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1. INTRODUCTION
This short paper identifies the main research priorities for education in emergencies. It is argued that the use of the terms or categories ‘fragile state’, ‘failed state’ or ‘fragile situation’ (FS) in relation to education policy analysis and education research needs/priorities is of little operational value and should, therefore, not be relied upon. The more conceptually useful category is ‘national educational emergency’ or crisis because in these contexts there is a quite distinct set of characteristics and challenges with regard to education provision and policy that clearly set these countries apart from other non-emergency countries and where specific education policies/strategies/interventions are required, some of which may need to be systematically researched. 

The new White Paper on development commits half of all future UK aid commitments to development efforts in fragile states. However, DFID has not yet analysed in detail the implications of this proposed major shift towards more fragile state programming. With regard to education, the two key related question are (i) how adequate is the knowledge base with regard to education service delivery (ESD) in fragile states? And (ii) how different is ESD in these contexts? 

In preparing this paper, the literature on education in fragile situations has been reviewed and, in addition, experts working in this area (both as policy practitioners and researchers) were requested to give their views on research priority areas
. I have also worked on a range of education and training service delivery issues in nine ‘fragile states’ during the last decade (Angola, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Palestine, Papua New Guinea, Nigeria, Rwanda, Sierra Leone and Uganda).   
2.  DEFINING FRAGILE SITUATIONS AND STATES

The literature on fragile states and fragile situations
 and education and FS is burgeoning but, at the same time, it is quite confusing. In part, this is because the number of FS countries has become so large and heterogeneous that the category of ‘fragile state’ or ‘fragile situation’ ceases to be conceptually meaningful. There is a plethora of descriptive categories including ‘difficult environments’, ‘difficult partnerships’, poorly performing states’, ‘fragile situations’, ‘collapsed states’, conflict and post-conflict situations, and ‘emergency situations’. However, as will be discussed below, an emergency situation is very different from a difficult or fragile situation. 

Similarly, there are numerous definitions of ‘fragile state’. The core definition is the lack of will and/or capacity of the state to perform a core set of functions including the delivery of basic services. However, the theoretical underpinnings of FS are weak.  Statements such as ‘the fragile states agenda is broad and ill-defined’ are common place. As a result ‘policies, tools, and institutions to implement it (sic), are still being defined’ (Cammack et al, 2006: ix). Even with regard to education emergencies, ‘no consensus exists on what constitutes an EE, when the emergency stops and post-conflict reconstruction begins or even whether the post-conflict reconstruction is part of the emergency. Most post-conflict contexts are not really post.’ (Private correspondence, Peter Buckland, World Bank).

The IDA Resource Allocation Index is used by the World Bank to rate countries according to a range of governance fragility indicators. During the last decade, Papua New Guinea and Somalia have been classified as countries in ‘fragile situations’ with IRAI (formerly CPIA) scores of less than 2.5, but they are quite different with respect to the challenges they face in providing good quality education services to their children. It is also worth noting that, in 2008, only one country, Zimbabwe, had an IRAI score lower than 2.5 with two other countries (CAR and Chad) with scores of 2.5
.  With regard to the key service delivery criteria related to ‘public sector management and institutions’, the following 10 countries had scores of less than 2.5: Afghanistan, Angola, CAR, Chad, Comoros, DRC, Haiti, Sudan, Togo, and Zimbabwe.   

Given the rather crude FS typologies that are currently in use, there is a strong temptation to create ever more complex typologies of education in FCAS. These could include the following dimensions: degree and speed of state collapse, stage and duration of fragility, national scope of emergency/conflict, conflict versus non-conflict (since some FS are not affected by high levels of conflict e.g. Guinea Bissau). 

Not only is there considerable definitional confusion about FS, but it is also difficult to distinguish what is different with respect to education policy and practice in many FS countries and other low-income developing countries. For example, Margaret Sinclair’s ‘principles of emergency education’ are really no different from education in any other low-income country context except for the need to cater for the psychosocial needs of conflict-affected children (see Sinclair, 2004). 

It is also noticeable that the recently completed DFID Education Portfolio Review finds no systematic differences in the performance of DFID education projects and programmes in fragile and non-fragile states during the last five years. Some education emergency countries such as Nepal and Somalia have performed badly, but so have non-fragile countries such Malawi or Botswana.  

