97 47.92 0.96
Control Mean (Girls) 2.25 0.97 48.23 0.95
Observations 4157 4159 2375 4164

Notes: Panel A shows the treatment effect of the Empowerment Pilot on all students. Panel
B shows heterogeneous impacts by gender. The first two columns show self-reported estimates
from the adolescent survey. The next two columns show estimates from the administrative school
attendance registers. “Days absent” is the total number of days the adolescent reported being
absent from school in the past month. “Enrolled” (Adolescent Survey) takes the value of 1 if the
respondent reported that they are still attending school. “Days attended” is the total number of
days the adolescent attended school in the past term based on attendance registers. “Enrolled”
(Admin data) takes the value of 1 of if the adolescent is still officially enrolled according to school
register data. School register data had significant missing and erroneous records, which differed
by treatment status (2 percentage points higher erroneous entries in treatment schools, p < 0.05).
Strata fixed effects (combination of district, number of KGS girls, and school type) are included
in all specifications. The control means for boys and girls are presented separately. Treat +
Interaction P-val shows the significance of the impact on girls. P-values have been adjusted for
multiple hypothesis testing using sharpened g-values following Anderson (2008). Standard errors
are clustered by schools. Standard errors in parentheses. *p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01
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Table A9: Impacts on primary outcomes, with and without time-invariant controls

1) 2) () (4) (5) (6) (7) ®) 9) (10)
Any violence Any violence Any violence Any violence

last 2 weeks  last 2 weeks last term last term Gender attitudes Gender attitudes School climate School climate Well-being Well-being

Panel A: Intervention Impact

Treatment -0.01 -0.01 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Control Mean 0.45 0.45 0.59 0.59 2.94 2.94 0.71 0.71 0.74 0.74

Panel B: Differential impact by gender

Treatment 0.00 0.00 -0.03 -0.03 0.05* 0.05* -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Girl student 0.04 0.04 -0.03 -0.03 0.04** 0.04** -0.01* -0.01* -0.00 -0.00
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Treatment x Girl -0.02 -0.02 0.06* 0.05* -0.04%* -0.04** -0.00 -0.00 -0.01 -0.00
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Treat + Interaction P-val 0.67 0.68 0.38 0.39 0.85 0.81 0.52 0.56 0.30 0.33
Control Mean (Boys) 0.43 0.43 0.61 0.61 2.93 2.93 0.71 0.71 0.75 0.75
Control Mean (Girls) 0.47 0.47 0.57 0.57 2.96 2.96 0.70 0.70 0.74 0.74
Observations 4134 4073 4152 4090 4156 4094 4157 4095 4153 4091

Notes: Panel A shows the treatment effect of the Empowerment Pilot on all students. Panel B shows heterogeneous impacts by gender. Odd number columns show results from our main specification which
includes strata fixed effects and no other controls. Even number columns show results with strata fixed effects and imbalanced individual time-invariant characteristics which included if mother is the head of
the household, and household assets. “Any violence last 2 weeks” takes the value of 1 if any act of violence perpetrated by staff or peers was reported by the respondent in the associated in the two week recall
period. “Any violence last term” takes the value of 1 if any act of violence perpetrated by staff or peers was reported by the respondent in the associated in the last term recall period. “Gender attitudes”
is the average score across 16 attitude statements scored on a four-point Likert scale. “School Climate” is a normalized scored based on 16 statements about aspects of school climate and student-teacher
interactions on a 0 to 3 scale. “Well-being” is a normalized index based on 3 scales related to subjective well-being such as perceived social support; perceived safety; and anxiety (reverse-coded). Strata fixed
effects (combination of district, number of KGS girls, and school type) are included in all specifications. The control means for boys and girls are presented separately. Treat + Interaction P-val shows the
significance of the impact on girls. Standard errors are clustered by schools. Standard errors in parentheses. *p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01



Table A10: Heterogeneous impacts on knowledge and discussion

) 2) ®3) (4)
SRGBYV knowledge SRGBYV knowledge Discussed violence Discussed violence

