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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Background 

This assessment is a consolidated effort of the Ministry of General Education and Instruction (MoGEI), the 

Education Cluster Unit and Cluster partners towards determining the impact of the most recent conflict, 

economic crisis, food insecurity and cholera epidemic on children’s education in South Sudan. 

The assessment design was based on an analogous exercise conducted by the Education Cluster in 2016. 

Tools were reviewed with the support of lessons learned from last year’s assessment, then updated and 

endorsed with inputs by the MoGEI and the Education Cluster Assessment Technical Working Group. 

The Education Cluster assessment is based on two corresponding/inter-linked components: the county-

level assessment provides summary education indicators for all counties in South Sudan, while the school-

level assessment provides in-depth education indicators on the 400 primary schools randomly selected 

and assessed in 2016. Data collection took place in October-November 2017. 

1. School functionality 

• According to County Education Directors 59 per cent of schools (as compared to EMIS 

2013/20151) were open at the time of assessment: this is a 9 per cent increase compared to 2016. 

Insecurity in or around schools is the main reason for school closures. 

• More than 50 per cent of (functioning) schools started later than the official first day of school 

and more than 50 per cent closed temporarily in 2017. Only a quarter of schools started on time 

and were not interrupted during the school year. Due to the late start and interruption to 

education, schools in South Sudan lost an average of 30 days of education. 

• A third of the functional schools reported having been affected by attacks on education since the 

start of 2017. The most commonly reported incident was theft and looting by armed 

forces/groups (26 per cent of functional schools). 

2. School characteristics 

• In addition to the support provided by the Government and local communities, nine in ten 

functional schools were supported by external partners in 2017 (GESS, IMPACT, NGOs, UNHCR, 

UNICEF and/or WFP). More than half of these schools reported having received financial 

incentives for teachers (55 per cent), teaching and learning materials (51 per cent) and cash 

grants for pupils (50 per cent). 

• Almost all schools reported having a School Management Committee (SMC) or Parent Teacher 

Association (PTA) and having been visited by education authorities in 2017.  

3. Enrolment, attendance and dropping out 

• County Education Directors and head teachers both reported an increase in enrolment of more 

than 10 per cent compared to 2016. 

• Assessment teams reported that 69 per cent of enrolled children were present on the day of the 

assessment, 23 per cent were absent and 8 per cent had dropped out. 

• Reasons for dropping out and non-attendance are very similar and dominated by lack of food. 

For girls, marriage, pregnancy and domestic duties are also often mentioned as reasons for 

absence and dropping out. 

                                                        
1 See Section 2.1.1. Assessment Design 
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• 46 per cent of head teachers reported that no children had access to food (either through school 

feeding or other sources) during the school day. 

4. Teachers 

• A quarter of teachers present at the start of the school year were absent on the day of the 

assessment, mainly as a result of no or delayed payment of salaries. On average, government 

and non-government teachers reported having received four months of salaries/incentives at the 

time of assessment, whereas they should have received ten months of salaries/incentives since 

the beginning of the year. 

• Head teachers reported that only half of the teachers had access to the full set of textbooks they 

required for teaching. 

5. Priorities for intervention 

• Head teachers prioritized school feeding as the priority support need for their schools, followed 

by teaching and learning materials, rehabilitation of infrastructure and teacher salaries. 

Impact of the crisis on the education system 

Impact of conflict/insecurity: Over the past four years, the conflict and widespread insecurity have 

severely worsened the state of education across the country. According to the respondents to the county-

level assessment, a majority of counties faced some form of violence in 2017 with only 18 per cent of 

respondents describing their county as stable. According to education officials, 41 per cent of the schools 

listed in EMIS 2013/2015 were non-functional at the time of the assessment and insecurity was 

overwhelmingly reported as the main cause of school closures in 2017. Compared to 2016, schools were 

able to reopen in some areas, while schools closed in others.2 In 2017, 52 per cent of head teachers 

reported starting school later than the official first day of school and 53 per cent reported that education 

was interrupted for more than a week. Taken together, only a quarter of schools report a timely start and 

no interruption to education during 2017. Schools lost on average 30 days of education, mainly due to 

insecurity. A third of schools reported having faced an attack on their school, teachers or pupils, mainly 

theft and looting by armed forces/groups. 

Impact of food insecurity: Food security deteriorated sharply in 2017, mostly because of the severe 

economic crisis and protracted conflict that affected farming activities. According to the respondents to 

the county-level assessment, 75 per cent of counties faced some level of food insecurity in 2017. Forty-

six per cent of head teachers reported that no children in their schools had any access to food during the 

school day. The lack of food is the main reason for children dropping out and not attending class according 

to head teachers. Consequently, school feeding is the type of support most requested by head teachers 

for functional schools and the second most requested type of support requested by key informants for 

the re-opening of non-functional schools. 

Impact of economic crisis: The continued economic crisis has undermined the ability of the Government 

to pay teacher salaries and the ability of families to pay school fees. Head teachers reported that 

government/non-government teachers had received on average four months of salaries/incentives since 

the beginning of 2017, a significant decrease from 2016. The absence/non-attendance on the day of the 

assessment by approximately a quarter of the teachers present at the beginning of the year was explained 

overwhelmingly by the lack or delayed payment of salaries. The inability of parents to pay school fees 

combined with the need for children to work or support the household are prominent reasons for children 

dropping out or not attending class. 

