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Abstract

This paper studies the impact of a large-scale randomized program that assigned
full-time school psychologists to 465 of 1,000 high-violence public secondary schools
in Peru, serving approximately 1.3 million students annually between 2020 and 2025.
The program combined structured workshops on violence prevention with individual-
ized counseling and case management. Using administrative and survey data, we find
that the program substantially increased formal violence reporting without changing per-
ceived prevalence of school violence or overall school climate. Treated students report
greater access to trusted adults and institutional support, which translates into mean-
ingful improvements in emotional regulation and sense of belonging, particularly among
female students. Despite these gains, we find no effects on test scores, grades, or school
retention. We document implementation challenges at scale: teachers increased their
participation in violence prevention activities but also report lower job satisfaction and
fewer available resources, suggesting that additional demands on school staff may have
limited the program’s ability to generate academic improvements.
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1 Introduction

School violence is a widespread problem in school systems. About a third of children in low-
and middle-income countries are regularly exposed to physical or sexual violence (Evans et al.,
2023), affecting students’ well-being and their learning potential (Maiti, 2021; Delprato et al.,
2017; Aguirre et al., 2025). While reducing school violence is becoming a priority for many
stakeholders, there is little rigorous evidence on effective interventions implemented at scale
designed to curb school violence and on their impact on learning outcomes. A growing body
of evidence highlights the importance of school staff beyond teachers, such as counselors and
psychologists, in shaping students’ academic trajectories and non-cognitive outcomes (Mulh-
ern, 2023). Yet the success of school-based interventions that rely on such staff may critically
depend on the resources available to schools and on the demands placed on existing personnel,
which may limit the scalability of such programs.

This paper studies the effects of a large-scale experiment in Peru that provided 465 out
of 1,000 large public secondary schools with high reports of school violence the resources to
hire a full-time on-site psychologist. Using administrative and survey data, we estimate the
effects of the program on school violence reporting, students’ perception of violence and school
climate, non-cognitive skills and well-being, and learning outcomes. We also use these data to
shed light on the challenges of implementing such interventions at scale by examining impacts
on teachers and school staff.

Peru provides a compelling setting for this study. The prevalence of school violence is
notably high: an online portal for reporting incidents of school violence has received more than
40,000 reports since its launch in 2013. Government surveys further reveal alarming statistics,
with 80 percent of students reporting witnessing some form of violence among their peers and
50 percent perceiving violence from teachers towards students. The nature of violence tends to
differ by gender, with boys more often subjected to physical aggression while girls experience
higher levels of psychological and sexual violence.

In response to this problem, the Ministry of Education (Minedu) launched the School
Climate Strategy, a comprehensive intervention designed to strengthen the management of
school climate and reduce violence in public schools. One of this strategy’s main delivery

mechanisms, the Regular Psychological Support (RPS) program, which is the focus of this



study, involves placing a full-time professional psychologist permanently at the school. As
part of this program, psychologists work closely with school staff, educators, students, and
parents, providing psychological support while implementing policies and interventions to
prevent and reduce school violence.

The psychologist’s activities in the school span two main domains. First, the Minedu
provides psychologists with guidelines for leading structured workshops designed to improve
school climate along five dimensions: i) care for self and others, ii) positive interpersonal
relationships, iii) inclusion and democratic participation at school, iv) an approach to discipline
respectful of students’ rights, and v) safety and security. Second, beyond these structured
activities, psychologists provide individualized socioemotional support to all members of the
educational community, including direct counseling, case management, and coordination with
teachers and families to identify and address risk factors for violence.

To study the effects of the program on student and teacher outcomes, we combine multiple
data sources. These include individual-level records of school violence reports from SiSeVe, a
portal created by the Minedu; enrollment and academic grade records covering all students
between 2018 and 2024; standardized test scores and associated school climate and well-being
questionnaires collected by the government, primarily for students in 2nd grade of secondary
school; and original survey data collecting measures of victimization, help-seeking behavior,
and teacher outcomes.

We find a strong first stage: treatment assignment increases the likelihood of a school hiring
a full-time psychologist by 80 to 100 percentage points, with an average exposure of around
six months per academic year. Treated schools also implement Ministry-designed workshops
at substantially higher rates than control schools throughout the program’s duration.

The presence of a full-time psychologist led to a substantial increase in the formal reporting
of school violence — a 28 percent increase in victim status and a 37 percent increase in
aggressor status in the SiSeVe system. Survey evidence on direct victimization is consistent
with this pattern, with particularly large effects on girls’ reporting of sexual and psychological
violence.

However, this increase in reporting is not explained by a change in the actual prevalence of
violence: we find no evidence of effects on students’ perceptions of peer- or teacher-perpetrated

violence, or on overall school climate. Instead, the key change is in students’ access to institu-



tional support: treated students are significantly more likely to report having a trusted adult
at school they can turn to when facing difficult situations, and are more likely to seek help
from school staff when experiencing aggression.

These changes in institutional support translate into meaningful improvements in students’
non-cognitive outcomes. Students in treated schools report lower prevalence of negative emo-
tions (0.032 standard deviations) and an improved sense of belonging (0.023 standard devia-
tions), with stronger and more consistent effects for female students. Despite these gains in
socioemotional well-being, the RPS program had no detectable short-term effects on academic
outcomes: we find no evidence of effects on grades, school progression, dropout, or standard-
ized test scores for either the full sample, students in secondary school, or those identified as
victims or aggressors in the reporting system.

Finally, we examine teacher outcomes to shed light on the implementation challenges of
scaling such programs. Teachers in treated schools are significantly more likely to have con-
sulted with the psychologist about violence prevention, to have organized educational activ-
ities in response to violent events, and to have adopted more supportive approaches toward
students identified as perpetrators. The school violence prevention and management index
increases substantially among teachers in treated schools. However, these additional responsi-
bilities appear to come at a cost: teachers report significantly lower job satisfaction and worse
perceptions of the availability of school resources, while their overall well-being and teach-
ing self-efficacy remain unaffected. This pattern is consistent with the program increasing
teachers’ workload in ways that may have limited its ability to generate broader academic
improvements.

Our paper contributes to several strands of the literature. First, we provide causal evidence
on the effects of school-based interventions aimed at reducing violence (Devries et al., 2015;
Delprato et al., 2017; Karmaliani et al., 2020; Alan et al., 2021; Maiti, 2021; Fabbri et al.,
2021; Cunha et al., 2023; Dinarte-Diaz and Egana-delSol, 2024; Smarrelli et al., 2024). The
results from the RPS program complement the existing evidence on other strategies imple-
mented by the Peruvian government (Gutierrez et al.; 2025; Smarrelli, 2023). All of these
interventions are part of the Ministry of Education’s broader policy agenda to improve school
climate and reduce violence through prevention, reporting, and response mechanisms. Within

this common framework, the RPS differs from the two other interventions in both scope and



mode of delivery. Whereas the other interventions rely on relatively short-term training or
workshops targeting students specifically (Gutierrez et al., 2025) or school leaders (Smarrelli,
2023), the RPS is a multi-year program embedding a full-time psychologist within the school.
This allows for more continuous engagement with students, teachers, and families, and enables
the provision of both preventive activities and direct support in response to incidents of vio-
lence. As a result, the RPS combines elements of skills-building with individualized support,
potentially addressing both the underlying determinants of violence and its manifestations.
At the same time, its greater intensity and resource requirements distinguish it from the more
targeted and scalable approaches studied by Gutierrez et al. (2025) and Smarrelli (2023). Our
differential effect by gender suggests that a universal approach to strengthening support sys-
tems for victims can be relevant to address gender-based violence in school contexts (Amaral
et al., 2024; Sharma, 2023).

Second, we contribute to the literature on the impact of mental health interventions on
behavioral and economic outcomes (Currie and Stabile, 2007; Heller et al., 2016; Blattman
et al., 2023; Bhatt et al., 2024), especially in low-income settings (Blattman et al., 2017; Bhat
et al., 2022; Baranov et al., 2020; Bossuroy et al., 2022). Heller et al. (2016) use several RCTs
to test interventions aiming at reducing crime and dropout by changing the decision-making
of economically disadvantaged youth. Several studies focus on the use of Cognitive Behavioral
Therapy (CBT) interventions to reduce crime and violence (Blattman et al., 2017, 2023; Bhatt
et al., 2024). Our results suggest that continuous, long-term embedded psychological support
in school, combined with workshops and counseling emphasizing awareness, leads to significant
increases in reporting violence and to a net improvement of students’ emotional regulation and
overall well-being.

Finally, we contribute to the literature on the challenges of scaling up evidence-based inter-
ventions (Al-Ubaydli et al., 2017; Muralidharan and Niehaus, 2017; List, 2022), particularly to
improve the effectiveness of the public sector in developing countries (Muralidharan and Singh,
2020, 2025). While existing evidence identifies effective strategies to reduce school violence,
evidence on their cost-effectiveness and implementation at scale remains limited (Smarrelli
et al., 2024). With our unique combination of administrative reporting and survey data, we
are able to identify implementation challenges related to the increased burden on teachers.

While we find clear effects on violence reporting, the pathway following the reporting of vio-



lence remains unclear. It is not well understood how reported cases are processed, and whether
they translate into effective responses or instead trigger social sanctions. More broadly, in-
stitutional features and lack of appropriate resources may help explain the limited effects of
such interventions on students’ human capital outcomes.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 provides an overview of the context
of school violence in Peru and institutional details related to the School Climate Strategy and
specifically the Regular Psychological Support Program. Section 3 presents the experimental
design, the data, and empirical strategy. We present results in Section 4 and conclude in

Section 5.

2 Context and Intervention

2.1 School Violence in Peru

Peru’s public education system serves approximately 6.5 million students across more than
50,000 primary and secondary schools. The system is administered through a decentralized
structure: the Ministry of Education (Minedu) sets national policy and curriculum, while 26
Regional Education Directorates (DRE) and over 220 Local Educational Management Units
(UGEL) oversee schools at the regional and district levels, respectively. Each UGEL manages
between a few dozen and several hundred schools, and is responsible for hiring and supervising
staff, managing budgets, and monitoring school-level implementation of national policies.

School violence is a pervasive problem in Peru. Between September 2013 and May 2021,
over 40,000 cases of school violence were reported through SiseVe, the Ministry’s online re-
porting portal. Of these, approximately 52% involved violence between students, while 48%
involved violence perpetrated by school staff against students. Physical violence accounted
for half of all reported cases, followed by psychological violence (34%) and sexual violence
(16%). These administrative reports likely understate the true prevalence, as they depend on
awareness, willingness, and institutional capacity to document incidents.

Data from Peru’s 2018 national standardized assessment (ECE), which surveyed over
516,000 second-year secondary students, paint a more complete picture. When asked about
violence they had witnessed in their schools during the school year, 43% of students reported
that classmates had physically hit or hurt another student, 40% reported that classmates had

mocked or insulted another student, and 61% reported that classmates had stolen, hidden, or



damaged another student’s belongings. Violence by school staff was also widespread: 29% of
students reported that a teacher or other school adult had mocked or insulted a student, 28%
reported witnessing a teacher humiliate a student, and 21% reported that a teacher had phys-
ically struck a student. For many forms of violence, roughly half of the students who reported
witnessing such incidents indicated that the behavior occurred on a monthly or weekly basis.

In response to this prevalence of violence, in 2018, the Minedu established national guide-
lines for the management of school climate and the prevention and response to violence against
children and adolescents (Decreto Supremo N°004-2018-MINEDU). These guidelines man-
dated three lines of action across all public schools: the promotion of a positive school climate
(convivencia escolar), the prevention of school violence, and the institutional response to re-
ported cases of violence. The guidelines also required every school to establish a Wellbeing
Committee (Comité de Gestion del Bienestar), responsible for coordinating activities related

to school climate and serving as the first point of contact for reports of violence.

2.2 The School Climate Strategy

Building on this normative framework, in 2019, the Minedu launched the Estrategia de Con-
vivencia Escolar (School Climate Strategy), a comprehensive intervention designed to strengthen
the management of school climate across targeted public schools. The strategy was organized
around six thematic dimensions: (i) care for self and others, (ii) positive interpersonal relation-
ships, (iii) inclusion and democratic participation, (iv) rights-based approaches to discipline,
(v) safety and security, and (vi) decentralized management with a territorial focus.

The strategy was implemented through two main delivery mechanisms at the school level,
both operating under the supervision of convivencia escolar specialists at the UGEL and
DRE levels. The first, Soporte Psicoldgico (Regular Psychological Support, hereafter RPS),
assigned a full-time professional psychologist to each targeted school. The psychologist was
permanently based at the school, integrated into the Wellbeing Committee, and worked di-
rectly with administrators, teachers, students, and parents. This modality targeted large
schools (those with more than 600 students enrolled in secondary education) that had high
levels of reported school violence and did not already have a psychologist on staff.

The second delivery mechanism, the Equipos Itinerantes de Convivencia Escolar (hereafter

rotating teams), deployed interdisciplinary teams (comprising a psychologist, an educator,



and a social worker) to periodically visit clusters of smaller schools. Each rotating team was
responsible for approximately four to seven schools, conducting visits of roughly one week per
school per month. This modality was designed for schools that were too small to justify a
permanent psychologist but still exhibited elevated levels of violence. While both modalities
delivered workshops and technical assistance organized around the same thematic dimensions,
the rotating teams were explicitly designed as a complement to, rather than a substitute for,

the full-time psychologist model.

2.3 The Regular Psychological Support Program

The RPS program, which is the focus of this study, involves placing a full-time professional
psychologist at the assigned school for the duration of the academic year. The psychologist’s
responsibilities span two broad domains: (1) structured workshops with the school community,

and (2) individualized support and case management.

Workshops. The Minedu provides psychologists with detailed guidelines and materials for
conducting workshops along five school-facing dimensions of the strategy: (i) care for self and
others, (ii) positive interpersonal relationships, (iii) inclusion and democratic participation,
(iv) rights-based discipline, and (v) safety and security. Each psychologist is expected to
carry out a specified number of workshops during each school year (see Table A20 for a full
list of workshops and their topics by year). The academic year is divided into two terms,
each with two phases, and workshop content is updated by the Minedu at the start of each
phase. Workshops targeting school administrators and teachers focus on building skills to
identify, prevent, and respond to school violence, and on providing information about reporting
protocols and child welfare legislation. Workshops with parents address parenting practices,
non-violent communication, and topics such as substance use, teenage pregnancy, and social

media safety.

Individualized support and case management. Beyond the structured workshops, the
psychologist provides continuous socioemotional support to the entire school community. Ac-
cording to the Minedu’s official guidelines, the psychologist is responsible for: (i) conducting
an initial diagnostic assessment of the school’s climate and identifying risk factors for violence;
(ii) verifying that school conduct rules are in place and being applied consistently; (iii) design-

ing and implementing capacity-building programs for administrators and teachers on school



climate promotion, and on strategies for detecting and responding to violence; (iv) accompa-
nying teachers in developing students’ socioemotional competencies in the classroom;(v) co-
ordinating with UGEL-level convivencia specialists; (vi) promoting student participation as
active agents of violence prevention; and (vii) providing orientation and guidance to families
in coordination with the Wellbeing Committee. In practice, a substantial share of the psy-
chologist’s time is devoted to direct counseling and case management: teachers refer students
who exhibit behavioral problems, are victims or perpetrators of violence, or are struggling
with mental health or family difficulties, and the psychologist provides ongoing support and,

when necessary, refers cases to external services.

Organizational structure. The broader strategy involves several layers of supervision and
technical assistance. At the Minedu level, sector coordinators oversee the strategy nationally,
supported by technical assistants for both implementation and case management. At the
regional level, specialists coordinate strategy implementation across each DRE, while UGEL-
level specialists supervise the psychologists and rotating teams within their jurisdiction. This
structure is designed to ensure that guidelines are adapted to local contexts, that psychologists
receive ongoing training and support, and that cases of violence reported through SiseVe are
handled according to established protocols.

Figure 1 shows a diagram of the theory of change of the program. The program oper-
ates through four actors and can affect teacher and student outcomes through a variety of
mechanisms. First, psychologists are responsible for detecting, reporting, and following up on
cases of school violence, which may affect the prevalence of school violence reports and the
successful resolution of cases, which in turn could increase student well-being. In addition,
psychologists provide workshops to strengthen teachers’ socioemotional skills and their tools
for managing conflict and discipline in the classroom, all of which could improve the school
climate and student well-being and learning. In addition, psychologists conduct workshops for
students designed to strengthen their socioemotional skills and provide direct support to stu-
dents struggling with mental health or behavioral problems, all of which can lead to improved
socioemotional skills, student well-being, and learning. Finally, the psychologists also lead
workshops directly with parents on positive parenting practices, which may lead to another

indirect channel through which the intervention could impact student wellbeing and learning.