Primary School 0.01 0.19%**
(0.03) (0.04)
Secondary school 0.01 0.03
(0.01) (0.02)
Primary v/s Secondary 0.00 0.16%**
(0.03) (0.05)
Primary School Mean 0.80 0.12
Secondary School Mean 0.19
Observations 4157 4157 4151 4151
Sharpened Q value (Primary school) 0.49 . 0.00 .
Sharpened Q value (Secondary school) . 0.53 . 0.53
Sharpened Q value (Interaction) . 0.89 . 0.00
Below median quality School 0.02 0.08**
(0.02) (0.04)
Above median quality School 0.00 0.07**
(0.01) (0.03)
School quality:
Below vs Above median 0.01 0.01
(0.03) (0.05)
Below median quality school Mean 0.81 0.17
Above median quality School Mean 0.18
Observations 4157 4157 4151 4151
Sharpened Q value (Low quality) 0.30 . 0.09 .
Sharpened Q value (High quality) . 0.70 . 0.03
Sharpened Q value (Interaction) . 1.00 . 1.00

Notes: Panel A shows the treatment effect of the Empowerment Pilot for Secondary school v/s Primary school students. Secondary
schools included up to 12th grade and primary schools housed only up to 9th grade and made up 30% of the sample. Panel B shows
the treatment effect of the Empowerment Pilot for Above v/s Below median quality schools. The quality index included variables such
as number of classrooms, teacher pupil ratio, sanitation and other facilities present at school, which we split using the median value. For
each outcome, the same specification is run twice, with both columns showing the sub-group impact as well as the differential impact.
“SRGBYV knowledge” takes the value of 1 if the respondent answered all 12 questions about what violence is correctly. “Discussed violence”
takes the value of 1 if the respondent reported discussing violence with anyone in the last school term. Strata fixed effects (combination
of district, number of KGS girls, and school type) are included in all specifications. P-values have been adjusted for multiple hypothesis
testing using sharpened g-values following Anderson (2008). Standard errors are clustered by schools. Standard errors in parentheses.
*p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01
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Table A11: Heterogeneous impacts on SRGBYV in the past school term

Overall Teacher perpetrated Peer perpetrated
(1) ) @) () (5) (©) (1) ®) () (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (7 (18)
Sexual violence Sexual violence Emotional violence Emotional violence Physical violence Physical violence ~Sexual violence  Sexual violence Emotional violence Emotional violence Physical violence Physical violence  Sexual violence ~ Sexual violence Emotional violence Emotional violence Physical violence  Physical violence
Primary School 0.02 0.05 0.07 -0.00 0.02 0.07 0.03* 0.06 0.05
(0.02) (0.05) (0.06) (0.01) (0.03) (0.06) (0.01) (0.05) (0.04)
Secondary school -0.03%% -0.02 -0.04 -0.02%% -0.03 -0.04 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
(0.02) (0.03) (0.04) (0.01) (0.02) (0.03) (0.01) (0.03) (0.03)
Primary v/s Secondary 005 0.07 0.1 0.02 0.05 0.12% 0.04%* 0.07 0.06
(0.02) (0.06) (0.07) (0.02) (0.04) (0.07) (0.02) (0.06) (0.05)
Primary School Mean 0.06 021 0.44 0.03 0.10 041 0.03 0.15 0.11
Secondary School Mean 0.29 0.56 0.04 0.16 0.52 0.07 23 0.17
Observations 4147 4147 4150 4150 4151 4151 4147 4147 4148 4148 4150 4150 4147 4147 4149 4149 4147 4147
Sharpened Q value (Primary school) 0.52 0.62 0.52 0.66 0.62 0.52 0.29 0.52 0.62
Sharpened Q value (Secondary school) . 0.24 . . 0.54 . 0.24 0.51 . 0.54 . 0.78 . 0.78
Sharpened Q value (Interaction) . 0.12 0.24 . 033 0.24 . 0.12 . 0.33 . 0.33
Below median quality School -0.02 0.05 0.05 -0.03%%* 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.05 0.09%*
(0.02) (0.04) (0.05) (0.01) (0.03) (0.04) (0.02) (0.04) (0.04)
Above median quality School -0.02 -0.04 -0.06% -0.01 -0.04% -0.05 -0.01 -0.03
(0.01) (0.03) (0.04) (0.01) (0.02) (0.04) (0.01) (0.03)
School quality:
Below vs Above median 0.00 0.09% 0.12% -0.02% 0.05 0.08 0.02 0.14%%*
(0.03) (0.05) (0.06) (0.01) (0.04) (0.06) (0.03) (0.05)
Below median quality school Mean 0.08 021 0.48 0.01 0.11 045 0.05 0.11
Above median quality School Mean 033 058 0.04 0.18 053 0.06 0.26
Observations 4147 4147 4150 4150 1151 4151 1147 4147 1148 1148 4150 4150 4147 4147 1149 4147 4147
Sharpened Q value (Low quality) 0.86 . 0.56 . 0.56 . 0.00 . 0.86 . 0.86 . 0.86 . 0.56 . 0.13 .
Sharpened Q value (High quality) . . . 0.44 . 0.44 . 0.44 . 0.44 . 0.44 . 0.44 . 0.44
Sharpened Q value (Interaction) 0.22 . 021 . 021 . 0.25 . 0.25 . 0.26 . 0.22 . 0.10