3. NATIONAL AND REGIONAL EDUCATION EMERGENCIES
3.1 Defining educational emergencies

The distinctive ‘education in fragile situation’ is where major conflicts have occurred and governments, usually with considerable support from international partners, have to reconstruct national education systems. Thus, it is education emergency situations that pose additional and qualitatively different challenges for education policy and practice. 
The key feature of an EE is a catastrophic, systemic collapse in education provision, which affects schooling in all or most of the country along with the capacity of the state to plan, manage and resource the education sector at the national and sub-national levels. The reason for the collapse is almost always related to intense, invariably protracted and highly destructive conflict which results in the:

· Displacement of a large proportion of the population who become internally displaced persons (IDPs) and refugees. 

· Mass destruction of schools, learning materials, furniture, teacher houses and other physical infrastructure.

· Flight/exodus of large proportion of teachers, especially in the worst conflict affected areas with a sizeable ‘diaspora’ of teachers. Teachers are often ‘targets’.

· Large and usually rapid decline in school attendance as well as higher education enrolments, including teacher training colleges. There are relatively large numbers of out of school children.  

· Major reliance on NGOs to fund and provide schooling both in refugee camps and the worst affected parts of the country. 11 out of 23 million IDP children are estimated to be in Africa. Sometimes, the UN also plays a large role e.g. UNRWA in West Bank and Gaza. 
· High levels of humanitarian assistance. The incidence of chronic and acute malnourishment typically exceeds 50%

· Collapse in state funding for education resulting in a plummeting in the real value of teacher’s salaries and non-payment or very irregular payment of salaries. 

· The Ministry of Education barely functions in particular with respect to financial management, school inspection, assessment/examinations, school registration, planning, curriculum development, and learning materials preparation and distribution.
· The school environment is unsafe in a large proportion of schools.
· Parents and communities take on the bulk of responsibility for schooling with high levels of cost recovery, mainly in order to pay teacher salaries.
· The school environment is unsafe in a large proportion of schools.
· Communities/CSOs and NGOs take on the bulk of responsibility for schooling with high levels of cost recovery, mainly in order to pay teacher salaries. 

EEs have two main phases – the conflict/crisis itself which results in the disruption of schooling and other education provision (system failure) and the period of reconstruction/renewal once the crisis/conflict has finished or significantly abated. In Thus, the emergency starts with the conflict or other political/economic crisis/ meltdown, but continues once the immediate conflict/crisis is over as governments and the international community are able to start making concerted efforts to rebuild the education system and restore the provision of education services. Just when the emergency finally ends (‘turnaround’) is never usually very clear cut, but there is strong feeling that schools and other major education institutions are ‘back to normal’.  

3.2 Identifying national educational emergencies

The DFID 2009 Education Portfolio Review lists 18 low income country
 (LIC) ‘fragile states’ which are included in the analysis of ‘education aid allocation scenarios’ for possible future DFID support. Somalia is not listed as an FS, but quite clearly is so there are 19 FS. Among this group of countries, there are currently only nine LIC countries that fairly unambiguously meet the national EE criteria: Afghanistan, Burundi, DRC, Haiti, Liberia, Nepal, Somalia, Sudan, and Zimbabwe
. There are a few other post-conflict/crisis countries (most notably Sierra Leone and Timor-Leste) where it is debatable whether the education system is still in a state of national emergency and there are one or two countries (most notably Yemen and Guinea) that are on the cusp of becoming EEs. However, none of the other FS countries
 on the list constitute education emergencies and most of them are indistinguishable from other LICs with respect to education system management and service delivery. 
In fact, a good proportion of these countries stand out as having made exceptional progress in the development of their education systems and the attainment of MDGs during the last 10-15 years (in particular Bangladesh, Cambodia, Ethiopia, Rwanda and Uganda).  The key point here is that a clear distinction should be made between, on the hand, countries such as these (as well as Lebanon, Cambodia, Laos, Mozambique, Vietnam) that certainly have had EEs in the past and, on the other hand, the no more than 10 countries which are currently tackling full blown national EEs.    