2.3.1 Timeline and Implementation Phases

The RPS program was designed in late 2019, with implementation planned to begin at the
start of the 2020 academic year. However, this implementation was disrupted by the COVID
pandemic in 2020 and 2021. Overall, the program’s implementation can be divided into two

broad phases of three years each: Phase I (2020-2022) and Phase IT (2023-2025).
Phase I: 2020-2022. The COVID-19 pandemic led to the closure of all schools in Peru in

March 2020, and in-person instruction did not fully resume until the 2022 academic year. As
a result, during 2020 and 2021, the program was adapted to a virtual format. Psychologists
conducted workshops remotely via videoconference, email, and other digital channels, target-
ing school administrators and teachers rather than students directly. The virtual workshops
covered topics aligned with the original dimensions but adapted to the context of remote educa-
tion, including socioemotional support during the pandemic, self-care for teachers, prevention
of cyberbullying, and guidance for families during school closures.

The number and thematic content of workshops varied across years as the Minedu adjusted
the program to the evolving circumstances of the pandemic. The program returned to its orig-
inally planned in-person format in 2022, with psychologists physically present in schools. The
2022 workshop cycle, the first full year of in-person delivery, was organized in two terms with
workshops covering topics such as the psychosocial impact of the pandemic, the return to in-
person learning, sexual violence, xenophobia, bullying and cyberbullying, suicide prevention,

children’s rights, and family well-being (see Table A20).

Phase II: 2023-2025. Beginning in 2023, the Minedu restructured the workshop content
into a more systematic three-year curriculum called PREVI (Programa de Prevencion de la
Violencia Escolar), designed to progressively build the school community’s capacity to prevent
violence.'

The three years of PREVI correspond to three phases: sensitization (Year 1, 2023),
strengthening (Year 2, 2024), and consolidation (Year 3, 2025), with the explicit goal that by
the third year, schools would be able to sustain violence prevention activities autonomously.

The PREVI curriculum is organized around seven core activities, each with progressive

tasks across the three years: (1) integrating violence prevention into school management

Detailed materials for the PREVI curriculum are available at https://sites.google.com/view/
previ-convivencia.
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instruments and community partnerships; (2) strengthening teachers’ competencies for cre-
ating a positive classroom climate, democratic conduct rules, and appreciation of diversity;
(3) developing students’ socioemotional skills and providing comprehensive sexual education;
(4) engaging families in violence prevention and strengthening parenting competencies; (5) pro-
moting student participation in school governance and violence prevention; (6) building the
capacity of the school community to identify risks, report incidents through the SiseVe portal,
and respond to cases of violence according to established protocols; and (7) identifying unsafe
spaces within and around the school and developing collaborative solutions.

Both the school psychologist (in RPS schools) and the rotating teams (in EICE schools)
served as the primary facilitators of these activities, supported by materials and guidelines

developed by the Minedu’s Direccion de Gestion Escolar.

3 Experimental Design, Data, and Empirical Strategy

3.1 Experimental Design

The Ministry of Education (Minedu) identified 1,000 large public schools with high rates
of reported school violence as eligible for the RPS program. Eligible schools were required
to offer secondary education, enroll more than 600 students, not participate in the full-day
schooling program (Jornada Escolar Completa) or the network of high-performance schools
(Colegios de Alto Rendimiento), and not already have a psychologist on staff. These schools
enroll approximately 1,300 students each, for a total experimental sample of about 1.3 million
students.

Staff at the Ministry of Education conducted the randomization in 2019 at the school
level, stratifying by Local Educational Management Unit (UGEL). Some UGELs with few
eligible schools were grouped together, yielding 69 strata. Within each stratum, the number
of treatment slots was determined proportionally, with adjustments in regions facing limited
psychologist availability. Schools participating in the Barrio Sequro program were assigned
directly to treatment. The final allocation resulted in 465 treatment schools and 500 control
schools.”

The primary treatment is the provision of resources to hire a full-time psychologist in each

2 An additional 33 schools in the Barrio Seguro program and 1 school in Huancavelica were directly assigned
to treatment, and 1 school was dropped, accounting for the difference from the initial 1,000 schools.
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treatment school during the academic year, as described in Section 2.3. The target population
comprises students and teachers in large secondary schools with high levels of reported school
violence. The primary outcomes of interest are school climate, school violence, and the social
integration of students, measured using both administrative and survey data, as described in
the following section. As discussed in Section 2.3, the program operated in a virtual format
in 2020 and 2021 due to the COVID-19 pandemic, and shifted to an in-person format from
2022 onward.

Some schools in both the treatment and control groups were also eligible for other school
violence reduction initiatives, including the rotating teams described in Section 2.2. This
eligibility is balanced between groups: 662 schools (331 treatment and 331 control) were
exclusively targeted by the RPS program. Our estimates should therefore be interpreted as
the effect of having a full-time, permanently stationed psychologist relative to whatever level
of support control schools received under the broader national strategy.

The data suggest that this concern is limited in practice. While some control schools did
conduct workshops through other Minedu initiatives, participation rates were substantially
lower than in treated schools. On average across all years, control schools implemented only
25.9% of the assigned workshops, compared to 64.0% in treated schools. The gap was partic-
ularly stark during Phase II of the program (2023-2024), when control schools implemented
only 21.7% and 20.0% of workshops, respectively, compared to 54.4% and 75.5% in treated
schools.

Moreover, even where control schools did receive support from rotating teams, the na-
ture of that support was categorically different from the RPS. Rotating teams deployed an
interdisciplinary team for approximately one week per month, whereas the RPS provided
a dedicated psychologist present every day of the school year. This difference in intensity
is not merely quantitative as the continuous presence of the psychologist enables sustained
relationship-building with students, teachers, and families; real-time identification and follow-
up of at-risk cases; ongoing classroom support for teachers; and individualized counseling that
a team visiting once a month cannot replicate. We discuss the first stage evidence on workshop

implementation in more detail in Section 3.3.
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3.2 Data
3.2.1 Administrative Data

We combine multiple administrative data sets to study the impact of the RPS program on
school climate, violence, student learning, and longer-term educational outcomes.

1. Randomization files. The first data set consists of the randomization files produced
by the Minedu in 2019, which record the treatment assignment for all 1,000 schools in the
experimental sample. These files contain school identifiers, the assigned treatment status, and
the stratification variables used in the randomization, including the UGEL. We use these files
to define the analysis sample and verify balance across treatment and control schools.

2. School enrollment files. Our second data set consists of school enrollment records
from 2018 to 2025. These files allow us to track the full schooling trajectory of all students
enrolled in the 1,000 schools in the sample. In addition to enrollment, the records capture
students’ end-of-year outcomes, including grade promotion, grade repetition, school transfers,
and partial and permanent dropout. We use pre-treatment enrollment records (2018-2019)
to characterize the student population at baseline and verify balance, and post-treatment
records (2020-2025) to construct outcomes related to school retention, grade progression, and
dropout.

3. National standardized tests (ECE). Our third data set consists of Peru’s national stan-
dardized census tests, administered by the Minedu. These are low-stakes assessments with
no direct consequences for students’ academic trajectories or college admissions. The tests
are available for the pre-treatment period (2018-2019) and the post-treatment period (2022
2025), with no tests administered during the pandemic years of 2020 and a virtual test in
2021. Each wave includes assessments in reading and mathematics for specific grades in both
primary and secondary school.

The test files include a non-academic questionnaire administered to students in grades that
vary by year. In particular, the 2018-2019 and 2023-2025 ECE files contain an additional
questionnaire administered to students in the second grade of secondary school, designed to
capture non-academic outcomes and reports of school violence. While the specific questions
vary by year, this questionnaire generally includes modules on school belonging and school

violence and, in some years, also covers school climate, emotional stability, and perceptions of
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safety. The exact questions and their availability by year are described in Appendix TBD.

We use these data for three purposes: pre-treatment test scores (2018-2019) serve as
baseline controls and balance checks; post-treatment test scores (2022-2025) constitute our
primary measures of learning outcomes; and the non-academic questionnaire provides direct
measures of our primary outcomes of interest, including school belonging, emotional well-being,
perceptions of violence, and related dimensions of school climate.

4. SiseVe violence reports. Our fourth data set consists of individual-level records of school
violence cases reported through SiseVe (Sistema Especializado en Reporte de Casos sobre
Violencia Escolar), an online portal launched by the Minedu in 2013 as part of Peru’s National
Strategy against School Violence. The portal allows any member of the educational community
(students, parents, teachers, or school staff) to report incidents of physical, psychological, or
sexual violence occurring at school, in its surroundings, or on social media. Each report is
time-stamped and linked to a specific school, and records the type of violence, the relationship
between aggressor and victim (peer-to-peer or staff-to-student), and the current status of the
case.

SiseVe functions as an active case-management system embedded within a formal institu-
tional protocol. Any member of the school community may file a report, after which the school
principal and the designated SiseVe coordinator must initiate a response following standard-
ized procedures that vary by the type and severity of the incident. Depending on the case, this
may involve interviewing the parties involved, gathering additional evidence, meeting with par-
ents, referring students to psychological or health services, defining disciplinary consequences,
following up to ensure that the violence ceases and victims receive appropriate support, and
ultimately closing the case. In cases of physical violence with injuries or sexual violence, the
SiseVe Coordinator must also provide the victims with support in denouncing the case with
external institutions such as the National Police or the Public Prosecutor’s Office. Schools
are required to document case progress until it is resolved, under the oversight of UGEL and
regional education authorities.

SiseVe reports provide an important but imperfect measure of school violence. Reporting
rates may reflect not only the true prevalence of violence but also schools’ willingness and
capacity to document incidents, both of which may be affected by the RPS program. The

presence of a psychologist may reduce actual violence, leading to fewer reports, but may also
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increase awareness and improve compliance with reporting protocols, leading to more reports.
We use SiseVe data to construct student-level measures of victimization and perpetration,
disaggregated by type of violence and by the relationship between the parties involved.

5. College applications and enrollment files. Our final administrative data set consists
of college application and enrollment records for all public and private universities in Peru
[YEARS]. The application files contain information on each student-university application,
including the application period, the applicant’s score, and the admission decision. The en-
rollment files record students’ final enrollment decisions. We use these data to construct out-
comes capturing students’ applications, admissions, and enrollment, allowing us to assess the

longer-term effects of the RPS program on educational trajectories beyond secondary school.

3.2.2 Survey Data

In addition to administrative data, we collected original survey data from a sample of schools
in the experimental sample in partnership with a survey firm (Equilibrium SDC). The surveys
target second-year secondary school students and their teachers, and are designed to capture

dimensions of school climate and violence that are not well measured in administrative records.

Survey Items The student survey is adapted from the ENCEVE (FEncuesta Nacional
de Convivencia Escolar y Violencia en la Escuela),” a validated official instrument from the
Minedu designed to measure the quality of interpersonal relationships at school. We enriched
the ENCEVE instrument with measures of social networks and friendships, following the
methodology of Zarate (2023). These modules allow us to map the social structure within
classrooms and assess the program’s impact on network-level outcomes such as centrality,
social cohesion, and prosociality, including heterogeneous effects across groups defined by
immigration status and family income.

The teacher survey is designed to measure classroom activities, teachers’ perceptions of
their students and of the school climate, their knowledge of the School Climate Strategy and
the role of school psychologists, and their familiarity with the SiseVe reporting portal.

Sample Selection Schools in the survey sample were selected to be comparable to those

in the full study sample, while being located in the Lima region for logistical reasons. Ta-

ble A4 confirms that the sociodemographic characteristics of students in the survey sample

3Link to ENCEVE survey: https://repositorio.minedu.gob.pe/handle/20.500.12799/7778.
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are comparable to those in the overall experimental sample (Panel A) and to the experimental
sample restricted to schools located in Lima (Panel B), both for treated and control schools.
The sample selection for the survey included 74 treated and 74 control schools. Within each
school, we planned to survey second-grade students, yielding a total of 4,603 students, as well
as approximately 120 teachers. The final survey sample includes 60 treated and 60 control
schools, and 3,765 students, out of which 2,697 took the survey, yielding a 72 percent response
rate. Table A5 shows that the response rate is lower in treated schools (67 percent) compared
to control schools (76 percent). In our robustness checks, we account for this differential
response rate by reweighting the survey sample by the inverse of the response rate.

Schools were first contacted by the Ministry of Education (MINEDU) to inform them about
the data collection process and to coordinate fieldwork. The survey firm, Equilibrium SDC,
then followed up with school principals to confirm participant lists, identify a suitable space
to conduct surveys individually and confidentially, and coordinate schedules with selected

students and teachers in a way that minimized disruption to regular school activities.

Survey Conditions and Risk Mitigation Strategies We implemented several measures to
mitigate risks related to data collection. Prior to fieldwork, enumerators received specialized
training to recognize signs of emotional distress, provide basic emotional support, and activate
referral procedures in coordination with school staff. Participation required informed consent
from a parent or legal guardian, as well as student assent. These materials emphasized the
voluntary nature of participation, confidentiality protections, and the right to withdraw at
any time without consequences.

During data collection, enumerators monitored students’ behavior and were authorized to
pause or terminate the survey if a student appeared distressed. A field coordinator main-
tained direct communication with school personnel (e.g., the school psychologist, the school
coexistence officer, or administrators) to ensure the timely and confidential activation of refer-
ral mechanisms. In cases of persistent or serious distress, enumerators reported the situation
to the field coordinator, who notified the appropriate school professional without disclosing
unnecessary identifying details. The school then assessed the situation and determined the
appropriate support, including, when required by institutional protocols, informing parents or
guardians.

If a student disclosed experiences of harassment, school violence, or bullying, the field
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team followed a dedicated protocol. Incidents were reported to the school administration
or the designated school coexistence officer, who is responsible for registering the case in
the SiseVe platform and initiating the procedures established under Law No. 29719. All
consent and assent materials informed participants that, in the event of emotional discomfort
or disclosure of sensitive situations, an established protocol would provide immediate support,
allow students to pause or discontinue participation, and, if necessary, refer them to school

authorities.”

3.3 Empirical Strategy

Given that the program was randomly assigned at the school level, our main empirical strategy

estimates intent-to-treat (ITT) effects using the following specification:

Yisgt = BTs + T Xisgt + Vgst + Eisgt (1)
where Yjg4 is the outcome for individual ¢ in school s, grade g, and year ¢; T’ is an indicator
equal to one if school s was randomly assigned to treatment; Xjs, is a vector of baseline
covariates selected using the post-double lasso procedure (Belloni et al., 2013); and Yo(s)t
denotes strata-by-grade-by-year fixed effects. The coefficient of interest is 3, which captures
the I'TT effect of the RPS program. Standard errors are clustered at the school level, the unit
of randomization (Abadie et al., 2022).

Table A1 reports estimates of equation (1) for baseline balance across school characteristics.
These correspond to the main set of covariates used by Minedu during the randomization
process. In addition, Table A2 presents estimates of equation (1) for pre-treatment student
outcomes in 2018 and 2019. Panel A reports results for outcomes from the school enrollment
files, while Panel B reports results for baseline outcomes from the standardized test files.

Overall, prior to the intervention, treatment and control schools are similar across student
enrollment variables, academic performance, standardized test scores, and measures of school
violence and school climate. We also report the F-statistic from joint significance tests of all
baseline covariates in each panel, which fails to reject the null of balance.

One potential concern, given that the program was randomized at the school level in late

2019, is that students and their families may sort into schools due to the availability of a

4These procedures were implemented in accordance with national regulations (Supreme Decree No. 004-
2018-MINEDU, Law No. 29719, and Supreme Decree No. 009-2016-MIMP).
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psychologist. Appendix Figure Al reports, for students enrolled in the sample schools in
2020 and 2022, the type of school they attended in 2019. As expected, the vast majority
of students in both treated and control schools were already enrolled in the same school the
previous year. The main exception is for first grades of primary and secondary school, where
a higher proportion of students naturally come from outside the sample as new entrants. The
patterns are similar across years and balanced between treated and control schools. Moreover,
we find that treatment assignment does not predict students’ demographic characteristics by
grade and year, alleviating concerns about differential sorting into treated schools due to the

program.

3.4 First Stage: Program Implementation

Our analysis begins by examining the first stage of the program. Figure 2 reports the effect
of treatment assignment (parameter 3 in equation 1) on the likelihood that a school hired a
psychologist (Panel A) and the number of months a psychologist was employed at the school
(Panel B) for each year from 2020 to 2023.

The results confirm a strong first stage. Treatment assignment increases the likelihood of
a school hiring a full-time psychologist by 80 to 100 percentage points across all years, with
the exception of 2021, when program implementation was disrupted by the pandemic. In
terms of contract duration, assignment to treatment increases the number of months a full-
time psychologist is present in the school by slightly over six months out of the nine-month
academic year.

Table A3 presents summary statistics on the profile of psychologists employed through
the RPS program since its inception. The workforce is predominantly female (78.7%), with
an average of 6.2 years of general work experience and 3.7 years of experience specifically in
psychology. In terms of education, 92.1% of hired psychologists held a bachelor’s degree in
psychology or related fields, while 7.7% held a master’s degree.

As discussed in Section 2.3, part of the psychologist’s role involved the implementation of
workshops designed by the Ministry of Education to improve school climate and prevent and
reduce school violence. Panel A of Figure 3 reports implementation rates of each workshop
for control and treated schools, while Panel B reports the ITT estimates of equation 1 on the

likelihood of conducting each workshop session across years. As noted in Section 3.1, some
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control schools received workshop programming through other Minedu initiatives as part of
the broader national strategy to prevent and reduce school violence, which attenuates the
estimated treatment effects for some sessions.