Notes: Panel A shows the treatment effect of the Empowerment Pilot for Secondary school v/s Primary school students. Secondary schools included up to 12th grade and primary schools housed only up to 9th grade and made up 30% of the sample. Pancl B shows the treatment effect of the Empowerment Pilot for Above v/s Below median quality schools. The quality index included variables such as number of classrooms,
teacher pupil ratio, sanitation and other facilities present at school, which we split using the median value. For each outcome, the same specification is run twice, with both columns showing the sub-group impact as well as the differential impact. Columns 1 to 6 show experience of violence in the past school term perpetrated by teachers or peers. Columns 7-12 show experience of violence in the past school term perpetrated by
teachers. Columns 13-18 show experience of violence in the past school term perpetrated by peers. “Any violence” takes the value of 1 if any act of violence was reported by the respondent in the past term by the specified perpetrator. “Sexual violence” takes the value of 1 if the respondent reported experiencing at least one act of sexual violence in the past school term by the specified perpetrator. “Emotional violence” takes the
value of 1 if the respondent reported experiencing at least one act of emotional violence at school in the past term by the specified perpetrator. “Physical violence” takes the value of 1 if the respondent reported experiencing at least 1 act of physical violence at school in the past term by the specified perpetrator. Strata fixed effects (combination of district, number of KGS girls, and school type) are included in all specifications
P-values have been adjusted for multiple hypothesis testing using sharpened q-values following Anderson (2008). Strata fixed effects (combination of district, mumber of KGS girls, and school type) are included in all specifications. Standard errors are clustered by schools. Standard errors in parentheses. *p < 0.1, *p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01




A

Table A12: Heterogeneous impacts on attitudes and norms

All Attitudes and norms Gender roles attitudes and norms SRGBYV attitudes and norms

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18)

Attitudes  Attitudes Descriptive norms Descriptive norms  Injunctive norms — Injunctive norms ~ Attitudes ~ Attitudes Descriptive norms  Descriptive norms  Injunctive norms  Injunctive norms ~ Attitudes  Attitudes Descriptive norms  Descriptive norms  Injunctive norms  Injunctive norms