 

 

                                                        
2 See Section 3.1.1 Functionality 
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Findings by regions 

Greater Bahr el Ghazal: Wau and Raga in Western Bahr el Ghazal were the scenes of heavy clashes in April 

2017. At the time of assessment, almost all schools in Wau and Raga were still closed according to County 

Education Directors.3 A majority of schools were also reportedly closed in Twic in Warrap and Aweil East 

in Northern Bahr el Ghazal. Schools in Jur River in Western Bahr el Ghazal opened late due to the security 

situation. Sixty per cent of head teachers reported having lost at least one week of education during the 

school year, mainly as a result of insecurity (45 per cent). Unlike in the 2016 assessment, Greater Bahr el 

Ghazal saw head teachers reporting the highest number of attacks on education (42 per cent), mainly 

theft and looting by armed forces/groups (34 per cent of schools). 

Greater Bahr el Ghazal was also heavily affected by food insecurity, especially Wau. Head teachers in 

Greater Bahr el Ghazal report the lowest average access to food for children of all regions. Consequently, 

school feeding was highlighted as the priority intervention required to support schools. 

Greater Equatoria: Since the July 2016 clashes in Juba, the fighting spread in Greater Equatoria. Areas and 

towns including Kaya, Kajo Keji and Yei along the borders with Uganda and the Democratic Republic of 

the Congo experienced heavy clashes. The education system in Lainya and Terekeka in Central Equatoria 

has been particularly affected by the impact of the crisis, with almost all schools closed. A majority of 

schools are closed in Budi, Ikotos, Kapoeta North, Lafon, Magwi, Torit in Eastern Equatoria, and in Mundri 

East in Western Equatoria, as a result of the security situation and the resulting outmigration of pupils 

and teachers.  

While most schools in Greater Upper Nile found to be closed in the 2017 assessment were already non-

functional in 2016, most schools in Greater Equatoria found to be closed in 2017 were functioning when 

assessed in October/November 2016. Schools in Magwi and Nimule in Eastern Equatoria opened late due 

to the security situation. Forty-five per cent of head teachers reported having lost at least one week of 

education during the school year, mainly as a result of insecurity (13 per cent). 

The underlying development situation is better in Greater Equatoria than in other regions: slightly more 

than 50 per cent of schools have a permanent structure compared with around 40 per cent and 30 per 

cent in Greater Bahr el Ghazal and Greater Upper Nile respectively. Most schools remain accessible by 

motorbike and/or car even during the rainy season. Forty per cent of children in schools in Greater 

Equatoria have access to meals at school and 61 per cent to teaching and learning materials compared to 

28 per cent/60 per cent in Greater Upper Nile and 25 per cent/43 per cent in Greater Bahr el Ghazal. 

Greater Upper Nile: Greater Upper Nile has been most affected by the impact of the conflict over the past 

four years. According to county-level key informants, approximately half of the region's schools are closed. 

Almost all schools are closed in Leer, Koch and Manyo in Unity. Due to the security situation schools in 

Piji, Uror, parts of Nyirol, Akobo and Pibor in Jonglei and Mayendit in Unity opened late. Approximately a 

quarter of schools reported having lost at least one week of education due to the security situation. 

Approximately 20 per cent of schools reported having faced an attack on the school, pupils or teachers 

since the beginning of the year. At the same time improved accessibility in Mayom, Abiemnom, Pariang, 

Rubkona and Guit in northern Unity has resulted in the re-opening of schools. 

Large parts of Greater Upper Nile, especially Nyirol and Ayod in Jonglei, and Koch, Mayendit and Leer in 

Unity, were affected by food insecurity and famine: 62 per cent of head teachers in Greater Upper Nile 

reported that no children had access to food during the school day. Head teachers prioritized school 

feeding over all other types of support. 

Prior to the conflict, access to education in Greater Upper Nile was already constrained. During the rainy 

season three out of four schools are only accessible by foot: this is almost double the percentage only 

accessible by foot during the dry season. 

 

                                                        
3 IOM Wau Town VAS Report (November 2017): schools were able to reopen in Wau shortly after completion of 

the assessment.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

South Sudan became the world’s newest independent state on 9 July 2011, following secession from 

Sudan. The internal conflict that broke out in December 2013 led to the current crisis. During the second 

half of 2016 and the first half of 2017, the conflict spread to new locations in Greater Equatoria and 

Western Bahr El Ghazal, leading to still greater displacement and deterioration of the humanitarian 

situation. 

The conflict and political challenges are further exacerbated by high levels of food insecurity (in May 2017, 

5.5 million people were estimated to be food insecure), hyperinflation (the monthly inflation rate was 

recorded at 101.90 per cent in September 2017) and disease outbreaks (the 2016-2017 cholera outbreak 

is the longest and largest in magnitude and geographic spread). In this context, the Ministry of General 

Education and Instruction, donors and humanitarian partners requested an updated overview of the 

current situation of education throughout the country, and guidance on activities to support the 

resumption of education in a sustained way. 

The key objective of this assessment was to get an understanding of the state of education and the impact 

of nearly four years of violence and displacement on the sector. The specific objectives were to: 

• Provide key findings for external stakeholders to understand the situation, inform proposals 

and advocacy documents to increase financing for the sector; 

• Prioritize geographic areas according to needs and risks, and the most effective response for 

each area; and 

• Provide recommendations on the most effective activities to resume education in a safe and 

sustained way, taking into account the possibility to link humanitarian and development 

responses. 