"Overall, we find that treatment assignment significantly predicts workshop implementa-
tion, particularly in 2020 and 2024, where estimated effects on the likelihood of conducting a
session range from 50 to 80 p.p. relative to control schools. Effects are more muted in 2021,
reflecting disruptions caused by the pandemic, moderate but positive and statistically signifi-
cant in 2022, and larger in 2023 than in 2022. By the later workshops of 2023, participation
rates among treated schools were already comparable to those observed in 2024."

The full list of workshops, organized by year, is described in Appendix Table A20. Across
all years, the workshops cover three broad thematic areas. The first is the development of socio-
emotional skills among school staff and students, including modules on emotion recognition,
assertive communication, empathy, and conflict management. The second is the prevention
of and response to school violence, encompassing sessions on bullying, cyberbullying, sexual
violence, and the use of official reporting platforms such as SiseVe. The third is the promotion
of a positive school and classroom climate, through workshops on rights-based discipline,
coexistence rules, self-care practices for educators, and in later years, family engagement and

comprehensive sexuality education.

4 Results on Student and Teacher Outcomes

We next examine the effects of the program on student and teacher outcomes. Guided by
the theory of change in Figure 7?7 we organize the analysis as follows. We first present
results on (i) the reporting of school violence. We then turn to (ii) students’ perceptions of
violence, school climate, and the availability of school support for violence and socio-emotional
problems. Next, we examine (iii) non-cognitive skills and well-being, followed by (iv) academic
outcomes. Finally, we analyze (v) teacher-related outcomes to shed light on implementation
challenges at scale.

For each group of outcomes, we begin with administrative data from enrollment records,
which cover all students. We then present results using administrative test score data and
associated questionnaires collected by the government, available for selected grades and years.

We conclude with evidence from survey data.
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4.1 Violence Reporting and Direct Victimization

We first analyze the effects on the reporting of school violence in the SiSeVe portal. Consis-
tent with the overarching goal of promoting a reporting culture and improving information
on violence response protocols, the program overall led to a substantial increase in violence
reporting.

The presence of a full-time psychologist substantially increased the reporting of violence,
particularly among female students, as evidenced by individual-level records from the SiSeVe
system. Table 1 reports intent-to-treat (ITT) estimates of the effect of the intervention on the
probability of being reported as either a victim or an aggressor. All outcome variables in this
analysis are binary indicators multiplied by 100.

Panel A shows that the likelihood of being reported as a victim increases by 0.061 per-
centage points, corresponding to 28 percent of the control mean. On average, only 0.21% of
students in control schools are reported as victims and 0.18% as aggressors in a given year,
showing that only a very small fraction of students are formally reported in the system. Re-
porting rises across most types of violence, with sizable increases in physical violence (0.032
pp, 32 percent of the control mean) and psychological violence (0.026 pp, 33 percent). We do
not detect a significant effect for sexual violence. The overall increase is primarily driven by
peer-perpetrated incidents (0.056 pp), rather than violence involving adults (0.007 pp). Panel
B shows that the likelihood of being reported as an aggressor increases by 0.071 percentage
points (37 percent of the control mean). This increase is observed across all categories of
violence, with effect sizes of 33%, 46%, and 35% of the control mean for physical, psycho-
logical, and sexual violence, respectively. The effects on aggressor status are larger for boys
than for girls across all types of violence. As violence is more prevalent in secondary school,
Appendix Table A6 reports the same estimates for secondary school students, finding overall
larger effects on violence reporting for this group.

Table 2 further studies the nature of the increase in reporting by examining the type of
perpetrator and the identity of the reporter. The results confirm that most of the effect
is driven by peer-perpetrated violence, particularly from students in the same grade. In
terms of the identity of the reporter, the effects are mainly driven by the “other” category
(0.024 pp), which includes school psychologists, followed by mothers of victims (0.017 pp)
and teachers (0.017 pp). This pattern suggests that the effects on reporting operate through
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two complementary channels: the direct presence of the psychologist at the school, and the
information and workshops on violence detection and reporting that psychologists implement
with teachers and parents.

We next turn to the survey results that capture direct measures of victimization. Overall,
the victimization survey yields consistent results but indicates higher prevalence of violence
and larger treatment effects across all types of violence, especially for sexual violence. Table 3
shows that in control schools 8.1% of girls and 8.8% of boys report being victims of sexual
violence, with higher prevalence of psychological violence (27.6% of girls and 24.2% of boys)
and physical violence (9.0% of girls and 11.4% of boys) than what is captured by the SiSeVe
reporting system. The program has a positive effect on the self-reporting of direct victimiza-
tion, especially for girls, with effects of 2.7 pp (33% of the control mean) on sexual violence,
4.2 pp (15% of the control mean) on psychological violence, and no statistically significant
effect on physical violence. These effects on girls’ sexual and psychological victimization are
statistically significant for ever experiencing this type of violence, as well as during the past
month and the past year, and are statistically different from the corresponding effects for boys.

In contrast to the increase in direct victimization of violence between students, Table A8
shows virtually no change in survey-reported violence by teachers against students, with the
exception of a marginally significant decrease in physical violence reported by male students.
This is consistent with the administrative evidence, as most of the effects on reporting in the

SiSeVe portal are driven by peer-perpetrated rather than teacher-perpetrated violence.

4.2 Perception of Violence, School Climate and School Support

We next explore whether the effects on reporting and awareness of school violence are reflected
in students’ perceptions of violence at school or in changes in school climate. This set of
outcomes comes from additional questionnaires associated with the standardized tests collected
by the government for students in 2nd grade of secondary school in 2024. Table A7 reports
the ITT estimates on violence reports for students in the questionnaire sample, showing even
higher prevalence of violence and larger effects for this group, confirming that the questionnaire

sample is not more sheltered from violence than the broader experimental sample.

Perception of Violence. Table A9 shows that the increase in reporting is not explained

by an increase in the perceived prevalence of school violence. The outcomes come from ques-
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tions asking students how frequently they have witnessed violence between students and from
teachers to students at their school. For peer-perpetrated violence, students are asked about
threats and intimidation, physical assault, mocking and insults, theft or damage of belong-
ings, rumor-spreading, public shouting, non-consensual contact, and online harassment. For
teacher-perpetrated violence, the questions cover threats and intimidation, mocking and in-
sults, physical punishment using the body or an object, humiliating punishment, and non-
consensual contact. We report ITT estimates for each of these questions and for an overall
index standardized on the full test-taking population.

In general, we find no evidence that the program significantly shifted students’ perceptions
of peer-perpetrated (Panel A) or teacher-perpetrated (Panel B) violence at school. Our point
estimates on both indexes are precise, ruling out effects smaller than —0.036 and —0.019
standard deviations and larger than 0.023 and 0.043 standard deviations on the peer- and
teacher-violence indexes, respectively. The estimates are similarly small and non-statistically
significant for each individual question on both peer- and teacher-perpetrated violence. These
results, taken together with the increase in formal reporting documented above, suggest that
the program succeeded in building a reporting culture and improving institutional compliance
with documentation protocols, rather than reflecting an actual change in the prevalence of
violence at school.

The survey results are consistent with the absence of changes in students’ perceptions of
the prevalence of violence at school documented above. Table A10 shows muted and statisti-
cally insignificant effects across all three survey-based measures of perceived violence: conflict
management, security and disruptiveness, and other safety concerns. The point estimates
are small and precisely estimated for both girls and boys, and we find no statistically signifi-
cant differences between them. Taken together, the evidence from both the standardized test
questionnaires and the original survey suggests that the program increased the reporting of
violence and awareness of victimization, but did not alter how students perceive the safety
and climate of their school environment.

School Climate and School Support. As the program did not change students’ percep-
tion of violence, we next explore whether it led to changes in school climate and sources of
institutional support. Overall, we find that the average student reports no significant changes

in school climate. Panel A of Table 4 reports results on a general index of school climate and
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specific questions from the FNLA additional questionnaires, covering the quality of relation-
ships between students and measures of mutual care and help. We find no effects on any of
these variables, and the results are consistent with the treatment effect estimates from the
victimization survey reported in Table A11.

However, we find consistent evidence of an improvement in perceived school support. Panel
B of Table 4 shows that students in RPS schools are significantly more likely to report that
when they have a personal problem there is someone at school who can help them, with an
overall increase of 7.8 points (0.09 standard deviations) and similar effects for boys and girls.
Students also report a significantly higher level of agreement with the statement that there
is a trusted adult at school they can reach out to when feeling unsafe or mistreated, with
an overall increase of 14.8 points (0.15 standard deviations), again similar for both genders.
Moreover, when students witness any form of violence at school, the program increases by 5.7
percentage points the likelihood that they seek help or reach out to the psychologist, shifting
away from reaching out to friends or other teachers.

This increase in perceived school support is also reflected in our victimization survey.
Table A12 shows that treated female students are more likely to have reported to school staff
members when they faced situations of aggression at school compared to the control group
(0.042 pp, 31 percent of the control mean). We find suggestive evidence that these students
face mixed responses from adults once they report: they are more likely to be ignored or not
believed (0.091 pp, 85 percent of the control mean), to be advised (0.071 pp, 8 percent of the
control mean), to have their parents informed (0.113 pp, 28 percent of the control mean), or
to have their case registered on the SiSeVe platform (0.044 pp).

Taken together, the results on violence reporting, perception of violence, school climate,
and school support point to a coherent picture. The program did not reduce the prevalence of
violence as perceived by students, nor did it improve the general quality of relationships and
interactions at school. Instead, its main effect was to increase the visibility of violence through
formal reporting and to provide students with a credible source of institutional support when
facing difficult situations. This shift in the availability and perceived accessibility of support
within the school is one of the key mechanisms linking the program to the improvements in

non-cognitive outcomes documented in the next section.
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4.3 Non-Academic Outcomes and Well-being Measures

One of the pillars of the RPS program was the promotion of activities to foster socioemotional
skills development for students. According to the theory of change, the program was expected
to improve students’ non-cognitive outcomes through three main channels: direct develop-
ment of students’ intrapersonal and interpersonal skills through workshops and counseling,
improved teacher-student interactions resulting from teachers’ participation in the program,
and reinforcement of socioemotional development through greater family engagement. Con-
sistent with these objectives, we find that the RPS program led to significant improvements
in non-academic and well-being outcomes.

Panel A of Table 5 reports ITT estimates on students’ sense of belonging. The overall
belonging index increases by 0.023 standard deviations in treated schools. Looking at the
individual components, treated students are significantly less likely to feel bored at school
(0.025 points), less likely to feel alone (0.011 points), less likely to prefer skipping school
(0.019 points), less likely to feel like a stranger (0.014 points), and less likely to feel excluded
(0.013 points). The effects are more pronounced for female students, for whom the belonging
index increases by 0.030 standard deviations, with statistically significant effects across most
individual items. By contrast, the effects for boys are smaller, with only significant effects for
not feeling bored at school and less likely to prefer skipping school.

Panel B reports ITT estimates on emotional regulation, where we find an overall im-
provement of 0.032 standard deviations. Treated students report being less nervous or on
edge (0.023 points), better able to control their worries (0.022 points), less prone to worrying
about many things (0.030 points), less restless (0.023 points), and less easily irritable (0.030
points). As with belonging, these effects are concentrated among female students, for whom
the emotional regulation index increases by 0.043 standard deviations. Girls report consis-
tent reductions in nervousness (0.025 points), improved worry control (0.027 points), reduced
general worry (0.039 points), reduced restlessness (0.034 points), and lower irritability (0.047
points). The effects for boys are consistently smaller and statistically insignificant across all
individual items.

The stronger effects for girls are consistent with the evidence on victimization documented
above from the survey, where the program had larger impacts on the reporting and awareness

of sexual and psychological violence among female students. The improved access to institu-
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tional support and trusted adults documented in the previous section likely played a central
role in driving these well-being improvements, particularly for girls who face higher levels of
psychological and sexual violence and may have benefited most from having a credible and

accessible source of support within the school.

4.4 Academic Outcomes

Despite notable improvements in socioemotional skills and well-being, we find no evidence
that the RPS program had short-term effects on academic outcomes. According to the theory
of change, the program could affect academic outcomes through three main channels: im-
proved student intrapersonal and interpersonal skills that support learning, better classroom
management and teacher-student interactions, and greater family engagement and monitor-
ing. However, these channels may take time to materialize, and some of them may have been
offset by competing demands on teachers’ time and resources.

Table 6 reports I'TT estimates on educational outcomes for all students across all grades
from 2022 to 2024. We find no statistically significant effects on language grades, math grades,
behavior grades, or GPA. Similarly, school progression and retention outcomes are unaffected
by the program: the likelihood of passing the academic year, being placed in remedial status,
failing, transferring schools, or dropping out permanently are all statistically indistinguishable
between treated and control schools for both girls and boys. Since violence is more prevalent
in secondary school than in primary school, and given that the additional questionnaires and
original survey focus on students in 2nd grade of secondary school, Appendix Table A15 reports
the same estimates restricted to secondary school students. The results are qualitatively
identical, with no statistically significant effects on any educational outcome for this group
either.

Table 7 reports ITT estimates on standardized test scores. Panel A shows no significant
effects on math or reading scores for the full sample of students. Panel B restricts the sample to
secondary school students, for whom we additionally observe social sciences scores, and finds
equally muted effects across all three subjects for both girls and boys. The point estimates are
small and precisely estimated, ruling out meaningful positive or negative effects on learning

in the short run.
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4.5 Victims and Aggressors

We next explore whether the program had differential effects on the outcomes of reported
victims and perpetrators of violence. These are the students most directly targeted by the
program’s individualized support and case management activities, and therefore the ones most
likely to benefit from it.

Since the program affects the likelihood of being reported as a victim or aggressor in the S7-
SeVe system, the composition of these groups may itself change as a result of the intervention.
To address this concern, we first examine whether the program led to changes in the ob-
servable characteristics of reported victims and aggressors, with results reported in Appendix
Table A16.

Overall, we find limited evidence of systematic selection. For victims, male students in
treated schools tend to have slightly lower baseline behavior grades and GPA, while most
other demographic and academic characteristics are balanced across groups. For aggressors,
those reported in treated schools are more likely to be male (4.4 pp) and to have a disability (0.7
pp), while socioeconomic characteristics and baseline academic outcomes are broadly similar.
While these differences warrant some caution, they do not point to systematic selection on
the most observable dimensions.

Turning to academic outcomes, Panel A of Table A17 reports results for victims. We find
limited and mostly insignificant effects on grades and school outcomes. The exception is male
victims in RPS schools, who tend to have slightly lower grades in language, math, behavior,
and overall GPA | and are marginally less likely to pass the academic year. These effects are
not observed for girls.

Panel B reports results for aggressors. Perpetrators in RPS schools have significantly lower
math grades (—0.234, significant at the 5 percent level), driven mainly by female aggressors
(—0.386). They are also marginally less likely to pass the academic year (—1.8 pp) and
more likely to be placed in remediation (1.4 pp). However, aggressors in treated schools are
significantly less likely to permanently drop out (—0.8 pp, 28 percent of the control mean) or
to partially drop out (—0.1 pp), with effects observed for both boys and girls. This suggests
that while being identified as an aggressor may be associated with some academic costs, it
also reduces the risk of school disengagement, possibly through the individualized follow-up

and counseling provided by the psychologist.
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We cannot examine effects on standardized test scores for these subgroups, as the low
baseline probability of being reported as a victim or aggressor results in sample sizes that are
too small to yield precise estimates.

Finally, to explore whether the program conveyed relevant information about reporting to
potential victims, we use our original survey in which teachers were asked to identify the five
students in their classroom most likely to be victims of violence. We match this information
to the individual-level student survey data. Table A13 shows that identified victims in treated
schools are significantly more likely to report that anyone can file a report on SiSeVe, suggesting
that the program successfully diffused information about reporting channels to the most at-
risk students. Table Al4 further shows that these students are more likely to have actually
reported their cases, consistent with the broader pattern of increased reporting documented
in the administrative data.

These null results on academic outcomes are not entirely surprising given the primary focus
of the program on school climate and violence prevention rather than instruction. The channels
through which improved socioemotional well-being could translate into better academic per-
formance, reduced absenteeism, greater engagement, improved teacher-student interactions,
are likely to operate over longer time horizons than those captured by our current data. We

explore the role of teachers more directly in the next section.

4.6 The Role of Teachers in Violence Management

Teachers were a critical pillar of the program implementation. Participation in trainings and
workshops was designed to equip them with the skills to identify, prevent, and respond to school
violence. Using a dedicated survey module of teachers, we explore how they participated in
the implementation of the program, their impact on the targeted students, and the impact of
the program on their overall satisfaction and well-being.