Primary School 0.04 0.12 0.08 0.05 0.14 0.04 0.11 0.10
(0.05) (0.10) (0.11) (0.10) (0.11) (0.07) (0.17) (0.15)
Secondary school 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.07 0.11 0.03 -0.05 -0.15%*
(0.02) (0.06) (0.02) (0.07) (0.07) (0.03) (0.08) (0.07)
Primary v/s Secondary 0.01 0.07 0.01 -0.02 0.03 0.02 0.16 0.25
(0.05) (0.12) (0.05) (0.13) (0.13) (0.08) (0.18) (0.17)
Primary School Mean 2.92 2.16 2.80 2.13 2.44 3.02 2.19 1.96
Secondary School Mean 2.34 2.81 242 2.61 3.07 2.40 2.07
Observations 4156 4156 4154 4154 4154 4156 4156 4154 4154 4154 4154 4156 4156 4154 4154 4154 4154
Sharpened Q value (Primary school) 1.00 . 1.00 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00 .
Sharpened Q value (Secondary school) . 1.00 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00 . 0.70
Sharpened Q value (Interaction) . 1.00 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00
Below median quality School 0.08* 0.07 0.09 0.06 0.07 0.16 0.09 0.11 0.03
(0.05) (0.09) (0.11) (0.04) (0.11) (0.09) (0.06) (0.16) (0.13)
Above median quality School 0.01 -0.01 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.06 0.01 -0.02 -0.08
(0.02) (0.06) (0.06) (0.02) (0.07) (0.08) (0.03) (0.08) (0.09)
School quality:
Below vs Above median 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.05 0.03 0.09 0.09 0.13 0.05
(0.05) (0.11) (0.12) (0.05) (0.13) (0.13) (0.07) (0.18) (0.16)
Below median quality school Mean 2.96 225 227 281 222 219 307 232 2.01
Above median quality School Mean 235 2.42 2.79 247 2.64 3.04 238 2.06
Observations 4156 4156 4154 4154 4154 4154 4156 4156 4154 4154 4154 4154 4156 4156 4154 4154 4154 4154
Sharpened Q value (Low quality) 051 . 0.51 . 0.51 . 0.51 . 0.51 . 0.51 . 0.51 . 051 . 0.89 .
Sharpened Q value (High quality) . 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00
Sharpened Q value (Interaction) . 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00 B 1.00

Notes: Panel A shows the treatment effect of the Empowerment Pilot for Secondary school v/s Primary school students. Secondary schools included up to 12th grade and primary schools housed only up to 9th grade and made up 30% of the sample. Panel B shows the treatment effect of the Empowerment Pilot for Above v/s Below median quality schools. The quality index included
variables such as number of classrooms, teacher pupil ratio, sanitation and other facilities present at school, which we split using the median value. For each outcome, the same specification is run twice, with both columns showing the sub-group impact as well as the differential impact. “Attitudes” is one of our primary outcomes of interest and is the average score across 16 attitude
statements scored on a four-point Likert scale. “Descriptive norms” is the average score across 8 norms statements where respondents indicated how many people between 0 and 5 would do the described act. “Injunctive norms” is the average score across 6 norms statements where respondents indicated how many people between 0 and 5 whose opinion mattered to them would approve
of the described act. The next three outcomes pertain to gender roles attitudes and norms and the three after that pertain to SRGBV specific attitudes and norms. Under Gender roles and attitudes, “Attitudes” is an average score across 7 attitudes statements with scale 1 to 4 pertaining to gender roles. “Descriptive gender norms” is a composite score comprising of 4 items with a
scale 0 to 5. “Injunctive norms score” is an average score comprising of 4 items with scale 0 to 5. Under SRGBV attitudes, “Attitudes” is an average score across 9 attitudes statements with scale 1 to 4 pertaining to SRGBV. “Descriptive gender norms” s a composite score comprising of 4 items with a scale 0 to 5. “Injunctive norms score” is an average score comprising of 4 items
with scale 0 to 5. Strata fixed effects (combination of district, number of KGS gitls, and school type) are included in all specifications. P-values have been adjusted for multiple hypothesis testing using sharpened q-values following Anderson (2008). Strata fixed effects (combination of district, number of KGS girls, and school type) are included in all specifications. Standard errors are
clustered by schools. Standard errors in parentheses. *p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01
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Table A13: Impacts on discussion and bystander reporting in secondary and primary schools