 
2. METHODOLOGY 

The Education Cluster assessment aims at providing a situation analysis of the functioning of the education 

system in South Sudan. To ensure a comprehensive and reliable picture of the situation, this assessment 

is based on two inter-linked components. The county-level assessment provides a summary of education 

indicators for all counties in South Sudan, while the school level assessment provides in-depth education 

indicators on the 400 primary schools randomly selected and assessed in 2016. Data collection and analysis 

took place in October and November 2017. 

2.1. Data collection, entry and analysis methodologies 

2.1.1. Assessment design 

The assessment was based on an analogous exercise conducted by the Education Cluster in 2016. Lessons 

learned and tools the 2016 assessment were reviewed, updated and endorsed by the Ministry of General 

Education and Instruction (MoGEI) and the Education Cluster Assessment Technical Working Group. 

The county-level assessment was designed to collect summary indicators and information on the 

functioning of the education system for all (former) counties in South Sudan. The information was 

collected by Assessment Field Focal Points (personnel from NGOs or UNICEF) through key informant 

interviews with education officials. 

The school-level assessment was designed to generate more-in-depth results on the functioning of the 

school system to complement the summary indicators collected at county level. This year’s assessment 

was intended to re-visit the schools assessed in 2016 and to collect information that was statistically 

representative at national level. 
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Two data collection tools were utilized for the county and school level assessments: a light questionnaire 

for the county-level assessment and a comprehensive questionnaire for the school-level assessment. Most 

of the questions asked were open-ended, with field coded categories to facilitate data collection and entry. 

The questionnaires can be found in Annexes G and H. 

For the sampling frame of the 2016 assessment, the EMIS 2013 and 2015 lists of schools were merged to 

reflect the most recent information available on schools across the country. From this list of 5,505 primary 

schools, 400 were randomly sampled. The sample was a six-strata, two-stage cluster sample. It was 

stratified by the three main areas (Greater Equatoria, Greater Bahr el Ghazal and Greater Upper Nile) and 

by urban/rural location. 

The first stage of the sampling process involved selecting 20 counties: the counties were selected so that 

in the urban segment of each area, two counties were included in the sample. The remaining 14 counties 

were chosen from those classified as rural, in rough proportion to the total number of rural counties in 

the three areas. For more information on the sampling design and survey estimates, see Education Cluster 

Assessment (2016) Annex A. 

2.1.2. Primary data collection 

The Education Cluster Unit in Juba coordinated primary data collection with support from Assessment 

Field Focal Points based in the state capitals. 

A full day Training of Trainers was conducted on the assessment in Juba at the beginning of October 2017. 

Since most Assessment Field Focal Points supported last year’s assessment, participants were familiar with 

the assessment methodology, tools and process. Subsequently, Assessment Field Focal Points trained 

assessment teams provided by NGO partners and the MoGEI in their respective states. Overall, 20 

organizations participated and engaged in primary data collection. 

The school level assessment was conducted between mid-October and the beginning of November. 

Because of logistical and access constraints, some schools were assessed mid-November only. Most 

assessment teams consisted of a combination of NGO and MoGEI staff. Assessment teams were instructed 

to interview the most knowledgeable key informant present of the day of the assessment in the school, 

primarily head teachers. A total of 396 schools were assessed and 394 included in the analysis. Two schools 

were excluded from the analysis due to the absence of a valid EMIS code. Of the 393 schools assessed in 

2016, 308 were re-visited and assessed, while 85 schools had to be replaced, primarily because of security 

access constraints. More schools were assessed than the originally targeted number as one additional 

county (Maban) was surveyed as a replacement for a county (Maiwut), which seemed unlikely to be 

surveyed because of security considerations, but was eventually assessed. 

The county-level assessment was conducted in the same timeframe as the school-level assessment. Most 

interviews were conducted by Assessment Field Focal Points or delegated to NGOs present in the 

respective counties. Assessment Field Focal Points and NGOs were instructed to interview the most 

knowledgeable person in the County Education Office, primarily County Education Directors. Of the 79 

counties targeted, 74 were assessed. 

2.1.3. Characteristics of key informants 

For the primary data collection, assessment teams collected information at school and county levels. 

At school level, assessment teams were instructed to interview head teachers and only interview other 

key informants in the absence of head teachers. Of the 394 key informants interviewed, the majority were 

head teachers (73 per cent), followed by deputy head teachers (12.5 per cent): the remainder were 

teachers (8 per cent), other education personnel (4 per cent) and heads of PTAs (2.5 per cent). The 

overwhelming majority of respondents were male (92 per cent). While only a minority of respondents 

were female (8 per cent), this figures is twice as high as in 2016. The majority of interviews were conducted 

in English (84 per cent), Arabic (9 per cent) and other languages including Nuer and Dinka (7 per cent). 

At county level, data was collected from key informants, mainly County Education Directors, by 

Assessment Field Focal Points (personnel from NGOs and UNICEF). In the absence of County Education 
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officials or records, Assessment Field Focal Points compiled data based on secondary data including NGO 

records. 

2.1.4. Data entry and analysis 

Assessment data was entered in two independent locations by two independent teams (two-pass 

verification/double entry) to address possible data entry errors. Data entry was conducted in Juba by a 

team of EMIS staff from the MoGEI and students at the University of Juba and remotely by a team of UN 

volunteers. The data was cleaned and processed by the Education Cluster Unit in Juba using the STATA 

statistical program and supported remotely by a team of experienced statisticians from Statisticians 

Without Borders (SWB). Initial findings were reviewed during state validation workshops that took place 

in state capitals with assessment participants and education resource persons, and during a national 

validation workshop which took place in Juba with the participation of Assessment Field Focal Points and 

education resource persons. Around 20 Assessment Field Focal Points and resource persons representing 

all states participated in the national validation workshop. The validation workshops aimed at verifying 

the analysis results, complementing the findings and addressing any inconsistencies. 