In Table 8, we confirm our first stage results and show that teachers in the treated group are
significantly more likely to report that they consulted with the school psychologist about ways
to prevent and manage violence (Coeff=0.466, p-value=0.000). They are also more likely to
have organized or helped organize educational activities or discussions due to a violent event
at school (Coeff=0.196, p-value=0.047), and are more likely to be aware that program(s),

workshop(s), or training(s) have been conducted at the school to directly address the issue of
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school violence (Coeff=0.172, p-value= 0.020). This confirms teachers’ active participation in
the overall organizational strategy to improve prevention and management of violence.

Among the core priorities of the program was improving teachers’ referral of students who
exhibit behavioral problems, are victims or perpetrators of violence, or who are struggling
with mental health issues or family conflict. Teachers’ training materializes in a different
approach of targeted students, in particular of perpetrators of violence. We rely on the survey
of teachers in which we also asked them to report the five names of students most likely to be
perpetrators of violence in their classroom. Students identified as perpetrators are significantly
less likely to say that they suffer from psychological violence from their teachers in schools
that implemented the program (Table A18).

Overall, the school violence prevention and management index increases substantially ac-
cording teachers in schools that hired a psychologist (Table 9, Coeff=0.112, p-value=0.010).
However, these additional activities apprear to come at a cost. We find that teachers’ overall
job satisfaction decreases (Coeff=-0.165, p-value=0.034), while their general well-being, self-
confidence in teaching and self-efficacy remain unaffected. This patterns is consistent with the
program increasing teachers’ workload. Using the teachers’ module of the ENLA survey, we
further find in Table A19 that teachers in RPS schools have worse perceptions of relations be-
tween students (0.142, 52 percent of the control mean, p-value= 0.04), and worse perceptions

regarding lack of resources in school (0.185, 68 percent of the control mean, p-value= 0.013).

5 Conclusion

School violence is pervasive in low- and middle-income countries, yet rigorous evidence on
the effectiveness of large-scale interventions remains scarce. This paper studies the Regular
Psychological Support program, a nationwide randomized experiment in Peru that randomly
assigned 465 out of 1,000 large public secondary schools to receive resources to hire a full-time
on-site psychologist. The program combined structured workshops on violence prevention with
continuous individualized counseling and case management.

We find a strong first stage: treated schools were substantially more likely to hire a psy-
chologist and implemented Ministry-designed workshops at much higher rates than control
schools throughout the program’s duration.

Our results point to a coherent pattern across outcomes. The program substantially in-
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creased formal violence reporting: a 28% increase in victim status and a 37% increase in
aggressor status without any detectable change in students’ perceptions of the prevalence of
peer- or teacher-perpetrated violence or in overall school climate. The key channel appears to
be access to institutional support rather than a reduction in violence itself: students in treated
schools are significantly more likely to report having access to a trusted adult and to perceive
that the school provides support when they face difficult situations. This improved sense
of support translates into meaningful gains in students’ non-cognitive outcomes, including
emotional regulation (0.032 SD) and sense of belonging (0.023 SD), with effects concentrated
among female students.

Despite these improvements in well-being and institutional support, we find no evidence of
effects on test scores, grades, or school retention. Teachers in treated schools increased their
participation in violence prevention activities and adopted more supportive approaches toward
identified perpetrators, but also report lower job satisfaction, consistent with the program
increasing their workload and responsibilities beyond their core instructional duties.

Together, our findings suggest that embedding a full-time psychologist in high-violence
schools can improve students’ access to institutional support and their socioemotional well-
being, but does not translate into short-run academic gains. The results highlight the im-
portance of anticipating implementation costs at scale, in particular the demands placed on

school staff, when designing and scaling up whole-school psychological support programs.
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RPS
Program

F1GURE 1. Channels of impact and expected outcomes of the RPS program
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1. Psychologist support, detection,
reporting, and case response

— Identification of violence and risks
— Reporting (S7SeVe)

— Tracking and follow-up

— Support for victims and aggres-
SOTS.

~N

2. Teacher skills and classroom
management

— Positive discipline

— Conflict resolution

— Teachers’ socioemotional skills

— Self-regulation

-

.

3. Students’ socioemotional skills
and participation

— Emotion regulation

— Empathy and communication
— Peer relations

— Student leadership

4. Family engagement and
home-school alignment

— Parenting practices

— Non-violent upbringing

— Participation in prevention and
response
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Reporting of violence

— Better detection and dis-
closure

— More reporting and
follow-up

School climate and violence

— Better classroom climate
— Lower conflict escalation

Non-cognitive skills and
well-being

— Better self-regulation

— More empathy and com-
munication

J
l
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Academic outcomes

— Potential indirect gains
through a better learning
environment




FiGure 2. First Stage — Psychologists
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Notes: This figure shows estimates of the first stage: the ITT estimate on the probability that a psychologist was hired (Panel
A) and the number of month of the psychologist’s contract (Panel B). They are obtained from a regression of the outcome of
interest on a RPS program indicator. The regression controls for strata fixed effects to account for the fact that randomization
was stratified by strata. Standard errors (shown in parentheses) are adjusted for clustering at the unit of randomization (school).
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Fi1GURE 3. First Stage — Workshops

(A) Implementation Rates
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Notes: This figure shows workshop implementation rates among treated and control schools (Panel A) and estimates of the effect
of treatment assignment on the likelihood that each individual workshop was implemented at the school (Panel B). The list of
workshops is in Table A20. The estimates in Panel B are from a regression of the outcome of interest on the RPS program
indicator controlling for strata fixed effects. The 95% confidence-intervals cluster the standard errors at the school level. The
vertical black lines in each plot indicate each year.
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TABLE 1 — ITT EFFECTS ON REPORTS OF SCHOOL VIOLENCE

Outcome All students Girls Boys
Control ITT Control ITT Control ITT
mean mean mean
(1) ) () @ G5 (©
A. Victim status
Victim 0.214 0.061%** 0.232 0.061*** 0.196 0.058%**
(0.013) (0.015) (0.015)
Victim physical 0.098 0.032%** 0.071 0.025%** 0.125 0.035%**
(0.008) (0.007) (0.010)
Victim psychological 0.077 0.026*** 0.092 0.030%** 0.061 0.022%**
(0.006) (0.008) (0.006)
Victim sexual 0.042 0.005 0.072 0.008 0.012 0.003
(0.003) (0.006) (0.002)
Victim peers 0.142 0.056%** 0.138 0.055%** 0.145 0.053***
(0.011) (0.012) (0.013)
Victim adults 0.074 0.007 0.095 0.007 0.053 0.006
(0.005) (0.007) (0.005)
B. Aggressor status
Aggressor 0.188 0.071%** 0.125 0.034%** 0.254 0.100%**
(0.014) (0.011) (0.021)
Aggressor physical 0.106 0.035%+* 0.067  0.019%** 0.146 0.047#%*
(0.009) (0.007) (0.013)
Aggressor psychological 0.067 0.031%** 0.056 0.017** 0.079  0.042***
(0.007) (0.007) (0.010)
Aggressor sexual 0.020 0.007** 0.003 -0.000 0.038 0.014**
(0.003) (0.001) (0.006)
N 2,055,483 1,914,188 1,039,881 957,979 1,015,602 956,209

Notes: This table reports intent-to-treat (ITT) estimates of the effect of the intervention on the likelihood
of being reported in the SiSeVe as either a victim or an aggressor. The sample includes all students in
treated and control schools across all grades from 2022 to 2024. Odd columns report the mean and sample
size for students in control schools, while even columns report the ITT estimates and the sample size for
students in treated schools. All specifications include strata x grade x year fixed effects, and standard
errors are clustered at the school level.
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TABLE 2 — ITT EFFECTS ON THE TYPE OF PERPETRATOR AND IDENTITY OF THE REPORTER

Outcome All students Girls Boys
Control ITT Control ITT Control ITT
mean mean mean
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
A. Type of perpetrator
Student (same grade) 0.113  0.043%** 0.113  0.040%** 0.114  0.045%**
(0.009) (0.010) (0.011)
Student (lower grade) 0.008 0.007%%* 0.006 0.011%** 0.010 0.003**
(0.001) (0.002) (0.002)
Student (higher grade) 0.019 0.006%** 0.017 0.007*** 0.020 0.005*
(0.002) (0.002) (0.003)
Student (other school) 0.002 0.000 0.003 -0.000 0.001 0.001
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Teacher 0.064 0.006 0.082 0.005 0.046 0.006
(0.005) (0.007) (0.005)
Principal 0.002 0.000 0.002 0.001 0.003 -0.000
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Assistant 0.005 0.001 0.006 0.000 0.003 0.001
(0.001) (0.002) (0.001)
Support staff 0.003 -0.000 0.004 -0.000 0.001 -0.000
(0.001) (0.001) (0.000)
Other school staff 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000 -0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
B. Identity of the reporter
Victim (student) 0.002 0.000 0.003 -0.000 0.001 0.001
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Mother 0.059 0.017%%* 0.063 0.017%* 0.055 0.015%*
(0.006) (0.007) (0.006)
Father 0.013 0.001 0.014 -0.000 0.012 0.002
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Sibling 0.003 0.001* 0.003 0.001 0.003 0.001
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Other relative 0.004 0.001 0.003 0.002* 0.004 -0.000
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Friend 0.001 -0.000 0.001 -0.000 0.001 0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Schoolmate 0.002 -0.000 0.003 -0.000 0.002 0.000
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Neighbor 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Principal 0.040 0.003 0.047 0.001 0.034 0.004
(0.004) (0.005) (0.004)
Teacher 0.072 0.017** 0.077 0.019%* 0.067 0.013
(0.008) (0.008) (0.009)
Teacher committee 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Other 0.021 0.024%%* 0.023 0.023%** 0.019 0.024%%*
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004)
N 2,055,483 1,914,188 1,039,881 957,979 1,015,602 956,209

Notes: This table reports intent-to-treat (ITT) estimates of the effect of the intervention on the type of perpetrator (Panel
A) and the identity of the reporter (Panel B) in SiSeVe for secondary school students. The sample includes all students in
treated and control schools across secondary grades from 2022 to 2024. Odd columns report the mean and sample size for
students in control schools, while even columns report the ITT estimates and the sample size for students in treated schools.
All specifications include strata X grade X year fixed effects, and standard errors are clustered at the school level.
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TABLE 3 — REPORTING OF VIOLENCE BETWEEN STUDENTS

Girls Boys Difference
Control Treatment p-  Control Treatment p- p-value
group ef- value group ef- value
mean fect [¢- mean fect [g-
(ITT) value] (ITT) value]
(1) (2) B ) (5) (6) (7)
Sexual: ever 0.081 0.027** 0.019 0.088 —0.007  0.593 0.039
(0.011) [0.086] (0.012) [0.965]
Sexual: in the past year 0.057 0.014 0.164 0.065 —0.009 0.369 0.091
(0.010) [0.279] (0.010) [0.965]
Sexual: in the past month 0.029 0.012*% 0.075 0.043 —0.008  0.346 0.066
(0.007) [0.213] (0.008) [0.965]
Sexual: frequency in the past month 0.048 0.018 0.149 0.067 —0.002  0.926 0.522
(0.012) [0.279] (0.017) [0.965]
Psychological: ever 0.276 0.042***%0.009  0.242 0.021  0.284 0.362
(0.016) [0.080] (0.019) [0.965]
Psychological: in the past month 0.111 0.029%* 0.020 0.108 0.009  0.531 0.214
(0.012) [0.086] (0.014) [0.965]
Psychological: in the past year 0.188 0.039***0.006  0.174 0.013  0.464  0.152
(0.014) [0.080] (0.018) [0.965]
Psychological: frequency in the past month 0.196 0.051* 0.075 0.185 0.020  0.509 0.437
(0.028) [0.213] (0.031) [0.965]
Physical: ever 0.090 0.018 0.122 0.114 0.001  0.939 0.752
(0.011) [0.260] (0.019) [0.965]
Physical: in the past month 0.035 0.010  0.244 0.048 0.003  0.792 0.749
(0.008) [0.377] (0.013) [0.965]
Physical: in the past year 0.053 0.017  0.109 0.079 —0.001  0.965 0.422
(0.010) [0.260] (0.017) [0.965]
Physical: frequency in the past month 0.062 0.015 0.422 0.077 0.006  0.772 0.986
(0.019) [0.513] (0.022) [0.965]
Serious problem of violence among students 2.225 —0.006 0.907 2.164 0.038  0.455 0.766
(0.054) [0.939] (0.051) [0.965]
Familiar with the SiseVe Portal 0.195 0.045 0.334 0.231 0.018 0.644  0.461
(0.046) [0.437] (0.038) [0.965]
All cases can be reported on SiseVe 0.154 0.002 0.939 0.168 0.002  0.923 0.989
(0.023) [0.939] (0.025) [0.965]
Anyone can report a case on SiseVe 0.889 —0.003 0.908 0.866 0.049  0.135 0.526
(0.029) [0.939] (0.033) [0.965]
Anyone can report a case on SiseVe - Doesn’t know  0.530 —0.043  0.305 0.453 —0.047 0.150 0.543
(0.042) [0.432] (0.032) [0.965]
N 1,361 1,341

Notes: The sample is restricted to students who completed the post-intervention questionnaire. Each row corresponds to a
different linear regression performed separately by gender, with the dependent variable listed on the left. Columns 1 and 4
report the average value for students in the control group. Columns 2 and 5 report the ITT (Intention-to-Treat) estimates.
They are obtained from a regression of the outcome of interest on a school program indicator. The regression controls for
strata fixed effects to account for the fact that randomization was stratified by strata. Standard errors (shown in parentheses)
are adjusted for clustering at the unit of randomization (school). Columns 3 and 6 report the cluster-robust p-value of the
estimated treatment effect and, in square brackets, the p-value (¢g-value) adjusted for multiple hypotheses testing, using the
False Discovery Rate (FDR) control method. Specifically, we use the sharpened two-stage g-values introduced in Benjamini

et al. (2006) and described in Anderson (2008).
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TABLE 4 — I'TT EFFECTS ON SCHOOL CLIMATE AND SCHOOL SUPPORT

Outcome All students Girls Boys
Control ITT Control ITT Control ITT
mean mean mean
n_© 6 @ 5 (©
A. School climate
School climate index 0.014 -0.011 -0.021 -0.000 0.051 -0.019
[1.003] (0.012) [0.988]  (0.015) [1.018] (0.015)
Students at my school get along well 2.759 -0.011 2.683 -0.014 2.838 -0.008
[0.755] (0.009) [0.753]  (0.012) [0.750] (0.011)
I help my classmates when they need it 3.068 -0.001 3.108 0.007 3.028 -0.008
[0.612] (0.007) [0.590]  (0.008) [0.630] (0.008)
My classmates care about me 2.433 -0.005 2.408 -0.001 2.460 -0.007
[0.767] (0.008) [0.758]  (0.010) [0.775] (0.010)
My classmates help me when I need it 2.827 -0.006 2.816 0.007 2.839 -0.016
[0.778] (0.008) [0.776]  (0.010) [0.781] (0.010)
B. School support
School support index 0.014 -0.011 -0.021 -0.000 0.051 -0.019
[1.003] (0.012) [0.988]  (0.015) [1.018] (0.015)
Help for bullied students 2.644 0.006 2.694 0.001 2.593 0.011
[0.913] (0.012) [0.903]  (0.014) [0.921] (0.014)
Can report teacher misconduct 2.539 -0.004 2.613 -0.011 2.463 0.006
[1.063] (0.012) [1.039]  (0.015) [1.082] (0.014)
Teachers help resolve conflicts 2.855 -0.003 2.910 0.005 2.799 -0.009
[0.902] (0.011) [0.879]  (0.013) [0.921] (0.013)
Can appeal school sanctions 2.140 0.004 2.170 -0.012 2.110 0.021%*
[0.915] (0.010) [0.915]  (0.013) [0.915] (0.012)
Support for student problems 2.953  0.078%** 2.979  0.080%** 2.926  0.076*F*
[0.878] (0.012) [0.864]  (0.014) [0.891] (0.014)
Trusted adult for safety concerns 2.759  0.148%** 2.749  0.155%** 2770 0.140%**
[0.956] (0.014) [0.954]  (0.018) [0.957] (0.015)
C. Sources of support when witnessing violence
Tutor 0.513 -0.004 0.521 -0.005 0.505 -0.003
[ 0.500]  ( 0.006) [0.500] ( 0.008) [0.500]  ( 0.008)
Other teacher 0.386 -0.010* 0.380 -0.008 0.392  -0.013**
[0.487)  ( 0.005) [0.485]  (0.007) [0.488]  ( 0.006)
Principal 0.161 0.006 0.146 0.003 0.176 0.010
[0.367)  ( 0.005) [0.353]  (0.006) [0.381] ( 0.006)
Assistant 0.454 0.010 0.451 0.002 0.457 0.015*
[0.498]  ( 0.008) [0.498] (0.009) [0.498]  ( 0.008)
School psychologist 0.194  0.057*** 0.214  0.054%** 0.174  0.060***
[0.395]  (0.007) [0.410] ( 0.008) [0.379]  ( 0.007)
Admin/cleaning/security staff 0.077 -0.003 0.062 -0.004 0.093 - 0.002
[0.267)  ( 0.003) [0.240]  (0.004) [0.291]  ( 0.004)
Family member 0.671 0.001 0.700 0.009 0.642 -0.004
[ 0.470]  ( 0.004) [0.458] (0.005) [0.479]  ( 0.006)
Friend 0.701  -0.014%** 0.739  -0.011** 0.663  -0.016%**
[0.458]  ( 0.004) [0.439] ( 0.006) [0.473]  ( 0.006)
N 39,069 36,177 19,786 18,123 19,283 18,054