) 2 ®3) (4) (5) (6) () ®)

Bystander attitudes Bystander attitudes Descriptive norms Descriptive norms Injunctive norms Injunctive norms Reported violence Reported violence

Primary School 0.14 0.52 0.10 0.08%*
(0.10) (0.41) (0.09) (0.04)
Secondary school -0.03 0.28 -0.07 0.01
(0.05) (0.18) (0.05) (0.02)
Primary v/s Secondary 0.18 0.24 0.17 0.07*
(0.12) (0.45) (0.10) (0.04)
Primary School Mean 3.42 4.97 3.37 0.07
Secondary School Mean 5.47 3.54 0.10
Observations 4153 4153 4153 4153 4153 4153 4153 4153
Sharpened Q value (Primary school) 0.21 . 0.21 . 0.21 . 0.09 .
Sharpened Q value (Secondary school) . 0.60 . 0.60 . 0.60 . 0.60
Sharpened Q value (Interaction) . 0.21 . 0.21 . 0.21 . 0.21
Below median quality School 0.12 0.60* 0.01 0.08%**
(0.09) (0.35) (0.08) (0.03)
Above median quality School -0.04 0.25 -0.04 -0.00
(0.05) (0.18) (0.05) (0.02)
School quality:
Below vs Above median 0.15 0.35 0.05 0.08**
(0.10) (0.40) (0.10) (0.03)
Below median quality school Mean 3.52 5.25 3.49 0.07
Above median quality School Mean 5.43 3.50 0.12
Observations 4153 4153 4153 4153 4153 4153 4153 4153
Sharpened Q value (Low quality) 0.23 . 0.16 . 0.39 . 0.01 .
Sharpened Q value (High quality) . 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00 . 1.00
Sharpened Q value (Interaction) . 0.27 . 0.39 . 0.44 . 0.09

Notes: Panel A shows the treatment effect of the Empowerment Pilot for Secondary school v/s Primary school students. Secondary schools included up to 12th grade and primary schools housed only up to 9th grade and
made up 30% of the sample. Panel B shows the treatment effect of the Empowerment Pilot for Above v/s Below median quality schools. The quality index included variables such as number of classrooms, teacher pupil ratio,
sanitation and other facilities present at school, which we split using the median value. For each outcome, the same specification is run twice, with both columns showing the sub-group impact as well as the differential impact.
“Bystander attitudes” is the average score across 2 attitude statements pertaining to a bullying scenario. “Descriptive norms” is the average score across 2 questions where the respondent indicated how many people out of 10
they know would intervene in the bullying scenarios. “Injunctive norms” is the average score across 2 questions where the respondents indicated their friend’s agreement with the statement on a 4 point Likert scale. “Reported
violence” takes the value of 1 if the respondent reported a an incident of violence that happened to someone in school. Strata fixed effects (combination of district, number of KGS girls, and school type) are included in all
specifications. P-values have been adjusted for multiple hypothesis testing using sharpened g-values following Anderson (2008). Strata fixed effects (combination of district, number of KGS girls, and school type) are included in
all specifications. Standard errors are clustered by schools. Standard errors in parentheses. *p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01
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Table A14: Impacts on 8-9 graders in secondary schools

Knowledge and discussion Violence last term Violence last two weeks Bystander reporting
M 2) ®3) (4) (5) (6) U] (8) (9) (10) (11)
SRGBYV knowledge Discussion of violence Any violence Sexual violence Emotional violence Physical violence Any violence Sexual violence Emotional violence Physical violence Reported violence