2.1.5. Assessment time frame 
The assessment was conducted between October and November 2017.  

Activity Timeframe 

Assessment Preparation  3 to 9 October 

Focal Point and Enumerator training 10 to 17 October 

Data collection 16 October to 6 November 

Data entry, processing and analysis 3 to 13 November 

Draft report 30 November 
 

 

2.2. Limitations 

Although precautions were taken to ensure the comprehensiveness and reliability of findings, the 

assessment faces limitations, which need to be kept in mind when reading the report. 

• Representativeness of data: The school-level data is representative at national level only. Data 

is often presented at regional level and in exceptional cases at state level. These have to be 

considered indicative only. 

• School list (sample frame): The Education Cluster assessment aimed at revisiting the schools 

assessed in 2016. As such, it suffers the same sampling frame issues as the 2016 assessment. The 

sampling frame was derived from the EMIS list of schools (for 2013-2015). As a result, schools 

that are not in that list, for instance those which have opened since late 2015, were not included 

in the sample frame. The estimates therefore suffer from an under-coverage bias regarding 

newer schools. 

• Inaccessible schools: In 2016, 105 schools were not accessible during data collection and had to 

be replaced, primarily due to insecurity or because schools did not exist in the stated area. As a 

consequence, these schools were not included in this assessment. An additional 85 of the 393 

schools assessed in 2016 had to be replaced. Thus, the 2017 sample has a double/compounded 

exclusion bias, which affects school-level indicators related to access and insecurity. 

• Administrative restructuring: The Government of South Sudan is currently in the process of 

delineating new states and counties. As this process is ongoing the assessment team in 

consultation with Field Focal Points and MoGEI decided to base its analysis on the former states 
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and counties before the start of the administrative restructuring. The administrative restructuring 

has challenged the collection of (former) county level data in some instances/states, in which the 

administrative restructuring is already completed or advanced.  

• Refugee and Protection of Civilian site (PoC) schools: Refugee and PoC schools were not 

considered as these schools have unique characteristics and are not representative of most 

schools in South Sudan. 

• Out-of-school children: As a facility/school based survey, the assessment focuses on the 

functionality of the school system and the children currently enrolled in school. The assessment 

does not collect information on out-of-school children. However, the Education Cluster 

assessment will complement the growing body of research on education service delivery in South 

Sudan.  

• Quality of education: The Education Cluster assessment aims to provide summary information 

on the functioning of the school system. As such it is not able to provide detailed information on 

education domains or quality of education, which requires specially trained enumerators and 

significantly more time to implement. Quality of education and in-detail findings on education 

domains can be found in other assessments with a specialized focus.4 

• Shelf life of data: The situation in South Sudan can rapidly change with direct implications for the 

education system as shown in this report. The assessment reveals significant changes in the 

education situation in several domains since last year’s assessment. As such, the assessment 

findings can only be considered as a snapshot of the situation at the end of 2017. 

• Enumerator bias: Due to time constraints in planning the assessment, data was collected by pen 

and paper and using English-language questionnaires only. Assessment teams were purposively 

selected to be able to speak English and any local language required in assessment areas and 

instructed to translate while interviewing if required. Questions were designed for ease of 

understanding, but translation to another language while interviewing may have induced bias.  

• Respondent bias: For different reasons, some respondents may have provided a response 

different to the actual situation. While assessment teams were instructed to ‘be critical’, probe 

and validate as much information as possible by direct observation, some biased responses may 

have resulted in biased estimates. 

2.3. Data quality 

Several measures were put in place to address data recording, data entry and missing data issues and to 

ensure the reliability of the data and analysis: 

• Direct observation: Assessment teams were instructed to verify information provided by head 

teachers and County Education Directors through official records, direct observation and probing. 

• Verification and follow-up: Assessment questionnaires were reviewed at state level by 

Assessment Field Focal Points and in Juba by the Education Cluster Unit. Any inconsistencies were 

flagged with assessment teams for follow up with key informants, mainly through phone calls. 

• Triangulation: Key indicators were collected through both the county-level and school-level 

assessments (enrolment for 2015 to 2017, attendance rates, school functionality, reason for 

dropping out, priority activities for education response): this allowed for triangulation of these 

data and information. The retaining of most of the questions from the 2016 questionnaire allows 

for further triangulation with last year’s results. The recall questions (enrolment in 2015 and 

                                                        
4 See for example: UNICEF/Montrose (October 2017): Assessment of Early Grade Learners Project (Draft). 
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2016) included in this year’s assessment allow for further data consistency checks. Key findings 

were also compared to secondary data and especially EMIS findings. 

• Double entry: Data was entered twice independently (two pass verification/double entry) to 

address any data entry errors. 

• Validation: Initial findings were reviewed at state and subsequently at national level by 

assessment teams and education resource persons to confirm findings and highlight any 

inconsistencies. 

• External statistical review: The statistical analysis – including data processing, cleaning and 

weighting – was supported and reviewed by a team of SWB statisticians. 

• Report Review: Multiple draft versions and the final report were reviewed by the Education 

Cluster Unit, Assessment Field Focal Points, the Assessment Technical Working Group and 

Education Cluster partners. Stakeholders had a total of two weeks to provide comments on the 

different versions of the Assessment Report. 
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3. FINDINGS 

3.1. School functionality and closures 
 

Data on functionality of schools was collected at both school and county levels. At the county level, 

information was primarily provided by County Education Directors and based on official records. 