Notes: This table reports intent-to-treat (ITT) estimates of the effect of the intervention on school climate (Panel A) and
school support (Panel B). The sample includes all students in treated and control schools in 2nd grade of secondary school
in 2024. Odd columns report the mean and sample size for students in control schools, while even columns report the ITT
estimates and the sample size for students in treated schools. Standard deviations of the outcome for the control group are
reported in square brackets in the odd columns, and standard errors are reported in parentheses. All specifications include
strata X grade X year fixed effects, and standard errors are clustered at the school level.
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TABLE 5 — ITT EFFECTS ON NON-ACADEMIC AND WELL-BEING OUTCOMES

Outcome All students Girls Boys
Control ITT Control ITT Control  ITT
mean mean mean
D) 3 @ 5) ()
A. Sense of belonging
Belonging -0.006  0.023** -0.074  0.030** 0.064 0.013
[1.000]  (0.010) [1.034]  (0.013) 0.959]  (0.011)
Is not bored at school 2.692  0.025%* 2.705  0.030%* 2.679  0.022*
0.844]  (0.010) 0.826]  (0.013) 0.862]  (0.012)
Doesn’t feel alone at school 3.223 0.011%* 3.187 0.015* 3.261 0.007
[0.760]  (0.006) [0.768]  (0.008) [0.750]  (0.007)
Doesn’t prefer to skip school 3.393  0.019%** 3.366  0.022** 3.421  0.013*
[0.720]  (0.007) [0.731]  (0.009) [0.707]  (0.008)
Doesn’t feel out of place 3.231 0.007 3.191 0.009 3.273 0.003
0.761]  (0.006) 0.776]  (0.009) 0.743]  (0.007)
Doesn’t feel like a stranger 3.300  0.014** 3.264  0.018** 3.337 0.010
0.750]  (0.006) 0.771]  (0.008) 0.744]  (0.008)
Doesn’t feel excluded 3.220 0.013* 3.146 0.021* 3.297 0.003
[0.754]  (0.007) [0.786]  (0.011) [0.712]  (0.009)
Has good friends 3.182 -0.004 3.153 0.003 3.212 -0.012
0.804]  (0.009) 0.801]  (0.011) 0.805]  (0.011)
N 60,729 49,196 31,049 24,820 29.680 24,376

B. Emotional Regulation

Emotional regulation 0.001  0.032** -0.206  0.043*** 0.215 0.014
[1.000]  (0.013) [1.056)  (0.016) 0.889]  (0.012)
No nervous or on edge 3.114 0.023** 2.963 0.025* 3.270 0.015
0934  (0.011) 0973  (0.014) 0.865]  (0.011)
Can control worry 3.159 0.022* 2.965 0.027* 3.357 0.012
0.969] (0.011)  [1022] (0.014)  [0.867] (0.011)
Doesn’t worry about many things 2.805  0.030** 2.677  0.039%** 3.119  0.014
[1.023]  (0.012) [1.048]  (0.014) 0.945]  (0.013)
No difficulty relaxing 3.084 0.016 2.923 0.021 3.250 0.005
[1.021]  (0.011) [1.063]  (0.015) 0.947)  (0.012)
No restlessness (can sit still) 3.386  0.023** 3.407  0.034%** 3.363  0.008
0933  (0.009)  [0.941] (0.013)  [0.926] (0.011)
Not easily irritable 3.325  0.030%** 3127 0.047%** 3.530  0.009
0969] (0.010)  [1.058] (0.014)  [0.820] (0.010)
N 38,783 35,925 19,664 18,037 19,119 17,888

Notes: This table reports intent-to-treat (ITT) estimates of the effect of the intervention on students’ sense of belonging
(Panel A) and emotional regulation (Panel B). The sample includes all students in treated and control schools in 2nd grade of
secondary school in 2024. Odd columns report the mean and sample size for students in control schools, while even columns
report the I'TT estimates and the sample size for students in treated schools. Standard deviations of the outcome for the
control group are reported in square brackets in the odd columns, and standard errors are reported in parentheses. All
specifications include strata x grade x year fixed effects, and standard errors are clustered at the school level.
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TABLE 6 — I'TT EFFECTS ON EDUCATIONAL OUTCOMES

Outcome All students Girls Boys
Control ITT Control ITT Control ITT
mean mean mean
(1) (2) 3) (4) () (6)
Language grade 14.105 -0.038 14.442 -0.023 13.758 -0.050
[3.144] (0.037) [3.033] (0.038) [3.216] (0.040)
Math grade 13.687 -0.054 13.866 -0.057 13.503 -0.050
[3.060] (0.038) [2.934] (0.039) [3.206] (0.040)
Behavior grade 14.635 -0.049 14.995 -0.040 14.263 -0.052
[3.286] (0.040) [3.178] (0.042) [3.353] (0.042)
GPA 14.460 -0.033 14.761 -0.027 14.151 -0.032
[2.564] (0.032) [2.469] (0.033) [2.623] (0.035)
Approved academic year 0.845 -0.004 0.868 -0.004 0.822 -0.003
[0.362] (0.003) [0.339] (0.003) [0.383] (0.004)
Remedial academic year 0.108 0.003 0.093 0.003 0.122 0.002
[0.310] (0.002) [0.291] (0.002) [0.328] (0.003)
Failed academic year 0.033 0.001 0.026 0.000 0.039 0.001
[0.178] (0.001) [0.159] (0.001) [0.195] (0.001)
School transfer 0.105 -0.000 0.106 -0.000 0.104 -0.000
[0.306] (0.001) [0.308] (0.001) [0.305] (0.001)
Permanent dropout 0.022 0.001 0.021 0.001 0.023 0.000
[0.148] (0.001) [0.145] (0.001) [0.151] (0.001)
Partial dropout 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000*
[0.020] (0.000) [0.021] (0.000) [0.020] (0.000)
N 2,055,483 1,914,188 1,039,881 957,979 1,015,602 956,209

Notes: This table reports intent-to-treat (ITT) estimates of the effect of the intervention on educational outcomes. The
sample includes all students in treated and control schools across all grades from 2022 to 2024. Odd columns report the
mean and sample size for students in control schools, while even columns report the ITT estimates and the sample size for
students in treated schools. Standard deviations of the outcome for the control group are reported in square brackets in the
odd columns, and standard errors are reported in parentheses. All specifications include strata X grade x year fixed effects,

and standard errors are clustered at the school level.
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TABLE 7 — ITT EFFECTS ON TEST SCORES

Outcome All students Girls Boys
Control  ITT Control  ITT Control  ITT
mean mean mean
L@ 3 @ 5) ()
A. Test Scores for all students
Math score -0.034  -0.022 -0.113  -0.027 0.048  -0.017
[0.999] (0.018) [0.965]  (0.019) [1.027]  (0.020)
Reading score -0.024  -0.028 0.020  -0.027 -0.070  -0.027
[1.005] (0.019) [1.001]  (0.021) [1.007]  (0.020)
N 183,106 117,452 92,822 59,214 90,284 58,238
B. Test Scores for secondary school students
Math score -0.021  -0.024 -0.107  -0.021 0.071  -0.028
[1.004] (0.024) [0.970] (0.028) [1.033] (0.028)
Reading score -0.017  -0.026 0.032  -0.015 -0.069  -0.029
[1.007]  (0.026) [1.021]  (0.031) [0.990]  (0.027)
Social sciences score -0.006  -0.043 0.011 -0.036 -0.023  -0.040
[1.014]  (0.027) [1.005]  (0.031) [1.023] (0.032)
N 86,998 63,879 44,659 32,273 42339 31,606

Notes: This table reports intent-to-treat (ITT) estimates of the effect of the intervention on test scores for all students (Panel
A) and for secondary school students (Panel B). The sample includes all students in treated and control schools across all
grades from 2022 to 2024. Odd columns report the mean and sample size for students in control schools, while even columns
report the ITT estimates and the sample size for students in treated schools. Standard deviations of the outcome for the
control group are reported in square brackets in the odd columns, and standard errors are reported in parentheses.

specifications include strata x grade X year fixed effects, and standard errors are clustered at the school level.
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TABLE 8 — TEACHERS SURVEY — PREVENTION TRAINING

Teachers
Control Treatment p-value
group effect  [g-value]
mean (ITT)
(1) (2) (3)

A team to prevent violence 0.904 0.040 0.384
(0.045) [0.616]
A designated teacher or assistant principal 0.882 0.046 0.391
(0.054) [0.616]
Work with student representatives to promote non-violent behavior. 0.820 0.121 0.111
(0.075) [0.304]
Programs/workshops conducted at the school 0.784 0.172**  0.020
(0.073) [0.113]
Participated in a workshop on violence prevention 0.729 0.090 0.284
(0.083) [0.616]
Consulted with the principal about violence prevention 0.542 0.071 0.449
(0.093) [0.618]
Helped organize educational activities due to a violent event at school 0.525 0.196*%*  0.047
(0.098) [0.174]
Consulted with the school’s committee on how to prevent and manage violence 0.695 0.041 0.633
(0.086) [0.760]
Consulted with the Convivencia specialist on how to prevent and manage violence 0.339 —0.024 0.778
(0.086) [0.778]
Consulted with the school psychologist about how to prevent and manage violence  0.424 0.466***  0.000
(0.082) [0.001]
Discussed with the parents’ association how to deal with school violence 0.424  —0.037 0.690
(0.092) [0.760]

N 116

Notes: The sample is restricted to teachers who completed the post-intervention questionnaire. Each row corresponds to a
different linear regression performed separately by gender, with the dependent variable listed on the left. Columns 1 and 4
report the average value for teachers in the control group. Columns 2 and 5 report the ITT (Intention-to-Treat) estimates.
They are obtained from a regression of the outcome of interest on a RPS program indicator. The regression controls for
strata fixed effects to account for the fact that randomization was stratified by strata. Standard errors (shown in parentheses)
are adjusted for clustering at the unit of randomization (school). Columns 3 and 6 report the cluster-robust p-value of the
estimated treatment effect and, in square brackets, the p-value (g-value) adjusted for multiple hypotheses testing, using the
False Discovery Rate (FDR) control method. Specifically, we use the sharpened two-stage g-values introduced in Benjamini

et al. (2006) and described in Anderson (2008).
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TABLE 9 — TEACHERS SURVEY

Teachers
Control group mean Treatment effect p-value [g-value]
(ITT)
(1) (2) (3)

School Violence Prevention and Management 0.629 0.112%** 0.010

(0.043) [0.067]
General Well-Being 1.963 0.035 0.714

(0.096) [0.833]
Job Satisfaction 3.583 —0.165%* 0.034

(0.077) [0.121]
Self-Confidence in Teaching 3.322 0.002 0.979

(0.085) [0.980]
Confidence in Peers Hability for Teaching 2.977 0.074 0.483

(0.104) [0.676]
Teacher Self-Efficacy 3.302 —0.102 0.163

(0.072) [0.285]
Security and Disruptiveness 1.550 0.194 0.137

(0.129) [0.285]
N 116

Notes: The sample is restricted to teachers who completed the post-intervention questionnaire. Each row corresponds to a
different linear regression performed separately by gender, with the dependent variable listed on the left. Columns 1 and 4
report the average value for teachers in the control group. Columns 2 and 5 report the ITT (Intention-to-Treat) estimates.
They are obtained from a regression of the outcome of interest on a RPS program indicator. The regression controls for
strata fixed effects to account for the fact that randomization was stratified by strata. Standard errors (shown in parentheses)
are adjusted for clustering at the unit of randomization (school). Columns 3 and 6 report the cluster-robust p-value of the
estimated treatment effect and, in square brackets, the p-value (g-value) adjusted for multiple hypotheses testing, using the
False Discovery Rate (FDR) control method. Specifically, we use the sharpened two-stage g-values introduced in Benjamini
et al. (2006) and described in Anderson (2008).
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Notes: This figure shows workshop implementation rates among treated and control schools (Panel A) and estimates of the effect
of treatment assignment on the likelihood that each individual workshop was implemented at the school (Panel B). The list of
workshops is in Table A20. The estimates in Panel B are from a regression of the outcome of interest on the RPS program
indicator controlling for strata fixed effects. The 95% confidence-intervals cluster the standard errors at the school level. The
vertical black lines in each plot indicate each year.
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TABLE A1 — BALANCE TEST FOR SCHOOL-LEVEL VARIABLES

Treatment Control Difference p-value N

Panel A: Standardized Test Scores (2nd grade, 2018)

Reading score 586.47 586.13 0.35 0.817 965
Math score 564.22 563.68 0.55 0.771 965
Panel B: Achievement Levels — Math

Prior to start 0.281 0.283 —0.002 0.828 965
Beginning 0.420 0.425 —0.005 0.284 965
In progress 0.183 0.176 0.007 0.109 965
Satisfactory 0.116 0.116 0.000 0.968 965
Panel C: Achievement Levels — Reading

Prior to start 0.087 0.087 0.001 0.888 965
Beginning 0.386 0.387 —0.001 0.868 965
In progress 0.349 0.352 —0.003 0.479 965
Satisfactory 0.178 0.174 0.004 0.562 965
Panel D: School Characteristics

Approval rate 0.905 0.904 0.001 0.900 965
Dropout rate 0.026 0.026 0.000 0.931 965
Total students 742.43 735.85 6.58 0.813 966
Students per classroom 28.96 28.92 0.05 0.857 966
Total teachers 46.34 46.16 0.18 0.914 966
Student-teacher ratio 16.26 16.13 0.13 0.526 966
Computers per student 0.357 0.371 —0.014 0.381 916
Distance to UGEL (min) 13.94 8.43 5.51 0.022 966
School levels 1.914 1.912 0.002 0.960 966
Panel E: District Characteristics

Extreme poverty rate 12.65 12.26 0.39 0.370 966
Adequate roof 0.789 0.802 —0.014 0.083 966
Adequate walls 0.884 0.897 —0.013 0.104 966
Electricity access 0.993 1.000 —0.007 0.070 966
Water access 0.933 0.948 —0.015 0.049 966
Overcrowding rate 0.111 0.111 0.000 0.988 966
Share female students 0.512 0.512 —0.001 0.411 966

Notes: This table reports mean values for treatment and control schools and the difference between
them. The difference is estimated from an OLS regression of each variable on a treatment indicator
with strata fixed effects and robust standard errors. The randomization was conducted by staff
at the Ministry of Education and balance checks were performed at the school level. Test score
data correspond to the 2018 national standardized evaluation for 2nd-grade students. N is the
total number of schools with non-missing data for each variable.
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TABLE A2 — BALANCE TEST STUDENT FOR STUDENT-LEVEL VARIABLES

Variable Control Treatment
N Mean N Mean Difference p-value

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

A. Student enrollment variables

Student is female 1,300,286  0.511 1,214,683  0.503 -0.008 0.547
Student is immigrant 1,300,286  0.017 1,214,683  0.015 -0.002 0.162
Student works 1,300,286  0.000 1,214,683  0.000 -0.000 0.873
Student 1st lang is Spanish 1,294,936  0.975 1,209,178  0.978 0.003 0.331
Student has a disability 1,300,286  0.002 1,214,683  0.002 -0.000* 0.056
Language grade 1,278,439  13.920 1,194,831 13.886 -0.035 0.243
Math grade 1,277,717 13.645 1,194,235 13.595 -0.050* 0.075
Behavior grade 927,394  14.685 854,101  14.632 -0.054* 0.054
GPA 1,281,440 14.341 1,197,830  14.292 -0.048*  0.062
Approved 1,300,286  0.770 1,214,683  0.765 -0.005 0.211
Failed 1,300,286  0.049 1,214,683  0.051 0.002 0.246
Remedial 1,300,286  0.174 1,214,683  0.177 0.003 0.263
Mother is alive 1,286,757  0.998 1,204,712 0.998 -0.000 0.343
Mother’s age 1,277,941 40.599 1,198,141  40.620 0.020 0.854
Mother’s 1st lang is Spanish 91,870 0.882 89,499 0.879 -0.003 0.742
Mother’s education level 1,282,290  3.553 1,200,860  3.505 -0.047 0.217
Father is alive 1,196,765  0.995 1,122,827  0.995 -0.000 0.217
Fathers’s age 1,186,765 44.392 1,114,495 44.643 0.251%* 0.052
Father’s 1st lang is Spanish 53,890 0.927 52,502 0.923 -0.004 0.661
Father’s education level 1,188,990  3.752 1,115,874  3.698 -0.054 0.155
Mother is the main guardian 1,300,286  0.757 1,214,683  0.762 0.005 0.388
Father is the main guardian 1,300,286  0.223 1,214,683  0.218 -0.005 0.353
Test of joint significance F-stat: 1.100 (p-value: 0.369)

B. Student test scores variables

Math test scores 190,686 0.031 179,808 0.000 -0.030 0.117
Reading test scores 190,786 0.030 179,894  -0.002 -0.032 0.102
Social sciences test scores 67,653 0.020 65,613 -0.006 -0.026 0.219
Natural sciences test scores 133,785 0.001 128,797  -0.019 -0.020 0.219
Socioeconomic index 172,913  -0.006 164,270  -0.041 -0.035 0.161
Peer-related violence 132,734  -0.025 128,126  -0.010 0.015 0.341
Teacher-student violence 132,412  -0.010 127,818 0.002 0.012 0.394
Discrimination 68,765 0.003 65,885 0.010 0.006 0.733
School climate 68,765 0.009 65,885 -0.014 -0.024** 0.047
Belonging 63,928 -0.030 61,573 -0.023 0.007 0.438
Test of joint significance F-stat: 0.800 (p-value: 0.626)

Notes: Columns 1 and 2 show the average value for students in the control and treatment groups, respectively. Column 3
reports the coefficient from the regression of each variable on the treatment group indicator, with the p-value reported
in column 4. The regression controls for strata fixed effects to account for the fact that randomization was stratified
by strata, and standard errors are adjusted for clustering at the unit of randomization (school). The F-statistic is
from a test of the joint significance of the coefficients in a regression of the treatment group indicator on all student
characteristics.