Treatment -0.01 0.04 -0.01 -0.02 0.02 -0.03 0.02 -0.03* 0.02 0.02 0.03

(0.02) (0.03) (0.04) (0.02) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.01) (0.03) (0.05) (0.02)
Control Mean 0.82 0.12 0.64 0.09 0.25 0.58 0.48 0.07 0.16 0.44 0.08
Observations 1238 1238 1236 1235 1236 1236 1236 1235 1236 1236 1237
Notes: All estimates are provided for those in 8th and 9th graders in secondary schools only. “SRGBV knowledge” takes the value of 1 if the respondent answered all 12 questions about what violence is correctly. “Discussed violence” takes the value of 1 if
the respondent reported discussing violence with anyone in the last school term. “Any violence” takes the value of 1 if any act of violence perpetrated by staff or peers was reported by the respondent in the associated recall period. “Sexual violence” takes

the value of 1 if the respondent reported experiencing at least one act of sexual violence perpetrated by staff or peer at school in the specified recall period. “Emotional violence” takes the value of 1 if the respondent reported experiencing at least one act of
emotional violence at school perpetrated by staff or peer in the specified recall period. “Physical violence” takes the value of 1 if the respondent reported experiencing at least 1 act of physical violence at school perpetrated by staff or peer in the specified recall
period. “Reported violence” takes the value of 1 if the respondent reported a an incident of violence that happened to someone in school. Strata fixed effects (combination of district, number of KGS girls, and school type) are included in all specifications.

Standard errors are clustered by schools. Standard errors in parentheses. *p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01
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Table A15: Impacts on teachers

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

SRGBYV knowledge Gender roles attitudes SRGBYV attitudes School climate Any violence reported  Any violence reported

last term last 2 weeks
Treatment -0.00 0.26 0.17 0.02 -0.05 -0.04
(0.01) (0.27) (0.40) (0.02) (0.04) (0.05)
Observations 416 416 415 416 405 413
Control mean 0.91 22.05 30.16 0.55 0.76 0.37

Notes: All outcomes presented are from the teacher survey, who were usually teaching grades 8-12. “SRGBV knowledge” takes the value of 1 if the respondent
answered all 12 questions about what violence is correctly. “Gender roles attitudes” is a composite score across 7 attitudes statements with scale 1 to 4 pertaining
to gender roles. “SRGBV attitudes” is a composite score across 9 attitudes statements with scale 1 to 4 pertaining to SRGBV. “School climate” is a normalized
score based on 17 items that measure to what extent the school climate is safe for both boys and girls on a 0 to 3 scale. “Any violence reported last term” takes
the value of 1 if any number of violent incidents were reported to the teacher by students in the past term. “Any violence reported last 2 weeks” takes the value of
1 if any number of violent incidents were reported to the teacher by students in the past two weeks. Strata fixed effects (combination of district, number of KGS
girls, and school type) are included in all specifications. Standard errors are clustered by schools. Standard errors in parentheses. *p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01



Table A16: Impacts on knowledge and discussion on KGS girls

(1) (2)
SRGBYV knowledge Discussed violence

Treatment 0.02* 0.07**
(0.01) (0.03)
Upper bound 0.03* 0.08%**
Lower bound 0.01 0.02
Control Mean 0.80 0.20
Sharpened Q) value 0.08 0.08
Observations 1695 1693

Notes: “SRGBV knowledge” takes the value of 1 if the respondent
answered all 12 questions about what violence is correctly. “Discussed
violence” takes the value of 1 if the respondent reported discussing
violence with anyone in the last school term. Strata fixed effects (com-
bination of district, number of KGS girls, and school type) are included
in all specifications. Upper and lower bounds for estimates are shown,
where 54 observations from top and bottom part of the distribution
from the control group are trimmed according to differential tracking
rates in this sample (Lee, 2009). P-values have been adjusted for mul-
tiple hypothesis testing using sharpened g-values following Anderson
(2008). Standard errors are clustered by schools. Standard errors in
parentheses. *p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01
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Table A17: Impacts on SRGBV on KGS girls

Last term Last two weeks

(1) (2) 3) (4) ©) (6) (7) (8)

Any violence Sexual violence Emotional violence Physical violence Any violence Sexual violence Emotional violence Physical violence