Information on functionality was collected for the beginning of the school year and for the time of the 

assessment (October-November 2017). This information was validated through comparisons with the 

number of schools according to EMIS, last year’s county level assessment and through a validation 

workshop. At school level, information on the functionality of schools was observed by assessment teams. 

If a school was found to be non-functional, assessment teams went to the next community and identified 

a key informant (i.e., members of school management, community leaders, etc.) to collect information on 

the timing and reasons for this school’s closure and activities required for its re-opening. 

 
 

3.1.1. School functionality5 

The county-level assessment found that 3,215 schools were open at the beginning of the year compared 

with 3,424 schools at the time of the assessment (106 per cent). For counties with information available 

for 2016 and 2017, the number of functional schools (3,172) was around 9 per cent higher than the 2,723 

schools found open at the time of the 2016 assessment, indicating an improvement in school functionality 

over a 12-month period.6 At the same time, the assessed counties have 5,042 schools according to a school 

list compiled on the basis of EMIS 2013/2015, indicating that 41 per cent of schools in assessed counties 

remain non-functional (compared to EMIS 2013/2015). 

 

The averages mark significant geographic disparity mirroring conflict dynamics in the previous 12 months: 

only around a third of schools were open in Eastern Equatoria (27 per cent), Western Bahr el Ghazal (28 

per cent) and Upper Nile (38 per cent). Insecurity and outmigration of learners/pupils and teachers in 

Eastern Equatoria resulted in 64 per cent of schools that were open at the same time last year closing 

during the interceding 12 months. At the same time schools had re-opened in Unity (54 per cent increase 

compared to the previous year), Western Bahr el Ghazal (44 per cent) and Upper Nile (30 per cent) since 

2016. The averages also mark the fact that schools frequently close temporarily during the school year 

(see Section 3.1.4 Interruption of education during the school year) and a higher rate of non-functionality 

can be expected with the onset of the dry season and expected increase in insecurity and conflict. 

                                                        
5 A school is considered ‘functioning’ if a head and/or at least one teacher is present and classes take place 

irrespective of the number of pupils. 
6 For example: UNICEF Sitrep (March 2017): “In northern Unity, improved accessibility in Mayom, Abiemnom, 

Pariang, Rubkona and Guit has resulted in opening of 164 primary schools with an estimated enrolment of over 

75,000 students.” 
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As was found in the 2016 assessment, the school-level assessment found a lower proportion of non-

functioning schools than the county-level assessment. In 2016, while around 50 per cent of schools were 

non-functional according to the county-level assessment (compared to the school list based on EMIS 

2013/2015), the school-level assessment found 25 per cent of schools non-functional. 7  The 2017 

assessment shows a similar disparity with around 40 per cent of schools non-functional according to the 

county-level assessment8 and 12 per cent according to the school-level assessment.9 The disparity can be 

explained as a result of the large proportion of schools that could not be assessed because of security and 

access constraints (see Section 2.2. Limitations). As insecurity is the main reason for school closures, a 

high number of non-functional schools can be expected in areas not assessed due to security constraints.10 

Interviews conducted via phone with key informants in hard-to-reach areas by the REACH Initiative show 

that only 41 per cent of communities in these areas have access to functional education.11 Thus, the 12 

per cent non-functional schools in the school-level assessment should be considered valid only for schools 

that were accessible during the period of the assessment. 

3.1.2. Underlying reasons for school closure 

According to key informants for the school-level assessment, conflict and insecurity (26 per cent) are the 

main causes of closure of schools in South Sudan, followed by teachers (16 per cent) and pupils (13 per 

cent) leaving the area. There are multiple reasons for teachers leaving the area, including the security 

situation and the lack or delayed payment of teacher salaries. The lack or delayed payment of teacher 

salaries was mentioned separately in 12 per cent of reasons for school closures. These are followed by a 

lack of suitable school infrastructure (10 per cent) and school feeding (9 per cent).  

Key informants for the county-level assessment were asked to assess the level of violence and the impact 

of other emergencies in their county since the start of the year. According to the respondents, most 

counties face some form of violence with only 18 per cent of respondents describing their county as stable. 

The plurality of counties (43 per cent) face sporadic active conflict or communal violence. While Northern 

Bahr el Ghazal does not report any conflict and Western Equatoria is largely stable, the majority of 

counties in the remaining states face varying degrees of insecurity. Large parts of South Sudan are facing 

food insecurity, which is reflected in the county-level assessment: according to the respondents to the 

county-level assessment, 75 per cent of counties faced some level of food insecurity in 2017. Only 10 per 

cent of respondents said that their counties had not faced any other emergency. 

The security situation and other emergencies are strongly correlated with school closures. Almost 90 per 

cent of all schools closed at the time of assessment were in counties considered unstable. Since the last 

assessment in 2016, some schools had been able to reopen, primarily in areas affected by frequent 

communal violence and sporadic active conflict/communal violence. Most schools remained closed in 

areas described as active conflict zones. 