3.3 Regional educational emergencies

There is quite a large group of countries with on-going or recently ended regional conflicts which do not, however, constitute full-blown national education emergencies e.g. northern Uganda, the Cassamance region in Senegal, the northern region of Central African Republic, eastern Chad, northern Niger, Bayelsa and other delta states in Nigeria
, the northern and southern regions of Yemen, northern and eastern Sri Lanka, the western border regions of Pakistan, Kashmir in India, Afar and Ogaden in Ethiopia, and Mindanao in Philippines. There are also less secure areas (with banditry etc) in some countries where schooling can be severely disrupted e.g. in north-eastern Kenya. 

4.  KEY SERVICE DELIVERY ISSUES IN EEs
What exactly is different about education policy and practice in both the conflict and reconstruction/renewal phases of education emergencies? Once these differences have been precisely established, it is then possible to make a robust assessment of the information gaps that need to be plugged through research that specifically focuses on EEs. 

4.1 THE CONFLICT PHASE

There is specific set of emergency education interventions, which focus heavily on schooling for displaced children especially those living in refugee camps. A number of agencies/NGOs have developed considerable expertise in this area including International Rescue Committee, Save the Children, Norwegian Refugee Council, UNICEF, and Plan International. Donor support for education is typically low in full emergency situations. Aid is project-based and directed mainly to NGOs and international organizations providing emergency schooling in refugee camps and elsewhere. 

‘Education for pacification’ in high profile, internationalised conflicts such as Afghanistan is also becoming a major issue. This militarisation of education aid (as part of the securitisation agenda) is quite different from the traditional forms of emergency provision of schooling by NGOs in refugee camps (see Novelli, 2009). 
4.2 RECONSTRUCTION PHASE

Some of the key issues for education policy and practice during the reconstruction/renewal phase are as follows: 

Continuity versus transformation: The degree to which education systems are transformed as part of the reconstruction process varies markedly. In colonial transition contexts, such as Timor-Leste, a completely new education system with a new Ministry of Education has been created while, in other countries, such as Zimbabwe, the desire for continuity (getting back to normal) is paramount. 
It is frequently the case that EEs create the necessary space for wide-ranging education reform along with the rapid expansion of schooling, which was not possible prior to the crisis (as, for example, in Afghanistan, East Timor, Rwanda, and Sierra Leone). But, most schooling systems are characterized by their conservativeness and resistance to change so reforms, in practice, are often not that transformative. It is the very rapid expansion of enrolments that is one of the most striking features of many immediate post-conflict/crisis situations (including DRC and Southern Sudan). This is often fuelled by the abolition of school fees and other charges, but at a time when the fiscal capacity of the state is still chronically low.  

Gross enrolment rates for primary schooling have increased appreciable in most seriously conflict affected countries since 1999: Burundi 60% to 114% in 2007, Congo 56% to 106%, DRC from 48% to 85%, Ethiopia 48% to 91%, Guinea 57% to 91%, Mozambique 70% to 111%, and Rwanda 92% to 147%. Conflict-affected countries with only small increases in the GER during this period are Cote d’Ivoire (69% to 72%), Chad (63% to 74%), and Eritrea (52% to 55%). They declined in only one country namely, Liberia (from 85% to 83%). 
System restructuring: Major restructuring of the governance and management of the education system is often called for. In particular, line ministries are under pressure to change the way they have traditionally delivered services since centralization of power is often a major reason for conflict, especially in large, ethnically diverse countries such as DCR and Ethiopia. But, frustrations with the limited capacity of state/local governments can also lead federal governments to try to re-centralize control over key functions (as is currently happening in Nigeria) (see Bennell et al, 2007). 

A related issue is the extent to which education provision is through or in parallel to the state. At the end of conflicts/protracted emergencies, multiple agencies typically operate in the education sector due to previous reliance on parallel education provision coupled with the creation of new post-conflict reconstruction agencies that effectively by-pass traditional line ministries
.  The state monopoly of education provision can be key factor in fuelling the crisis so the encouragement of non-state providers is often a major feature of education reconstruction strategies. At the same, though, this has to be reconciled with the core principle of focusing on state building as central objective of post-conflict reconstruction. The policy challenge is, therefore, how to structure the relationship between the state and non-state providers so as to maximize both service delivery and state building objectives. 