TABLE A3 — SUMMARY STATISTICS — PSYCHOLOGISTS

Variable Mean Std. Dev. N

‘Women 0.787 0.410 1,018
Years of General experience 6.237 4.101 1,475
Years of Specific experience  3.656 3.042 1,474
Bachelor 0.921 0.270 1,484
Master 0.077 0.266 1,484

Notes: The table presents summary statistics of the characteris-
tics of psychologists hired through the RPS program from 2020
to 2023.

TABLE A4 — SAMPLE SELECTION

Math Language  Social Sciences Belonging Education
Standardized Standardized Standardized Index Level
Test Test, Test ASP
Panel A: All schools
Treatment -0.029 -0.037* -0.042 -0.020%*%  -0.033**
(0.019) (0.019) (0.026) (0.010) (0.014)
In survey sample 0.049 0.048 0.004 0.011 -0.010
(0.035) (0.031) (0.102) (0.023) (0.027)
In survey sample x Treatment 0.015 0.006 -0.016 -0.008 -0.005
(0.047) (0.044) (0.113) (0.027) (0.032)
Mean control 0.215 0.264 0.182 0.068 0.072
N 147,511 147,440 28,800 106,673 77,350
Panel B: Schools in Lima
Treatment -0.019 -0.040 -0.098* -0.027 -0.031
(0.031) (0.030) (0.056) (0.018) (0.022)
In survey sample 0.016 0.007 0.015 -0.016 -0.013
(0.041) (0.037) (0.074) (0.021) (0.029)
In survey sample x Treatment 0.012 0.017 0.036 0.007 -0.006
(0.056) (0.052) (0.104) (0.029) (0.036)
Mean control 0.177 0.233 0.189 0.057 0.072
N 45,351 45,339 4,332 36,957 32,536

Notes: The table compares the characteristics of the selected sample for the survey compared to the overall
experimental sample, separately by treatment and control status. The estimates are obtained from a regression
of the outcome of interest on a school program indicator, a survey sample indicator, and an interaction term.
The regression controls for strata fixed effects to account for the fact that randomization was stratified by
strata. Standard errors (shown in parentheses) are adjusted for clustering at the unit of randomization
(school).
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TABLE A5 — STUDENT POST-TREATMENT SURVEY: RESPONSE RATES

Variables Control Treatment Difference p-value
Group Group

Survey response rate 0.766 0.671 -0.095 0.002
Number of schools 60 60 120
Number of students 1,440 1,257 2,697

Notes: The table presents the average response rate in control
schools (Column 1) and treated schools (Column 2), as well as the
difference survey response rate between treated and control schools
in the sample of schools selected for the survey (Column 3) and
the corresponsing p-value (Column 4). The estimates are obtained
from a regression of the response rate on a school program indi-
cator. Standard errors are adjusted for clustering at the unit of
randomization (school).
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TABLE A6 — ITT EFFECTS ON REPORTS OF SCHOOL VIOLENCE FOR STUDENTS IN SECONDARY SCHOOL

Outcome All students Girls Boys
Control ITT Control ITT Control ITT
mean mean mean
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
A. Victim status
Victim 0.294 0.0817#** 0.335  0.090*** 0.252  0.072%**
(0.019) (0.023) (0.021)
Victim physical 0.135 0.043%** 0.100  0.039%** 0.171  0.041%**
(0.011) (0.010) (0.015)
Victim psychological 0.102 0.034%** 0.130  0.042%** 0.073  0.030%**
(0.009) (0.013) (0.009)
Victim sexual 0.062 0.007 0.110 0.012 0.012 0.003
(0.005) (0.010) (0.003)
Victim peers 0.205 0.077*** 0.208  0.085*** 0.203  0.068***
(0.017) (0.019) (0.019)
Victim adults 0.091 0.005 0.129 0.007 0.051 0.005
(0.008) (0.011) (0.007)
B. Aggressor status
Aggressor 0.277 0.104%** 0.191  0.058%** 0.365  0.138***
(0.022) (0.018) (0.032)
Aggressor physical 0.152 0.053*** 0.103  0.036*** 0.204  0.065%**
(0.013) (0.012) (0.019)
Aggressor psychological 0.105 0.045%*** 0.088  0.025%* 0.122  0.062%**
(0.011) (0.011) (0.017)
Aggressor sexual 0.027 0.010%* 0.003 0.001 0.052  0.016**
(0.004) (0.001) (0.008)
N 1,157,481 1,108,982 587,135 554,446 570,346 554,536

Notes: This table reports intent-to-treat (ITT) estimates of the effect of the intervention on the likelihood of
being reported in the SiSeVe as either a victim or an aggressor for students in secondary school. The sample
includes all students in treated and control schools across all grades from 2022 to 2024. Odd columns report
the mean and sample size for students in control schools, while even columns report the ITT estimates and the
sample size for students in treated schools. All specifications include strata x grade x year fixed effects, and
standard errors are clustered at the school level.
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TABLE A7 — ITT EFFECTS ON REPORTS OF SCHOOL VIOLENCE FOR STUDENTS IN THE QUESTIONNAIRE

SAMPLE
Outcome All students Girls Boys
Control ITT Control ITT Control  ITT
mean mean mean
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
A. Victim status
Victim 0.354  0.213*** 0.339  0.255%*** 0.369  0.148*
(0.066) (0.098) (0.083)
Victim physical 0.159  0.128*** 0.086  0.107*** 0.234  0.145**
(0.041) (0.039) (0.066)
Victim psychological 0.105  0.091** 0.091  0.175%** 0.120 0.003
(0.036) (0.055) (0.044)
Victim sexual 0.095 -0.000 0.167 -0.010 0.021 -0.003
(0.031) (0.062) (0.018)
Victim peers 0.233  0.231*** 0.187  0.265*** 0.281  0.190**
(0.057) (0.076) (0.076)
Victim adults 0.121 -0.013 0.152 -0.005 0.088  -0.037
(0.033) (0.060) (0.033)
B. Aggressor status
Aggressor 0.315  0.188*** 0.167 0.103* 0.468  0.248**
(0.071) (0.055) (0.120)
Aggressor physical 0.149 0.077* 0.091 0.025 0.208 0.122
(0.041) (0.034) (0.074)
Aggressor psychological 0.126  0.134** 0.071  0.105** 0.182  0.149*
(0.053) (0.042) (0.085)
Aggressor sexual 0.041 -0.002 0.005 -0.007 0.078 0.000
(0.017) (0.007) (0.033)
N 39,002 36,125 19,758 18,105 19,244 18,020

Notes: This table reports intent-to-treat (ITT) estimates of the effect of the intervention on the likelihood of
being reported in the SiSeVe as either a victim or an aggressor for students who responded to the additional
test score questionnaires. The sample includes students in 2nd grade of secondary school in 2024. Odd columns
report the mean and sample size for students in control schools, while even columns report the ITT estimates
and the sample size for students in treated schools. All specifications include strata x grade x year fixed effects,
and standard errors are clustered at the school level.
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TABLE A8 — VIOLENCE BY TEACHERS AGAINST STUDENTS

Girls Boys Difference
Control Treatment p-value Control Treatment p-value  p-value
group  effect [q- group  effect [q-
mean  (ITT) value] mean  (ITT) value]
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Sexual from teachers: ever 0.002 —0.001 0.301 0.006 —0.003 0.298 0.548
(0.001)  [0.839] (0.003)  [0.636]
Sexual from teachers: in the past year 0.000 0.000 0.895 0.003 —0.002 0.550 0.405
(0.001)  [0.934] (0.003)  [0.708]
Sexual from teachers: in the past month 0.000 0.001 0.310 0.002 0.001 0.698 0.799
(0.001)  [0.839] (0.002) [0.718]
Psychological from teachers: ever 0.029 —0.004 0.449 0.028 —0.003 0.718 0.927
(0.005)  [0.839] (0.008)  [0.718]
Psychological from teachers: in the past year  0.018 0.001 0.849 0.022 —0.007 0.238 0.187
(0.004)  [0.934] (0.006)  [0.636]
Physical from teachers: ever 0.015 0.000 0.934 0.046 —0.020%  0.060 0.118
(0.006)  [0.934] (0.011)  [0.539]
Physical from teachers: in the past year 0.007 —0.002 0.466 0.023 —0.008 0.232 0.722
(0.003)  [0.839] (0.007)  [0.636]
Physical from teachers: in the past month 0.003 0.001 0.670 0.016 —0.006 0.353 0.334
(0.002)  [0.934] (0.006)  [0.636]
Serious problem of violence from teachers 1.543 0.043 0.402 1.544 0.035 0.497 0.797
(0.051)  [0.839] (0.052)  [0.708]
N 1,361 1,341

Notes: The sample is restricted to students who completed the post-intervention questionnaire. Each row corresponds to a
different linear regression performed separately by gender, with the dependent variable listed on the left. Columns 1 and 4
report the average value for students in the control group. Columns 2 and 5 report the ITT (Intention-to-Treat) estimates.
They are obtained from a regression of the outcome of interest on a school program indicator. The regression controls for
strata fixed effects to account for the fact that randomization was stratified by strata. Standard errors (shown in parentheses)
are adjusted for clustering at the unit of randomization (school). Columns 3 and 6 report the cluster-robust p-value of the
estimated treatment effect and, in square brackets, the p-value (¢g-value) adjusted for multiple hypotheses testing, using the
False Discovery Rate (FDR) control method. Specifically, we use the sharpened two-stage g-values introduced in Benjamini
et al. (2006) and described in Anderson (2008).
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TABLE A9 — ITT EFFECTS ON THE PERCEPTION OF VIOLENCE

Outcome All students Girls Boys
Control  ITT Control  ITT Control  ITT
mean mean mean
(1) (2) 3) (4) () (6)
A. Peer-perpetrated violence
Peer violence index -0.017  0.001 0.008  -0.001 -0.043  0.001
[0.994] (0.016) [0.984] (0.019) [1.004] (0.017)
Threats/intimidation 1.753 0.009 1.721 0.006 1.786 0.007
[0.924] (0.013) [0.913] (0.015) [0.935] (0.014)
Physical assault 1.887 0.001 1.877 0.003 1.897  -0.004
[0.980] (0.014) [0.983] (0.017) [0.976] (0.015)
Mocking/insults 2.301 0.010 2.317 0.002 2.283 0.013
[1.112] (0.016) [1.110]  (0.020) [1.114] (0.017)
Theft/damage of belongings 2.112 0.003 2.095  -0.002 2.130 0.001
[1.103] (0.019) [1.106] (0.023) [1.099] (0.020)
Rumor-spreading 2.323  -0.003 2447 -0.004 2.196  -0.001
[1.093] (0.014) [1.089] (0.017) [1.082] (0.016)
Public shouting 1.973  -0.012 1.983  -0.017 1.963  -0.011
[1.062] (0.014) [1.069] (0.018) [1.055] (0.016)
Non-consensual contact 1.352  -0.001 1.324 0.005 1.380  -0.010
[0.762] (0.010) [0.734] (0.012) [0.788]  (0.012)
Online harassment 1.838  -0.001 1.929  -0.002 1.745 0.006
[1.068] (0.019) [1.100] (0.023) [1.027] (0.018)
B. Adult-perpetrated violence
Teachers violence index -0.008  0.012 -0.080  -0.002 0.065 0.019
[0.992] (0.016) [0.912] (0.016) [1.063] (0.018)
Threats/intimidation 1.242 0.004 1.201 0.000 1.284 0.005
[0.582]  (0.007) [0.543]  (0.007) [0.617]  (0.008)
Mocking/insults 1.457 0.011 1.410  -0.006 1.506  0.023*
[0.794]  (0.010) [0.758]  (0.011) [0.825] (0.012)
Physical punishment (body) 1.264  0.008 1.211 0.004 1.319  0.007
[0.645]  (0.012) [0.589] (0.012) [0.694] (0.013)
Physical punishment (object) 1.239 0.016 1.194 0.014 1.285 0.013
[0.616] (0.012) [0.562] (0.012) [0.664] (0.013)
Humiliating punishment 1.491 -0.009 1.505  -0.014 1.476  -0.003
[0.806] (0.011) [0.812] (0.013) [0.799] (0.012)
Non-consensual contact 1.076  -0.001 1.063  -0.002 1.090 0.000

0.372]  (0.004)  [0.334] (0.005)  [0.406] (0.006)

N 39,002 36,125 19,758 18,105 19,244 18,020

Notes: This table reports intent-to-treat (ITT) estimates of the effect of the intervention on students’ perceptions of peer-
perpetrated violence (Panel A) and adult-perpetrated violence (Panel B). The sample includes all students in treated and
control schools in 2nd grade of secondary school in 2024. Odd columns report the mean and sample size for students in
control schools, while even columns report the I'TT estimates and the sample size for students in treated schools. Standard
deviations of the outcome for the control group are reported in square brackets in the odd columns, and standard errors are
reported in parentheses. All specifications include strata x grade X year fixed effects, and standard errors are clustered at
the school level.




TABLE A10 — PERCEPTION OF VIOLENCE

Girls Boys Difference
Control  Treatment  p-value Control  Treatment  p-value p-value
group effect [g-value] group effect [g-value]
mean (ITT) mean (ITT)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Conflict Management 3.028 0.012 0.722 3.122 —0.030 0.369 0.537
(0.034) [0.722] (0.033) [0.999]
Security and disruptiveness  22.529 —1.314 0.291 17.825 0.301 0.801 0.581
(1.239) [0.722] (1.190) [0.999]
Other safety Concerns 7.828 —0.574 0.583 2.987 0.002 0.998 0.301
(1.043) [0.722] (0.717) [0.999]
N 1,361 1,341

Notes: The sample is restricted to students who completed the post-intervention questionnaire. Each row corresponds to a
different linear regression performed separately by gender, with the dependent variable listed on the left. Columns 1 and 4
report the average value for students in the control group. Columns 2 and 5 report the ITT (Intention-to-Treat) estimates.
They are obtained from a regression of the outcome of interest on a school program indicator. The regression controls for
strata fixed effects to account for the fact that randomization was stratified by strata. Standard errors (shown in parentheses)
are adjusted for clustering at the unit of randomization (school). Columns 3 and 6 report the cluster-robust p-value of the
estimated treatment effect and, in square brackets, the p-value (g-value) adjusted for multiple hypotheses testing, using the
False Discovery Rate (FDR) control method. Specifically, we use the sharpened two-stage g-values introduced in Benjamini
et al. (2006) and described in Anderson (2008).