3.1.3. Priorities for the re-opening of non-functional schools 

Head teachers and key informants from non-functional schools were asked to provide information on 

activities that would enable the re-opening of the schools. Key informants prioritized the rehabilitation of 

school infrastructure, school feeding and the payment of teacher salaries for the re-opening of non-

functional schools.12 With the exception of school feeding, these findings mirror the priorities identified 

in 2016. The increased need for school feeding can be explained by worsening food insecurity since the 

                                                        
7 Education Cluster Assessment South Sudan (November 2016) Geographic Assessment: 3,079 schools were 

open at the time of assessment; 2,723 were open at the time of assessment in counties with corresponding 

information on county level in 2017. 
8 Compared to school list compiled based on EMIS 2013/2015 
9 Based on 400 randomly selected schools for 2016 Education Cluster assessment 
10 UNICEF/Montrose Assessment of Early Grade Learners Project (October 2017, Draft): “In those areas it was 

not safe to sample, it is more likely schools are often closed” 
11 REACH Initiative Database (September 2017): Access includes pre-primary, primary, secondary and tertiary 

education. Data collected by REACH Initiative is not representative for the areas covered. 
12  The findings are based on the key informants’ perspectives on the top three interventions required. The 

summary of the responses for all key informants is calculated through a so-called ‘Borda count’, a method of 

preference aggregation. 
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2016 assessment and correlates with the finding that many schools closed are in counties described as 

food insecure. 

3.1.4. Interruption of education during the school year 

While the school year officially started on 6 February, according to head teachers, 52 per cent of schools 

started classes later than this date. Most classes started late in Greater Equatoria (56 per cent) and Greater 

Bahr el Ghazal (55 per cent) and even more in Western Bahr el Ghazal where 91 per cent of classes started 

late. On average schools started 18 days after the official start date compared to a one-month delay 

reported in the 2016 assessment. The schools that started late lost an average 34 days of education. In 

Eastern Equatoria, schools that started late lost three months of education at the beginning of the year. 

Head teachers reported interruption of education in 53 per cent of schools in 2017, compared to 55 per 

cent in 2016. Most classes in Greater Bahr el Ghazal (60 per cent) were interrupted. While no classes were 

interrupted in Northern Bahr el Ghazal, almost all schools (95 per cent) closed temporarily in Warrap, and 

the figure was 68 per cent in Upper Nile and 66 per cent in Western Bahr el Ghazal. More than 50 per cent 

of schools closed temporarily in Eastern Equatoria and Lakes. The most important reason for school 

closures was insecurity (reported by 25 per cent of schools with interruptions) followed by rain and non-

payment of teacher salaries. On average, schools lost 1.8 weeks of education with more than two weeks 

in Greater Upper Nile. At state level, an average of three weeks were lost in Upper Nile state and almost 

five weeks in Warrap. 

Taken together, head teachers report that the majority of schools either started late, were interrupted, 

or both. Only 20 per cent of schools reported timely start of classes and no interruptions of at least a week 

during the school year until the time of assessment. More than half the schools in Greater Equatoria (56 

per cent) and Greater Bahr el Ghazal (55 per cent) and less than half of schools in Greater Upper Nile (43 

per cent) report late starts to classes in 2017. 
Figure 1: Late start of class and interruptions 

 

Due to the late start of education and interruption of education, schools in South Sudan lost an average 

30 days of education. Schools in Upper Nile lost the most study time (58 days) followed by Warrap (41 

days). 

3.1.5. Attacks on education 

In addition to hindering access to schools, the armed conflict directly impacts students, education 

personnel and school infrastructure. Thirty-three per cent of functional schools reported having been 

affected by attacks on education since the start of the 2017 school year (school-level assessment). While 

the number of schools reporting attacks on education in 2017 is almost identical to the 2016 assessment, 

the geographic areas in which these attacks occurred in 2017 is very different to 2016. While the 2016 

assessment reported that “63 per cent of functional schools in Greater Upper Nile have faced at least one 

attack, compared to 25 per cent in the Equatorias, and in 11 per cent in Bahr el Ghazal”, the picture 

reversed in 2017: the highest rate of attacks on education is reported in Greater Bahr el Ghazal (42 per 

cent), followed by Greater Equatoria (31 per cent) and Greater Upper Nile (18 per cent).  
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Figure 2: Attacks on education 

 

Comparisons with the 2016 assessment are difficult due to the different time frame of reporting: the 2016 

assessment captured attacks on education over a three year period (since the 2013 crisis), while the 2017 

assessment only captured attacks on education since the start of the year.  

The almost identical number of schools reporting attacks on education despite the shorter reporting 

period can be explained by the high number of schools reporting theft and looting by armed 

forces/groups, which was reported by 26 per cent of functional schools in 2017. In 2016, theft and looting 

was reported by 34 per cent of the functional schools open at the time of the assessment. Even excluding 

theft and looting, 20 per cent of schools in Eastern Equatoria reported having been attacked, followed by 

Central Equatoria (17 per cent) and Warrap (15 per cent). 

Apart from theft and looting, 6 per cent of schools reported direct attacks on education personnel and 

being hit by bullets at least once in 2017. Two per cent of schools reported having been occupied at least 

once by armed forces/groups since the beginning of the year. Most schools reporting attacks on education 

personnel were located in Greater Equatoria and especially Eastern Equatoria, where 16 per cent of 

schools reported at least one direct attack on education personnel in 2017. 

3.2. School characteristics 

Data on characteristics of schools was collected at school level only, provided by head teachers and 

confirmed by assessment teams through direct observation (for example the availability and functionality 

of WASH facilities). The information on school characteristics was validated through comparisons of school 

characteristics according to EMIS, the 2016 assessment and through a validation workshop. Generally, the 

information on school characteristics corresponds to the findings of EMIS and the 2016 assessment; any 

inconsistencies or significant changes to the 2016 findings are highlighted in the text. 