Governments also frequently establish powerful national reconstruction agencies (for example, in Sierra Leone), which have a large degree of organizational autonomy and take the lead in rebuilding infrastructure including schools. This can create serious tensions with established line ministries. 

Policy dilemmas and tensions:  These are alleged to be more acute than normal in EEs. The most commonly discussed are the trade-offs between meeting immediate/short-term educational needs and building state capacity to deliver educational services in a sustainable manner in the longer term. The social sectors are recognized as being a particularly difficult ‘areas of engagement’, (given their geographical dispersion across large, often insecure areas), but they have been prioritized by DFID as part of its strategy of demonstrating a ‘peace dividend’. But, a peace dividend may not payoff in the long term if service quality cannot be achieved.   

Alternative delivery mechanisms that circumvent weak ministry capacity tend to be more heavily relied upon in EEs. In particular, social funds are relied upon for quick infrastructure rehabilitation. A speedy response is critical otherwise the peace process could stall.  

There is often a preference for ‘short’ as opposed to ‘long’ route accountability mechanisms; donors such as the World Bank have strongly supported direct community development interventions, which bypass weak central and local governments and seek to empower local communities to take on most of the responsibilities for the identification, design and actual management of rehabilitation and new income generation projects. However, the target communities themselves often have only recently returned and may lack the capacity to implement effectively ‘community-based programmes’.  

Reducing the costs of education to parents (i.e. school fees) who typically shoulder the main financial burden of schooling during the conflict phase is invariably a major priority, but this entails high risk strategies of having to channel funds through government in order to supplement the teacher salary budget (as is currently being attempted in DRC). 

Multiple providers can lead to serious coherence problems with different curricula, pay scales for teachers etc. The emergence of multiple, inconsistent approaches can compromise future institution building. 

Protection and inclusion: The role of education in incorporating marginalised social groups is critical for the success of the reconstruction process. Non-formal, ‘catch-up’ education for children who missed out on schooling during the crisis is essential as is vocational training and support for (mostly young) ex-combatants/’child soldiers’ who are rightly perceived to be a major threat to the peace process. However, getting children back to school is that much more difficult when they are psychologically traumatized, homeless and been living on the street for a long time. Malnourished, stunted children also create additional educational challenges. The burden of supporting orphans especially in genocide situations (Burundi, Cambodia, Rwanda) and large scale fatalities among parents in conflicts (DRC, Sierra Leone) is enormous. 

Education aid and modalities: It is contended that failed states only receive a relatively small amount of education overseas development assistance (ODA), but that around one-third of out of school children live in these countries. However, aid to conflict-affected countries nearly tripled in real terms between 2000 and 2006.  In 2007, 38% of total ODA went to FCAS. There are currently 20 ongoing UN peacekeeping missions. One half of all aid to FCAS is directed at five countries, namely Iraq, Afghanistan, Ethiopia, Pakistan and Sudan.  While only a small proportion of DFID projects in FS have typically been in the education sector,
 almost of 60% of DFID education aid in 2010/11 will be spent in ‘fragile states’ (see DFID Education Portfolio Review). 
It is argued that donors need to develop more innovative ways of working with civil society and the private sector in emergency contexts, especially where the partnership with the state is constrained. The education sector is supported not just through direct education aid, but also other funding windows especially social/community development funds, which channel sizeable resources for school construction. 

There has been a lot of discussion and debate about appropriate aid modalities especially in relation to specific phases of the conflict/crisis (deteriorating, arrested development, post-conflict transition, and early recovery). In practice, there has been a high degree of flexibility around aid modalities during the reconstruction phase. But, there are added challenges to adhering to the Paris Declaration and DAC Guiding Principles for Good Engagement in Fragile States and Situations, especially where shadow alignment is practiced.  Levels of aid dependency are typically very high, which puts donors in a very strong position to influence the education policy agenda. The preeminence of ‘security interests’ (especially by the US) in some countries has also tended to undermine donor coordination. 