Treatment -0.05 -0.02 -0.01 -0.05 -0.06 0.02 -0.02 -0.05
(0.04) (0.02) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.01) (0.03) (0.03)
Upper bound -0.08* -0.08%% -0.05 -0.09%* -0.10%% -0.03%%% -0.08%% -0.09%*
Lower Bound -0.01 -0.02 0.01 -0.02 -0.03 0.02* -0.01 -0.02
Control Mean 0.60 0.09 0.27 0.53 0.44 0.03 0.16 0.38
Observations 1693 1690 1692 1692 1680 1673 1670 1680

Notes: Columns 1 to 4 show experience of violence in the past school term and columns 5 - 8 show experience of violence in the past 2 weeks. “Any violence” takes the value of 1
if any act of violence perpetrated by staff or peers was reported by the respondent in the associated recall period. “Sexual violence” takes the value of 1 if the respondent reported
experiencing at least one act of sexual violence perpetrated by staff or peer at school in the specified recall period. “Emotional violence” takes the value of 1 if the respondent reported
experiencing at least one act of emotional violence at school perpetrated by staff or peer in the specified recall period. “Physical violence” takes the value of 1 if the respondent
reported experiencing at least 1 act of physical violence at school perpetrated by staff or peer in the specified recall period. Strata fixed effects (combination of district, number of
KGS girls, and school type) are included in all specifications. Upper and lower bounds for estimates are shown, where 54 observations from top and bottom part of the distribution
from the control group are trimmed according to differential tracking rates in this sample (Lee, 2009). Standard errors are clustered by schools. Standard errors in parentheses.
*p < 0.1, ¥*p < 0.05, ¥**p < 0.01
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Table A18: Impacts on attitudes and norms on KGS girls

All attitudes and norms Gender roles attitudes and norms SRGBYV attitudes and norms

(1) 2) 3) (4) () (6) (7) (8) (9)

Attitudes Descriptive norms Injunctive norms Attitudes Descriptive norms Injunctive norms Attitudes Descriptive norms Injunctive norms

Treatment 0.02 -0.06 -0.06 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.03 -0.14 -0.13*
(0.03) (0.06) (0.07) (0.03) (0.08) (0.09) (0.04) (0.09) (0.08)
Upper bound 0.05* 0.06 0.06 0.06%* 0.15%* 0.15* 0.07** -0.00 -0.00
Lower bound -0.02 -0.15%** -0.14** -0.03 -0.09 -0.10 -0.02 -0.27%** -0.26%**
Control Mean 2.94 2.31 2.34 2.80 2.32 2.56 3.05 2.37 2.07
Sharpened Q value 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Observations 1694 1694 1694 1694 1694 1694 1694 1694 1694

Notes: “Attitudes” is one of our primary outcomes of interest and is the average score across 16 attitude statements scored on a four-point Likert scale. “Descriptive norms” is the average score
across 8 norms statements where respondents indicated how many people between 0 and 5 would do the described act. “Injunctive norms” is the average score across 6 norms statements where
respondents indicated how many people between 0 and 5 whose opinion mattered to them would approve of the described act. The next three outcomes pertain to gender roles attitudes and
norms and the three after that pertain to SRGBV specific attitudes and norms. Under Gender roles and attitudes, “Attitudes” is an average score across 7 attitudes statements with scale 1 to
4 pertaining to gender roles. “Descriptive gender norms” is a composite score comprising of 4 items with a scale 0 to 5. “Injunctive norms score” is an average score comprising of 4 items with
scale 0 to 5. Under SRGBV attitudes, “Attitudes” is an average score across 9 attitudes statements with scale 1 to 4 pertaining to SRGBV. “Descriptive gender norms” is a composite score
comprising of 4 items with a scale 0 to 5. “Injunctive norms score” is an average score comprising of 4 items with scale 0 to 5. Strata fixed effects (combination of district, number of KGS girls,
and school type) are included in all specifications. Upper and lower bounds for estimates are shown, where 54 observations from top and bottom part of the distribution from the control group
are trimmed according to differential tracking rates in this sample (Lee, 2009). P-values have been adjusted for multiple hypothesis testing using sharpened q-values following Anderson (2008).
Standard errors are clustered by schools. Standard errors in parentheses. *p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01
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Table A19: Impacts on discussion and bystander reporting on KGS girls