3.2.1. Access and remoteness 

Most schools (74 per cent) can be reached by car during the dry season with little differences across 

regions. Twenty-one per cent of schools can be reached by foot only, even in the dry season. The 

remainder (5 per cent) can be reached by foot and motorbike. While there are no large differences 

between regions, school accessibility is severely constrained in some states: 68 per cent of schools in 

Western Equatoria and 57 per cent of schools in Western Bahr el Ghazal are only accessible by foot during 

the dry season. 

During the rainy season accessibility decreases significantly with only 36 per cent of schools remaining 

accessible by car, 12 per cent by motorbike and 52 per cent of schools by foot only. While access in Greater 

Equatoria decreases with the rainy season, access by car or motorbike to most schools in Greater Upper 

Nile becomes impossible: almost three out of four schools are only accessible by foot. At state level, access 

to schools becomes particularly challenging in Western Bahr el Ghazal (80 per cent by foot only), Upper 
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Nile and Western Equatoria (76 per cent) and Unity (71 per cent). It is only in Central Equatoria, Eastern 

Equatoria, Warrap and Lakes that most schools remain accessible by motorbikes or cars. 

Schools are located on average 2.4 hours walk (during the dry season) away from the county capital with 

little variation across regions. By state, it is in Warrap that schools are reported to be the most remotely 

located (five hours) followed by Western Equatoria (3.8 hours). 

3.2.2. Ownership/Management 

Seventy per cent of schools are run by the Government, 14 per cent by communities and 12 per cent by 

religious groups, with the remainder of schools private. These findings are in line with EMIS 201613 and 

the 2016 assessment, underscoring the consistency of this year’s information. More than three in four 

schools are Government-run in Greater Bahr el Ghazal, while almost than 20 per cent of schools are 

community-run in Greater Equatoria and Greater Upper Nile. More than a third of schools in Upper Nile 

state are run by the community.14 

3.2.3. Infrastructure 

Forty per cent of assessed schools are permanent structures, followed by 35 per cent semi-permanent 

structures (very close to the 2016 assessment), 23 per cent of schools were open air or had a roof only, 

and the remaining 2 per cent were other types of infrastructure. While 53 per cent of schools in Greater 

Equatoria have a permanent structure, it is the case for only 38 per cent in Greater Bahr el Ghazal and 29 

per cent in Greater Upper Nile. Only 16 per cent of assessed schools in Warrap have a permanent structure 

with 63 per cent of schools delivering classes open air. While permanent structures can be found in 

communities classified as “remote” based on their accessibility and distance from the county capital, the 

overwhelming majority of open air schools and semi-permanent structures can be found in remote 

locations. 

3.2.4. WASH in schools 

More than half of schools visited reported having access to a functioning water source within or near the 

school compound: this is quite consistent across regions and states.15 Access to safe water is lowest in 

Western Equatoria with 24 per cent and Upper Nile with less than 40 per cent of schools reporting having 

access to a functioning water source. In states with a low number of schools with a water source within 

or near the school compound, the water source is often non-functional and requires rehabilitation, further 

limiting access to water: of the schools that reported having a water source (functioning or non-

functioning) within or near the school compound, around 30 per cent of these sources are non-functional 

in Western Equatoria, Eastern Equatoria and Warrap. 

According to head teachers most water sources (58 per cent) are reachable in under 10 minutes, 20 per 

cent between 10 and 30 minutes, and 23 per cent report that the next water source is more than 30 

minutes away. Water sources are most likely to be more than 30 minutes away in Western Bahr el Ghazal 

(41 per cent), Northern Bahr el Ghazal (40 per cent) and Upper Nile (34 per cent). 

The assessment indicates that 61 per cent of schools had functioning latrines, with Greater Equatoria 

having the highest prevalence with 71 per cent, followed by Greater Bahr el Ghazal (60 per cent) and 

Greater Upper Nile (52 per cent). In Unity, Upper Nile, Western Equatoria and Lakes, only half of schools 

had functioning toilets. A majority (75 per cent) of schools with functional toilets reported having separate 

latrines for girls and boys. In Greater Equatoria, 91 per cent of schools reported having separate latrines 

for boys and girls, while these exist in 70 per cent of schools in Greater Upper Nile and 65 per cent in 

                                                        
13 68.8 per cent of primary schools in South Sudan are government-owned according to the 2016 EMIS. 
14 According to partners, most of the sampled schools are owned by the Government but located in areas without 

current government presence. With partners and the community providing support, government schools might 

be perceived as community owned/run. 
15 UNICEF/Montrose Assessment of Early Grade Learners Project (October 2017, Draft): “[…] some 69 per cent 

of schools reported to have access to clean water “  
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Greater Bahr el Ghazal. In Unity, only 34 per cent of the assessed schools (with functioning latrines) report 

having separate latrines for boys and girls. 

The reported high rate of functionality masks the insufficient number of latrines as compared to the 

number of pupils. On average, 214 children have to share one functional latrine (in schools where there 

are toilets), with 251 in Greater Bahr el Ghazal, 228 in Greater Upper Nile and 156 in Greater Equatoria. 

At state level, Warrap reports 419 children per toilet. According to Sphere standards, one female latrine 

is required per 30 girl pupils and one male latrine per 60 boy pupils. 