Where the UN is responsible for transitional administrations (Cambodia, Timor-Leste, Kosovo) and/or there is a very strong UN peace keeping presence (DRC, Haiti, Sierra Leone, Liberia), this powerfully shapes relationships among donors themselves and between donors and the government. 

Sequencing and selectivity: Governments and donors need to be highly selective when designing initial set of interventions in FS. Interventions have to realistic/modest with visible results based on a focused and well sequenced reform agenda grounded in sound political analysis. With so many donors, over-ambitious plans are common. Another key issue is getting the balance right between meeting short-term relief needs without compromising future education choices. In particular, humanitarian relief work can lock service delivery into structures that are difficult to change. 

Capacity building: Long term capacity building goals should be built into all service delivery, including humanitarian assistance, but are frequently crowded out by more pressing service delivery needs.
5. RESEARCH PRIORITIES

5.1 The knowledge base: an overview

A recent review of research priorities undertaken for the International Network on Educational Emergencies (INEE) concludes that research on EiE is a ‘nascent field of study’. Much of the literature is grey, lacks rigour, and is often intended mainly for advocacy purposes by NGOs. Consequently, ‘the lack of documented evidence in the public domain of the effectiveness or impact of donor and NGO support to education in FCAS is a significant challenge’ (Branelly, 2009: 6). 

The literature on EE has mushroomed in recent years and there are a number of quite large and comprehensive annotated bibliographies on EE. Nearly every FS country now has an education case study of some description. However, none are in-depth empirical studies that analyse service delivery issues at all levels of the education system over an extended period of time, particularly in schools and communities. As such, they are quite descriptive and lack a conceptually sound theoretical framework that embraces the specific challenges of education service delivery in emergency contexts. 
Quite a lot of policy analysis has also been done on education in FS, but not specifically from an FS perspective. For example, the World Bank has undertaken education country status reports in a number of FCAS during the last ten years, but these adopt the same analytical approach as all other CSRs. It is also argued that since ‘every crisis is unique’; this limits the applicability of findings and lessons to other crisis contexts.  
5.2 Future research priority areas
How does education contribute to conflict/crisis?

Most research has focused on how fragility/conflict impacts on education rather than on how education impacts on fragility. Unequal access to education has fuelled youth discontent and ultimately conflict in countries such as Sierra Leone and Central African Republic. The school curriculum explicitly highlighted ethnic differences and tensions in Burundi and Rwanda prior to their genocides. What is considered to be the cultural and social inappropriateness of public schooling is also a major issue in some Islamic communities (most recently in some states in northern Nigeria). Education itself is increasingly becoming the focus of conflict because it is seen as ‘Western education’ and thus antithetical to local culture and social/religious values.  

How do education systems respond and adapt to crisis situations? 
There are two main types of response during the conflict phase of the emergency. First, the direct provision of education to refugees/IDPs by NGOs as part of humanitarian assistance. This is a relatively well researched area, which has focused on the rapid training of teachers, adapting schools and the curriculum to meet the needs of camp children, and the accreditation of teachers and curricula. And, secondly, the de facto privatisation of the national schooling system with the collapse of government funding and support and the steps taken by parents and communities to fund existing schools and establish new non-formal forms of schooling. There is relatively little detailed research on this with the exception of home-based schools in Afghanistan.   
What are main education policy challenges in reconstruction phase? These relate to the key issues discussed above. Schools have to be rebuilt and supplied with textbooks and other essential learning materials and teachers helped to return and re-integrate into the school system. The experience of numerous countries demonstrates that, with adequate funding and technical support (especially from NGOs), national school systems can be functioning reasonably well with high attendance rates (at least for primary schooling) within three-five years after the end of the conflict/crisis. The lessons of these ‘successful transitions’ certainly need to be researched in greater depth. While many of the policy issues are the same or very similar as in non-emergency contexts, there is the range of emergency-specific issues that typically influence and shape policy design and implementation in these situations. What is particularly needed is a greater understanding of the political economy of the reconstruction process particularly as this relates to education service delivery. This extends right down to the micro-politics of the relationships between national and local governments, donors, NGOs/CSOs, parents and communities, students and teachers. 