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Bystander attitudes Descriptive norms Injunctive norms Reported violence

Treatment -0.04 0.29 -0.01 -0.01
(0.05) (0.22) (0.05) (0.02)
Upper bound 0.03 0.58%** 0.06 0.00
Lower bound -0.07 0.01 -0.05 -0.06%**
Control Mean 3.57 5.14 3.46 0.12
Observations 1694 1694 1694 1694

Notes: “Bystander attitudes” is the average score across 2 attitude statements pertaining to a bullying
scenario. “Descriptive norms” is the average score across 2 questions where the respondent indicated how
many people out of 10 they know would intervene in the bullying scenarios. “Injunctive norms” is the average
score across 2 questions where the respondents indicated their friend’s agreement with the statement on a
4 point Likert scale. “Reported violence” takes the value of 1 if the respondent reported a an incident of
violence that happened to someone in school. Strata fixed effects (combination of district, number of KGS
girls, and school type) are included in all specifications. Upper and lower bounds for estimates are shown,
where 54 observations from top and bottom part of the distribution from the control group are trimmed
according to differential tracking rates in this sample (Lee, 2009). Standard errors are clustered by schools.
Standard errors in parentheses. *p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01



Table A20: Topics of learners’ sessions and coverage

% of schools that covered topic

Topic 1: Gender and Equality 0.71
Topic 2: Gender equality and positive role models 0.67
Topic 3: Awareness of gender-based violence 0.57
Topic 4: A focus on school-related gender-based violence 0.55
Topic 5: Communication skills for respectful relationships 0.40
Topic 6: Skills for people who witness violence 0.33
Topic 7: Help-seeking and peer support skills 0.50
Observations 42

Notes: Estimates are based on Monitoring an Evaluation (M&E) data that was available for 42 out
of 45 treatment schools. Coverage (%) indicates the percentage of schools that submitted attendance
M&E data for each topic.
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Table A21: Treatment-on-the-treated estimates

First stage Second stage

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Treatment Compliance Any violence Any violence

Gender attitudes School climate Well-being

(over 8 sessions) last 2 weeks last term
Treatment assignment 0.50%**
(0.08)
Treatment compliance (over 8 sessions) -0.03 -0.02 0.04 -0.01 -0.01
(0.06) (0.06) (0.04) (0.02) (0.02)
Observations 4028 4000 4015 4019 4020 4016

Notes: Column 1 shows the first stage of a 2SLS regression, where treatment compliance is regressed on treatment assignment. Columns 2-6 show the second stage,

where instrumented treatment compliance is used to estimate the local average treatment effect (LATE) for the five pre-specified primary outcomes. “Treatment
compliance” is defined as those schools that received at least 8 sessions out of the planned 17. “Any violence last 2 weeks” takes the value of 1 if any act of violence
perpetrated by staff or peers was reported by the respondent in the associated in the two week recall period. “Any violence last term” takes the value of 1 if any
act of violence perpetrated by staff or peers was reported by the respondent in the associated in the last term recall period. “Gender attitudes” is the average
score across 16 attitude statements scored on a four-point Likert scale. “School Climate” is a normalized scored based on 16 statements about aspects of school
climate and student-teacher interactions on a 0 to 3 scale. “Well-being” is a normalized index based on 3 scales related to subjective well-being such as perceived
social support; perceived safety; and anxiety (reverse-coded). Strata fixed effects (combination of district, number of KGS girls, and school type) are included in
all specifications. Standard errors are clustered by schools. Standard errors in parentheses. *p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01
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