TABLE A11 — ScHOOL CLIMATE

Girls Boys Difference
Control Treatment p-value Control Treatment p-value  p-value
group  effect lq- group  effect lg-
mean  (ITT) value] mean  (ITT) value]
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Relationship between students 2.879 —0.035 0.246 2.962 —0.055* 0.061 0.471
(0.030)  [0.737] (0.029)  [0.183]
Relationship between students and teachers  2.949 —0.011 0.751 3.035 —0.032 0.385 0.685
(0.034)  [0.968] (0.037)  [0.579]
Relationship between adults at school 3.138 —0.001 0.968 3.215 —0.003 0.909 0.792
(0.032)  [0.968] (0.029)  [0.910]
N 1,361 1,341

Notes: The sample is restricted to students who completed the post-intervention questionnaire. Each row corresponds to a
different linear regression performed separately by gender, with the dependent variable listed on the left. Columns 1 and 4
report the average value for students in the control group. Columns 2 and 5 report the ITT (Intention-to-Treat) estimates.
They are obtained from a regression of the outcome of interest on a school program indicator. The regression controls for
strata fixed effects to account for the fact that randomization was stratified by strata. Standard errors (shown in parentheses)
are adjusted for clustering at the unit of randomization (school). Columns 3 and 6 report the cluster-robust p-value of the
estimated treatment effect and, in square brackets, the p-value (g-value) adjusted for multiple hypotheses testing, using the
False Discovery Rate (FDR) control method. Specifically, we use the sharpened two-stage g-values introduced in Benjamini
et al. (2006) and described in Anderson (2008).
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TABLE A12 — HELP SEEKING AND RESPONSES

Girls Boys Difference
Control Treatment p-value Control Treatment p-value  p-value
group  effect [q- group  effect [q-
mean  (ITT) value] mean  (ITT) value]
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Asked for help: Teacher 0.194 —0.003 0.914 0.221 0.006 0.807 0.814
(0.024)  [0.999] (0.027)  [0.999]

Asked for help: Director 0.044 0.000 0.998 0.077 —0.019 0.206 0.304
(0.011)  [0.999] (0.015)  [0.999]

Asked for help: Other school staff members  0.134 0.042**  0.030 0.164 —0.003 0.903 0.150
(0.019)  [0.152] (0.022)  [0.999]

Ignored me or didn’t believe me. 0.107 0.091%*  0.016 0.139 —0.027 0.447 0.020
(0.037)  [0.152] (0.035)  [0.999]

Advised me. 0.837 0.071*  0.075 0.822 0.009 0.824 0.638
(0.039)  [0.185] (0.039)  [0.999]

Spoke with my parents. 0.399 0.113**  0.049 0.485 —0.040 0.479 0.068
(0.057)  [0.163] (0.056)  [0.999]

Spoke with the student who assaulted me. 0.730 0.001 0.983 0.718 0.030 0.564 0.427
(0.046)  [0.999] (0.052)  [0.999]

Punished the student who attacked me. 0.326 0.007 0.895 0.460 —0.020 0.770 0.774
(0.054)  [0.999] (0.068)  [0.999]

Wrote in register 0.388 0.057 0.335 0.569 0.106*  0.058 0.278
(0.058)  [0.558] (0.055)  [0.579]

It was reported on the SiSeVe website. 0.028 0.044* 0.092 0.084 0.000 0.998 0.238
(0.026)  [0.185] (0.030)  [0.999]

N 1,361 1,341

Notes: The sample is restricted to students who completed the post-intervention questionnaire. Each row corresponds to a
different linear regression performed separately by gender, with the dependent variable listed on the left. Columns 1 and 4
report the average value for students in the control group. Columns 2 and 5 report the ITT (Intention-to-Treat) estimates.
They are obtained from a regression of the outcome of interest on a school program indicator. The regression controls for
strata fixed effects to account for the fact that randomization was stratified by strata. Standard errors (shown in parentheses)
are adjusted for clustering at the unit of randomization (school). Columns 3 and 6 report the cluster-robust p-value of the
estimated treatment effect and, in square brackets, the p-value (¢g-value) adjusted for multiple hypotheses testing, using the
False Discovery Rate (FDR) control method. Specifically, we use the sharpened two-stage g-values introduced in Benjamini
et al. (2006) and described in Anderson (2008).
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TABLE A13 — REPORTING OF VIOLENCE BETWEEN STUDENTS

Victims Non-Victims Difference
Control Treatment p-  Control Treatment p- p-value
group ef- value group ef- value
mean fect [¢- mean fect [g-
(ITT) value] (ITT) value]
(1) (2) B ) (5) (6) (7)
Sexual: ever 0.107 0.004  0.899 0.083 0.010  0.254  0.829
(0.031) [0.999] (0.009) [0.641]
Sexual: in the past year 0.076 —0.015 0.587 0.060 0.004  0.608 0.802
(0.027) [0.999] (0.007) [0.796]
Sexual: in the past month 0.049 —0.009 0.696 0.035 0.002  0.669  0.927
(0.024) [0.999] (0.006) [0.813]
Sexual: frequency in the past month 0.094 —0.005 0.934 0.054 0.008  0.415 0.726
(0.058) [0.999] (0.010) [0.641]
Psychological: ever 0.308 0.021  0.605 0.254 0.033** 0.018  0.954
(0.040) [0.999] (0.014) [0.207]
Psychological: in the past month 0.147 0.009  0.791 0.106 0.020* 0.052 0.822
(0.035) [0.999] (0.010) [0.240]
Psychological: in the past year 0.217  0.002 0.951 0.178  0.028** 0.024  0.701
(0.040) [0.999] (0.012) [0.207]
Psychological: frequency in the past month 0.241 0.075  0.389 0.186 0.031  0.146 0.317
(0.086) [0.999] (0.021) [0.496]
Physical: ever 0.167 —0.011  0.818 0.096 0.010  0.365  0.942
(0.048) [0.999] (0.011) [0.641]
Physical: in the past month 0.072 0.000  0.999 0.039 0.007  0.405  0.974
(0.032) [0.999] (0.008) [0.641]
Physical: in the past year 0.114 —-0.030 0.498 0.062 0.010  0.325  0.709
(0.045) [0.999] (0.010) [0.641]
Physical: frequency in the past month 0.135 0.002  0.980 0.064 0.010  0.452 0.890
(0.068) [0.999] (0.014) [0.641]
Serious problem of violence among students 2.345 —0.012  0.926 2.181 0.015  0.751 0.517
(0.125) [0.999] (0.048) [0.823]
Familiar with the SiseVe Portal 0.216 —0.003 0.962 0.213 0.032  0.421 0.848
(0.069) [0.999] (0.039) [0.641]
All cases can be reported on SiseVe 0.164 0.066 0.295 0.161 —0.004 0.822 0.249
(0.063) [0.999] (0.019) [0.823]
Anyone can report a case on SiseVe 0.833 0.183** 0.011  0.880  0.007 0.783  0.007
(0.070) [0.185] (0.026) [0.823]
Anyone can report a case on SiseVe - Doesn’t know  0.431 0.062 0.359 0.496 —0.055% 0.056 0.241
(0.068) [0.999] (0.028) [0.240]
N 218 2,484

Notes: The sample is restricted to students who completed the post-intervention questionnaire. Each row corresponds to a
different linear regression performed separately by gender, with the dependent variable listed on the left. Columns 1 and 4
report the average value for students in the control group. Columns 2 and 5 report the ITT (Intention-to-Treat) estimates.
They are obtained from a regression of the outcome of interest on a school program indicator. The regression controls for
strata fixed effects to account for the fact that randomization was stratified by strata. Standard errors (shown in parentheses)
are adjusted for clustering at the unit of randomization (school). Columns 3 and 6 report the cluster-robust p-value of the
estimated treatment effect and, in square brackets, the p-value (¢g-value) adjusted for multiple hypotheses testing, using the
False Discovery Rate (FDR) control method. Specifically, we use the sharpened two-stage g-values introduced in Benjamini

et al. (2006) and described in Anderson (2008).
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TABLE Al4 — HELP SEEKING AND RESPONSES

Victims Non-Victims Difference

Control Treatment p-value Control Treatment p-value  p-value

group  effect [q- group  effect [q-
mean  (ITT) value] mean  (ITT) value]
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Asked for help: Teacher 0.328 —0.082 0.141 0.197 0.004 0.838 0.345
(0.055)  [0.471] (0.020)  [0.932]
Asked for help: Director 0.155 —0.080 0.128 0.053 —0.007 0.466 0.270
(0.052)  [0.471] (0.010)  [0.777]
Asked for help: Other school staff members  0.233 —0.002 0.970 0.142 0.019 0.200 0.944
(0.063)  [0.970] (0.015)  [0.668]
Ignored me or didn’t believe me. 0.156 0.106 0.214 0.119 0.021 0.410 0.922
(0.084)  [0.475] (0.025)  [0.777]
Advised me. 0.800 0.032 0.749 0.833 0.055*%*  0.048 0.974
(0.101)  [0.833] (0.027)  [0.485]
Spoke with my parents. 0.289 0.173 0.250 0.466 0.019 0.570 0.042
(0.149)  [0.475] (0.034)  [0.815]
Spoke with the student who assaulted me. 0.756 0.105 0.403 0.719 0.027 0.452 0.870
(0.124)  [0.576] (0.036)  [0.777]
Punished the student who attacked me. 0.400 —0.061 0.667 0.397 —0.002 0.969 0.723
(0.141)  [0.833] (0.045)  [0.969]
Wrote in register 0.467 0.134 0.285 0.487 0.073 0.129 0.803
(0.124)  [0.475] (0.048)  [0.644]
It was reported on the SiSeVe website. 0.022 0.131* 0.065 0.063 0.009 0.651 0.087
(0.070)  [0.471] (0.019)  [0.815]
N 218 2,484

Notes: The sample is restricted to students who completed the post-intervention questionnaire. Each row corresponds to a
different linear regression performed separately by gender, with the dependent variable listed on the left. Columns 1 and 4
report the average value for students in the control group. Columns 2 and 5 report the ITT (Intention-to-Treat) estimates.
They are obtained from a regression of the outcome of interest on a school program indicator. The regression controls for
strata fixed effects to account for the fact that randomization was stratified by strata. Standard errors (shown in parentheses)
are adjusted for clustering at the unit of randomization (school). Columns 3 and 6 report the cluster-robust p-value of the
estimated treatment effect and, in square brackets, the p-value (¢g-value) adjusted for multiple hypotheses testing, using the
False Discovery Rate (FDR) control method. Specifically, we use the sharpened two-stage g-values introduced in Benjamini
et al. (2006) and described in Anderson (2008).
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TABLE A15 — ITT EFFECTS ON EDUCATIONAL OUTCOMES FOR SECONDARY SCHOOL

Outcome All students Girls Boys
Control ITT Control  ITT Control  ITT
mean mean mean
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Language grade 13.505 -0.042 14.029  -0.022 12.963  -0.062
[3.414] (0.051) [3.327]  (0.055) [3.419]  (0.052)
Math grade 12.839 -0.064 13.152  -0.082 12.515  -0.051
[3.522] (0.050) [3.447]  (0.055) [3.570]  (0.050)
Behavior grade 14.424 -0.074 14.993  -0.063 13.833  -0.078
[3.915] (0.062) [3.790]  (0.065) [3.955]  (0.064)
GPA 14.017 -0.046 14.486  -0.044 13.533  -0.041
[2.881] (0.047) [2.797]  (0.049) [2.886]  (0.048)
Approved academic year 0.760 -0.006 0.797  -0.006 0.721 -0.005
[0.427] (0.005) [0.402]  (0.005) [0.448]  (0.005)
Remedial academic year 0.169 0.004 0.144 0.005 0.194 0.003
[0.375] (0.003) [0.352]  (0.003) [0.395]  (0.003)
Failed academic year 0.049 0.000 0.038 -0.000 0.060 0.001
[0.215] (0.002) [0.191]  (0.002) [0.237]  (0.002)
School transfer 0.047 0.000 0.049 0.000 0.044 0.000
[0.211] (0.001) [0.217]  (0.001) [0.206]  (0.001)
Permanent dropout 0.031 0.002 0.029 0.002 0.033 0.001
[0.173] (0.001) [0.167]  (0.001) [0.178]  (0.002)
Partial dropout 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
[0.020] (0.000) [0.022]  (0.000) [0.019]  (0.000)
N 1,157,481 1,108,982 587,135 554,446 570,346 554,536

Notes: This table reports intent-to-treat (ITT) estimates of the effect of the intervention on educational outcomes for students
in secondary school. The sample includes all students in treated and control schools in secondary school grades from 2022
to 2024. Odd columns report the mean and sample size for students in control schools, while even columns report the ITT
estimates and the sample size for students in treated schools. Standard deviations of the outcome for the control group are
reported in square brackets in the odd columns, and standard errors are reported in parentheses. All specifications include

strata X grade X year fixed effects, and standard errors are clustered at the school level.



TABLE A16 — ITT EFFECTS ON VICTIMS AND AGGRESSORS SELECTION

Outcome All students Girls Boys
Control ITT Control  ITT Control ITT
mean mean mean
DG () @ 5) ()
A. Victims
Male 0.456 0.019 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.000
[0.498]  (0.019) [0.000]  (0.000) [0.000]  (0.000)
Immigrant 0.009 -0.001 0.009  -0.000 0.010 -0.003
[0.097]  (0.002) [0.097]  (0.003) [0.098]  (0.003)
Mother’s education level 4.017 -0.091 3.948  -0.077 4.100 -0.123
[1.756]  (0.065) [1.724] (0.073) [1.791]  (0.079)
Student has disability 0.017 -0.001 0.011  -0.006 0.025 0.004
[0.163]  (0.004) [0.130]  (0.004) [0.195]  (0.007)
Student worked 2019 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000
[0.016]  (0.001) [0.000]  (0.001) [0.023]  (0.000)
Lang baseline grade 14.575  -0.015 14.741  0.100 14.371  -0.160
[2.885]  (0.069) [2.810]  (0.094) [2.962]  (0.099)
Math baseline grade 14.426  -0.039 14.507  0.022 14.326  -0.112
[3.060]  (0.070) [2.934] (0.098) [3.206]  (0.104)
Behavior baseline grade 15.057 -0.114** 15.150  -0.010 14.943 -0.181**
[1.951]  (0.053) [1.950] (0.072) [1.947]  (0.072)
Baseline GPA 14.807  -0.058 14.917  -0.012 14.671  -0.105*
[1.704]  (0.044) [1.646] (0.059) [1.762]  (0.060)
N 12,117 14,019 6,595 7,307 5,522 6,712
B. Aggressors
Male 0.666  0.044** 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.000
[0.472]  (0.021) [0.000]  (0.000) [0.000]  (0.000)
Immigrant 0.009 -0.001 0.007 0.000 0.010 -0.002
[0.093]  (0.003) [0.083]  (0.005) [0.098]  (0.003)
Mother’s education level 3.678 -0.041 3.710 0.003 3.662 -0.050
[1.616]  (0.065) [1.621] (0.081) [1.613]  (0.074)
Student has disability 0.007  0.007** 0.001 0.006 0.011 0.008*
[0.095]  (0.003) [0.024]  (0.004) [0.115]  (0.005)
Student worked 2019 0.000 0.002 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.003
[0.010]  (0.002) [0.000]  (0.001) [0.012]  (0.002)
Lang baseline grade 14.169  -0.057 14.559  -0.007 13.971 -0.080
[3.116]  (0.082) [2.764] (0.112) [3.262]  (0.104)
Math baseline grade 13.991 -0.050 14.148  -0.104 13.911 -0.041
[3.247]  (0.084) [3.074] (0.133) [3.329]  (0.103)
Behavior baseline grade 14.823  -0.024 15.049  0.008 14.708  -0.054
[2.033]  (0.056) [1.883] (0.091) [2.095]  (0.073)
Baseline GPA 14.513  -0.046 14.751  -0.043 14.393  -0.047
[1.841]  (0.049) [1.609] (0.068) [1.937]  (0.063)
N 10,389 12,809 3,471 3,896 6,918 8,913

Notes: This table reports intent-to-treat (ITT) estimates of the effect of the intervention on the baseline characteristics of
reported victims (Panel A) and aggressors (Panel B). The sample includes all students reported in the SiSeVe portal as
victims or aggressors in treated and control schools from 2022 to 2024. Odd columns report the mean and sample size for
students in control schools, while even columns report the ITT estimates and the sample size for students in treated schools.
Standard deviations of the outcome for the control group are reported in square brackets in the odd columns, and standard
errors are reported in parentheses. All specifications include strata x grade X year fixed effects, and standard errors are
clustered at the school level.
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TABLE A20 — LisT OF WORKSHOPS

‘Workshop
Year Part Main Topic Target audience
- Session
Socio-emotional development of the school communit
P Y| School leaders, teach-
S.1 through the recognition of emotions (one’s own and
) ] ers, and assistants.
others’) and their regulation
Socio-emotional development of the school communit
P Y School leaders, teach-
S.2 through positive communication (assertiveness), ac-
o ers, and assistants.
tive listening, and empathy
Promoting self-care practices among school staff,
with a focus on socio-emotional support for stu- | School leaders, teach-
2020 S.3
dents (empathy, recognizing and managing stress, | ers, and assistants.
promoting healthy self-care practices, etc.)
Promoting self-care practices among school staff, with
a focus on socio-emotional support for families (pro-
1 pp ( School leaders, teach-
S.4 moting empathy, learning to cope with stress, creat-
) ) ) ers, and assistants.
ing a warm and respectful environment, and managing
conflicts at home).
S5 Promoting self-care practices among school staff, with | School leaders, teach-
' a focus on educational personnel ers, and assistants.
56 Joint development of community rules for coexistence | School leaders, teach-
' and their dissemination ers, and assistants.
Timely intervention with students in situations of so-
cial risk, providing guidance to prevent and address
P &8 P School leaders, teach-
S.7 cyberbullying (students and families), a protection

and response system for cases of family violence, and

the course “Stop Cyberbullying”

ers, and assistants.




Year

Part

Workshop

- Session

Main topic

Target audience

S.8

Strengthening the capacities of the school community
for the prevention of and response to violence, through
the provision of advice and recommendations from
the Ministry of Women and Vulnerable Populations
(MIMP) and the dissemination of the Guidelines for
school coexistence management, the prevention of and
response to violence against children and adolescents,

and the SiseVe platform.