The specific features and nature of the education reconstruction process also need to be teased out. As noted earlier, the extent of reform/transformation of education systems varies considerably from one emergency situation to another.    

Funding: More detailed analysis of school funding is needed especially because, in most situations, parents and communities continue to fund a large proportion of school operations and teacher salaries.  

Teachers: Little research has been done on how teachers have been affected by conflict and the problems they face in adjusting once conflict has ended. What material and psycho-social support has been provided to teachers and with what results? Teacher’s relations with governments are also often quite difficult. Large proportions of teachers are untrained and may be unfamiliar with the official curriculum. The teacher education system has to be expanded rapidly in order to address acute teacher shortages. In some countries, whole new teacher management systems have to be established to support entirely new teaching forces (as in Afghanistan and Timor-Leste). In other countries, the existing teaching force has to be rationalized. 
Peace and reconciliation:  The understanding of how schools and other education institutions can contribute to peace and reconciliation efforts remains limited. The potential role of education in preventing ‘extremism’ is also widely recognized, but little research has been done on the efficacy of various interventions. 

Institutional capacity: ‘Lots of money goes into capacity building, but very little comes out. Conventional tools are even more useless in low capacity contexts’ (Peter Buckland, World Bank, private correspondence). 

Aid and aid modalities: Research has shown that a variety of education aid modalities are possible during the reconstruction/renewal phase. The usual sequence is from project aid and parallel education providers during the conflict/crisis itself to a mixture of donor trust funds and projects during the immediate post-conflict phase to sector and eventually general budget support once sufficient government financial management capacity has been established. However, budget support has been introduced quite quickly in some countries e.g. Sierra Leone. Another key research question is how realistic are the Paris declaration principles in EEs? What are the additional challenges? 
The research environment: The difficulties/challenges of actually undertaking research in EEs (especially during the conflict phase) have not been addressed in any depth.
The recent INEE review on research priorities in EEs consulted widely with all experts in the field. ‘Critical research gaps’ with respect to the following areas are identified:

· Geographical region: More research is needed ‘where there is greatest loss of life or threat to life’ in particular DRC, Somalia, Myanmar, Zimbabwe, Afghanistan and Iraq.

· Crisis contexts: ‘Knowledge of how education may contribute to reconstruction is more limited and insight into the ways in which education might prevent conflict and/or contribute to peace building is sorely lacking’. Violence in schools, impact of natural disasters and slow onset disasters (such as famine and drought) on education, and extremism are also mentioned as important research areas.

· Timing and sequencing: There is a need for more longitudinal studies and role of state in countries emerging from conflict.      
· Kind of education: More emphasis should be given to other types of education besides primary schooling.

· Educational programming and practice: ‘Technical dimensions of education have been over-researched at the expense of research into the purpose and effects of educational interventions’. More studies are needed on the quality of education (including measurement of learning outcomes), funding issues, out of school children and youth and teachers.

· Inter-sectoral linkages:  Psycho-social impacts of conflict on children and teachers (including cognitive protection, coping, depression, and anxiety).  Donor coordination and impact of the IASC Cluster System.

· Aid and governance: Need to understand how educational interventions fit into the broader agendas of donors and multilateral organizations as well broader governance issues   
The 2011 Global Monitoring Report on EFA will focus on ‘education and violent conflict’.
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�  The term ‘fragile situation’ is increasingly replacing the term ‘fragile state’, but both will be used interchangeably in this paper. 


�  Liberia, Myanmar and Somalia are not included on the list.


�  Middle income ‘fragile states’ are Angola, Colombia, and Iraq.  


�  In addition to the DFID supported countries, Cote d’Ivoire has a national education emergency. 


� Bangladesh, Burma, Cambodia, Ethiopia, Krygyz Republic, Nigeria, Pakistan, Rwanda, Uganda, Yemen.


� And possibly some of the northern states such as Bornu and Bauchi with extremist Islamist groups, which focus on countering (increasingly violently) the corrosive effects of ‘Western Education’


� NACSA in Sierra Leone is a good example (see Bennell, 2005).


� Only 14 education projects out of a total of DFID 223 projects in Pakistan. 3 out of 166 in DRC and 4 out of 137 in Nepal.
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