School leaders, teach-

ers, and assistants.

S.1

Socio-emotional skills development for school
leaders and teachers, with a focus on respect for
others and conflict management in the current

context

School leaders, teach-

ers, and assistants.

S.2

Socio-emotional skills development for stu-

dents, by raising awareness of their impor-
tance—especially given the current context—and

promoting effective communication (assertive-

ness, active listening, and empathy) by teachers

School leaders, teach-

ers, and assistants.

S.3

Promoting the practice of rights-based discipline
through guidance on the application of corrective

measures during the period of distance learning

School leaders, teach-

ers, and assistants.

S.4

Strengthening the capacities of the school com-
munity for the prevention of and response to vi-
olence, through guidance on: (i) identifying risk
situations linked to violence against students in
virtual environments; (ii) preventive and pro-
motional interventions with students in situa-
tions of risk in the event of violence; (iii) ap-
propriate management of virtual environments in
teacher—student and teacher—parent interactions;
and (iv) guidance related to the new violence re-

sponse protocol in the current context

School leaders, teach-

ers, and assistants.




Workshop

Year Part Main topic Target audience
- Session
Promoting student participation and autonomy, with
focus hild d adolescents as rights-holders;
a Iocus on children and adolescents as rights-holders School leaders? teach_
S.5 providing guidelines on how to promote active par-
ers, and assistants.
ticipation and student engagement in learning during
distance education
Workshop on coexistence rules for remote educa- | School leaders and
T.1.1
tion. teachers.
Self-assessment and improvement of participa- | School leaders and
T.1.2
tion. teachers.
T.2.1 Workshop on teacher self-care. Teachers.
1
School leaders, teach-
T.2.2 Self-care guide.
ers, and assistants.
2021 School  leaders and
T.3.1 Workshop on addressing violence.
RCE.
T.3.2 Workshop on household self-care practices. Families.
T.3.3 Workshop on identifying risk factors. Families.
Teachers, assistants,
Workshop on discipline with a rights-based ap-
T.3.4 school leaders, and
proach.
RCE.
Teachers, assistants,
Guidance for the formation of the well-being
T.3.5 school leaders, and
management committee in schools (IIEE).
RCE.
Socio-emotional skills development session for | School leaders, teach-
T.1
students. ers, and RCE.
School leaders, teach-
2 T.2 Workshop on self-control techniques.
ers, and assistants.
Technical assistance for addressing violence from | School leaders and
T.3
the school. RCE.
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Workshop

Year Part Main topic Target audience
- Session
Workshop to disseminate positive discipline ma-
T4 terials to strengthen socio-emotional skills (HSE) | Teachers and RCE.
at school.
Workshop to identify risk factors and refer cases
T.5 Teachers.
of violence involving children and adolescents.
School leaders, teach-
Impact of the pandemic and school closures on
T.1.1 ers, assistants, and fam-
socio-emotional health and how to address it.
ily members.
Promoting student and family participation in or- | School leaders, teach-
T.2.1 ganizing adequate conditions for returning to in- | ers, assistants, and fam-
2022 _ person education. ily members.
School leaders, teach-
T.3.1 Protective factors against sexual violence. ers, assistants, and fam-
ily members.
School leaders, teach-
T.3.2 Prevention of violence driven by xenophobia. ers, assistants, and fam-
ily members.
School leaders, teach-
Prevention of school bullying (bullying and cy-
T.3.3 ers, assistants, and fam-
berbullying).
ily members.
School leaders, teach-
T.3.4 Suicide prevention in the school community. ers, assistants, and fam-
ily members.
Tools for addressing situations where children’s | School leaders, teach-
T.4.1 and adolescents’ rights are being violated in their | ers, assistants, and fam-
family environment. ily members.
School leaders, teach-
Guidelines for positive parenting with a rights-
T.4.2 ers, assistants, and fam-

based approach.

ily members.
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Workshop

Year Part Main topic Target audience
- Session
School leaders, teach-
Review of the implementation of the School Co-
T.4.3 ers, assistants, and fam-
existence Strategy in schools (IIEE).
ily members.
Technical assistance to school leaders and the co-
T.1.1 existence lead in setting up the Well-being Man- | School leaders.
agement Committee (CGB).
Awareness-raising workshop on discipline with a
T.1.2 Teachers.
rights-based approach.
Well-being Manage-
Technical assistance to the CGB to update class-
T.1.3 ment Committee
room coexistence rules.
(CGB).
Well-being Manage-
Session on using the Socio-emotional Well-being
T.14 ment Committee
Kit.
(CGB) and teachers.
2023 -
Technical assistance to the CGB to implement
Well-being Manage-
the violence prevention and response campaign in
T.1.5 ment Committee
schools, “We act to prevent school violence with
(CGB).
the SiseVe Brigade.”
Well-being Manage-
Training session for teachers on risk identification | ment Committee
T.2.1
(supported by the CGB). (CGB), teachers, and
assistants.
Well-being Manage-
Collegial work for implementing the Tutoring
ment Committee
T.2.2 Learning Experiences (EDAT) of the Socio-
(CGB), teachers, and
emotional Well-being Kit.
assistants.
T.2.3 Self-care strategies session. Teachers.
Session on violence response protocols and on us- | Well-being Manage-
T.2.4 ing the SiseVe Portal for school leaders and teach- | ment Committee

ers.

(CGB) and teachers.
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Workshop

Year Part Main topic Target audience
- Session
Awareness and case-identification session, and
T.2.5 Families.
strengthening a reporting culture with families.
Session for teachers on student participation in
T.2.6 Teachers.
issues of interest as a strategy to prevent violence.
Technical assistance to develop the classroom tu- | Well-being Manage-
T.2.7 toring plan that reflects socio-emotional skills | ment Committee
needs. (CGB) and teachers.
Well-being Manage-
Session to identify institutions and key actors for
T.2.8 ment Committee
violence prevention.
(CGB).
Well-being Manage-
Sessions to develop a diagnosis of violence and | ment Committee
T.3.1
school coexistence with school actors. (CGB), teachers, and
assistants.
Well-being Manage-
Training session on strategies for collective care | ment Committee
T.3.2
and well-being of the teaching staff. (CGB), teachers, and
assistants.
Awareness-raising session on the importance of | Well-being Manage-
T.3.3 Comprehensive Sexuality Education (CSE) in | ment Committee
preventing school violence. (CGB) and teachers.
Well-being Manage-
Session on the use of corrective measures to | ment Committee
T.3.4
strengthen self-regulation in the classroom. (CGB), teachers, and
assistants.
Well-being Manage-
Sessions to identify problems and activities to in-
ment Committee
T.4.1 clude in violence prevention and school coexis-

tence in the 2024 PAT.

(CGB), representatives,

teachers, and families.
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Workshop

Year Part Main topic Target audience
- Session
Technical assistance to implement a group tutor-
T.4.2 ing activity on risk identification and reporting | Tutor teachers.
culture.
T.1.1 Session to strengthen classroom coexistence rules. | Teachers.
Session on the development of discipline: strate-
T.1.2 Teachers.
gies to apply in the classroom.
Technical assistance to incorporate PREVI into | TOE Coordinator,
the TOECE Plan and Classroom Tutoring Plans, | School Coexistence
T.1.3
as well as to develop students’ socio-emotional | Lead, and Inclusion
skills to prevent school violence. Lead.
Session to strengthen student participation
2024 B T.2.1 Tutor teachers.
through tutoring and educational guidance.
Training session on violence response protocols | School leaders, teach-
T.2.2
and on using the SiseVe Portal. ers, and assistants.
Training session on preventing violence in virtual
T.2.3 Teachers.
spaces.
Family workshops and meetings to strengthen
T.2.4 Tutor teachers.
parenting competencies.
Session to strengthen socio-emotional skills
T.2.5 Teachers.
(growth mindset and self-care).
Group tutoring sessions to prevent sexual vio-
TOE Coordinator and
T.3.1 lence and early pregnancy through Comprehen-
tutor teachers.
sive Sexuality Education (CSE).
Technical assistance to promote democratic par-
T.3.2 Tutor teachers.
ticipation in school.
Student representa-
Session to update the participatory diagnosis of | tives, teachers, families,
T.3.3 violence and school coexistence with school ac- | and the Well-being

tors.

Management Commit-

tee.
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Workshop

Year Part Main topic Target audience
- Session
Meeting to systematize the updated diagnosis of | Well-being Manage-
T.3.4
violence and school coexistence. ment Committee.
Session to strengthen reporting culture in group
T.4.1 Tutor teachers.
tutoring.
Session to prioritize issues for violence prevention | Well-being Manage-
T.4.2
and school coexistence. ment Committee.
Session 2 to identify activities to include in vi-
Well-being Manage-
T.4.3 olence prevention and school coexistence in the
ment Committee.
2025 PAT.
Session to strengthen the School Institutional Ed-
T.4.4 Teachers.

ucational Project (PEI).

TABLE A20 — WORKSHOPS - SESIONS BY YEAR: MAIN TOPIC AND TARGET AUDIENCE.
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TABLE A17 — ITT EFFECTS ON VICTIMS’ AND AGGRESSORS’ EDUCATIONAL OUTCOMES

Outcome All students Girls Boys
Control ITT Control ITT Control  ITT
mean mean mean
n @ 6 @ 5 (©
A. Victims
Lang grade 13.615  -0.091 13.868 0.035 13.312  -0.214*
[3.318]  (0.084) [3.301]  (0.098) [3.314]  (0.110)
Math grade 13.024  -0.128 13.149  -0.060 12.875 -0.197*
[3.480]  (0.087) [3.433]  (0.102) [3.528]  (0.117)
Behavior grade 14.381  -0.171%* 14.719 -0.078 13.976  -0.219*
[3.595]  (0.094) [3.555]  (0.105) [3.601]  (0.127)
GPA 14.075  -0.095 14.318 0.012 13.785 -0.176*
[2.736]  (0.075) [2.709]  (0.084) [2.741]  (0.100)
Approved academic year 0.788 -0.006 0.796 0.007 0.778  -0.019*
[0.409]  (0.008) [0.403]  (0.009) [0.416]  (0.010)
Remedial academic year 0.161 0.006 0.156 -0.003 0.165  0.015*
[0.367]  (0.007) [0.363]  (0.008) [0.372]  (0.009)
Failed academic year 0.043 0.001 0.039 -0.003 0.048 0.005
[0.203]  (0.003) [0.193]  (0.004) [0.213]  (0.005)
School transfer 0.116 -0.002 0.122 -0.004 0.108 0.001
[0.320]  (0.003) [0.328]  (0.005) [0.310]  (0.004)
Permanent dropout 0.014 0.000 0.014 -0.002 0.014 0.004
[0.118]  (0.002) [0.119]  (0.003) [0.117]  (0.003)
Partial dropout 0.000 -0.000 0.000 -0.000 0.000 0.000
[0.016]  (0.000) [0.017]  (0.000) [0.013]  (0.000)
N 12,117 14,019 6,595 7,307 5,522 6,712

B. Aggressors

Lang grade 12.401 -0.103 13.014 -0.128 12.092  -0.051
3.582]  (0.103)  [3.432] (0.147)  [3.616] (0.115)
Math grade 11.901  -0.234** 12.290 -0.386** 11.705  -0.155
3.602] (0.107)  [3.545] (0.152)  [3.749] (0.121)
Behavior grade 13.272  -0.163 13.986  -0.216 12911  -0.090
3.995  (0.126)  [3.779] (0.160)  [4.052] (0.151)
GPA 13.009 -0.147 13.562 -0.171 12.731  -0.095
[3.046]  (0.098)  [2.860] (0.120)  [3.099] (0.113)
Approved academic year 0.678  -0.018* 0.723  -0.030** 0.655  -0.008
0.467] (0.010)  [0.448] (0.015)  [0.475] (0.012)
Remedial academic year 0.213  0.014* 0.198 0.024* 0.221 0.006
0.409] (0.007)  [0.398] (0.013)  [0.415] (0.008)
Failed academic year 0.092 0.003 0.063 0.004 0.107 0.001
(0.280]  (0.006)  [0.242]  (0.008)  [0.309] (0.008)
School transfer 0.105 -0.005 0.109 -0.000 0.103 -0.005
0.307]  (0.004)  [0.312] (0.007)  [0.305] (0.004)
Permanent dropout 0.029  -0.008** 0.024  -0.011%* 0.031  -0.007*
0.167] (0.003)  [0.154] (0.006)  [0.174] (0.004)
Partial dropout 0.000  -0.001%** 0.001 -0.001 0.000  -0.000*
0022  (0.000)  [0.024] (0.001)  [0.021] (0.000)
N 10,389 12,809 3,471 3,896 6,918 8,913

Notes: This table reports intent-to-treat (ITT) estimates of the effect of the intervention on educational outcomes for reported
victims (Panel A) and aggressors (Panel B). The sample includes all students reported in the SiSeVe portal as victims or
aggressors in treated and control schools from 2022 to 2024. Odd columns report the mean and sample size for students in
control schools, while even columns report the ITT estimates and the sample size for students in treated schools. Standard
deviations of the outcome for the control group are reported in square brackets in the odd columns, and standard errors are
reported in parentheses. All specifications include strata x grade x year fixed effects, and standard errors are clustered at
the school level.
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TABLE A18 — VIOLENCE BY TEACHERS AGAINST STUDENTS

Perpetrators Non-Perpetrators Difference

Control Treatment p-value Control Treatment p-value  p-value

group  effect [q- group  effect [q-
mean  (ITT) value] mean  (ITT) value]
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Sexual from teachers: ever 0.011  —0.004 0.236 0.004 —0.002 0.267 0.190
(0.004)  [0.556] (0.002)  [0.600]
Sexual from teachers: in the past year 0.006 —0.001 0.369 0.001 0.000 0.693 0.277
(0.001)  [0.556] (0.001)  [0.891]
Sexual from teachers: in the past month 0.001 0.002 0.419 0.001 0.001 0.618 0.882
(0.002)  [0.556] (0.001) [0.891]
Psychological from teachers: ever 0.063 —0.039** 0.027 0.025 0.000 0.997 0.057
(0.017)  [0.124] (0.004)  [0.998]
Psychological from teachers: in the past year  0.055 —0.037** 0.025 0.016 0.000 0.963 0.030
(0.016)  [0.124] (0.003)  [0.998]
Physical from teachers: ever 0.0561 —0.016 0.476 0.029 —0.009 0.164 0.681
(0.022)  [0.556] (0.007)  [0.600]
Physical from teachers: in the past year 0.031 —0.011 0.510 0.014 —0.004 0.222 0.518
(0.017)  [0.556] (0.004)  [0.600]
Physical from teachers: in the past month 0.027 —0.013 0.374 0.008 —0.001 0.689 0.315
(0.015)  [0.556] (0.003)  [0.891]
Serious problem of violence from teachers 1.634 —0.056 0.555 1.535 0.049 0.210 0.120
(0.095)  [0.556] (0.039)  [0.600]
N 219 2,483

Notes: The sample is restricted to students who completed the post-intervention questionnaire. Each row corresponds to a
different linear regression performed separately by gender, with the dependent variable listed on the left. Columns 1 and 4
report the average value for students in the control group. Columns 2 and 5 report the ITT (Intention-to-Treat) estimates.
They are obtained from a regression of the outcome of interest on a school program indicator. The regression controls for
strata fixed effects to account for the fact that randomization was stratified by strata. Standard errors (shown in parentheses)
are adjusted for clustering at the unit of randomization (school). Columns 3 and 6 report the cluster-robust p-value of the
estimated treatment effect and, in square brackets, the p-value (¢g-value) adjusted for multiple hypotheses testing, using the
False Discovery Rate (FDR) control method. Specifically, we use the sharpened two-stage g-values introduced in Benjamini
et al. (2006) and described in Anderson (2008).
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TABLE A19 — TEACHERS ENLA SURVEY

Teachers

Control Treatment p-value
group mean effect (ITT) [g-value]

(1) (2) (3)

Perceptions of problems at school: Relationship with Student (Index) 0.268 0.142%* 0.040
(0.069) [0.040]
Perceptions of problems at school: Lack of Resources (Index) 0.273 0.186** 0.013
(0.074) [0.027]
N 5,156

Notes: The sample is restricted to teachers who completed the ENLA questionnaire. Each row corresponds to a different
linear regression performed separately by gender, with the dependent variable listed on the left. Columns 1 and 4 report
the average value for teachers in the control group. Columns 2 and 5 report the ITT (Intention-to-Treat) estimates. They
are obtained from a regression of the outcome of interest on a RPS program indicator. The regression controls for strata
fixed effects to account for the fact that randomization was stratified by strata. Standard errors (shown in parentheses)
are adjusted for clustering at the unit of randomization (school). Columns 3 and 6 report the cluster-robust p-value of the
estimated treatment effect and, in square brackets, the p-value (g-value) adjusted for multiple hypotheses testing, using the
False Discovery Rate (FDR) control method. Specifically, we use the sharpened two-stage g-values introduced in Benjamini
et al. (2006) and described in Anderson (2008).
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