Facilities for hand washing (including water and the availability of soap) are crucial for preventing the 

spread of diseases, as the recent cholera outbreak underscored. However, only 17 per cent of schools 

have handwashing facilities, including 28 per cent of schools in Greater Equatoria, 15 per cent in Greater 

Upper Nile and 10 per cent in Greater Bahr el Ghazal. In Warrap and Northern Bahr el Ghazal, only 5 per 

cent of schools reported the availability of handwashing facilities and soap.  

The availability of latrines and handwashing facilities does not necessarily equate to use of these by all 

pupils. Assessment teams reported observing open defecation around school compounds, and 

handwashing facilities are dependent on the availability and functionality of soap and water within the 

school compound. 
Figure 3: WASH in schools 

 

3.2.5. Support provided by type and partner 

Assessment teams asked head teachers what kind of support they had received during the current school 

year. Almost all respondents (91 per cent) confirmed having received support from external partners, 

which is an increase from the already high share (81 per cent) reported in 2016. The lowest rate of support 

was reported in Central Equatoria (86 per cent), followed by Upper Nile and Western Equatoria (87 per 

cent). 

The most common support provided by partners (Education Cluster partners, GESS and IMPACT) as 

reported by head teachers are financial incentives for teachers (55 per cent), followed by teaching and 

learning supplies (51 per cent), cash grants for pupils (50 per cent) and teacher training (39 per cent). 

While the provision of teaching and learning materials is very close to the level reported last year (55 per 

cent), the payment of financial incentives increased significantly from last year, when only 27 per cent of 

schools reported this type of support. Most schools receive multiple types of support: 15 per cent of 

schools received only one type of support, while 17 per cent of schools received five or more types of 

support. 
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Figure 4: Partner support received by schools 

 

Head teachers were asked which partner(s) support their schools. Respondents most often mentioned 

GESS, which supported 65 per cent of assessed schools, followed by NGOs/UNHCR/UNICEF (63 per cent), 

WFP (17 per cent) and the community (12 per cent). GESS support was most often reported in Greater 

Bahr el Ghazal (77 per cent) and Greater Equatoria (67 per cent), and least in Greater Upper Nile (46 per 

cent). NGO support is most often reported in Greater Upper Nile (85 per cent) and Greater Bahr el Ghazal 

(62 per cent), and least in Greater Equatoria (44 per cent). 

An overwhelming majority of head teachers reported having an active School Management Committee 

(SMC) or Parent-Teacher-Association (PTA) in their school. The SMC/PTA has reportedly met at least once 

in 95 per cent of the visited schools, which is slightly higher than the 91 per cent observed during last 

year’s assessment. The SMC/PTA reportedly met three times on average in Greater Equatoria, and four 

times in Greater Bahr el Ghazal and Greater Upper Nile. 

Most schools (90 per cent) reported having been visited at least once by education authorities and/or 

supervisors since the beginning of the year. Almost all schools in Greater Bahr el Ghazal (95 per cent) 

reported visits by education authorities; the figure for both Greater Equatoria and Greater Upper Nile was 

86 per cent. While all schools in Warrap reported having been visited by education authorities, eight in 

ten schools in Unity received visits from education authorities. On average, education authorities had 

visited every school four times since the start of the year at the time of assessment. 

3.3. Enrolment, attendance and dropout 

Data on school enrolment was collected at both school and county levels. At county level, County 

Education Directors provided information on school enrolment (summary figures for the county) for the 

past two years on the basis of official records. At school level, additional information on school attendance 

and drop out was collected. The information was provided by the head teachers and, in most cases, was 

based on enrolment and headcount/attendance records (85 per cent/76 per cent). If enrolment or 

attendance records were not available, head teachers estimated enrolment and attendance (12 per 

cent/21 per cent). Assessment teams were instructed to verify attendance registries/estimates by direct 

observation. 

3.3.1. Enrolment 

Assessment teams were instructed to record enrolment by reviewing enrolment records or by obtaining 

estimates of attendance from head teachers (in this order). Most enrolment data were obtained by 

reviewing enrolment records (85 per cent) followed by head teacher or deputy head teacher estimates 

(12 per cent) and PTA or education inspector estimates (3 per cent). Ninety-three per cent of enrolment 

data in Greater Bahr el Ghazal and 87 per cent in Greater Equatoria were based on enrolment registries, 

while this was true for only 71 per cent in Greater Upper Nile. For enrolment data for the past two years, 

the availability of enrolment records within schools fell to 56 per cent for 2016 and 46 per cent in 2015. 
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At the beginning of the year an average of 530 children were enrolled per functional school. The number 

of pupils enrolled by schools varies considerably: the smallest visited schools had 23 pupils enrolled, while 

the largest school reported enrolment of more than 8,000 pupils. Ten per cent of schools reported 

enrolment less than 172 pupils, while 10 per cent of schools reported enrolment higher than 928 pupils. 

On average, schools in Greater Equatoria reported smaller schools (445 pupils/school), followed by 

Greater Bahr el Ghazal (535 pupils/school) and Greater Upper Nile (605 pupils/school). Western Equatoria 

reported the lowest number of children by school with 214 pupils, which results from the two counties 

surveyed being very remote. 

3.3.2. Trends in school enrolment 

Like the 2016 assessment, the 2017 assessment shows an increase in enrolment compared to the previous 

year.16 According to County Education Directors, enrolment increased by 14 per cent compared to the 

previous year. This figure is almost identical to the median (13 per cent) increase in enrolment compared 

to last year reported by head teachers at school level.17 This figure is also close to the increase in open 

schools compared to 2016 (9 per cent). Thus, contrary to 2016, the increasing number of pupils enrolled 

per school cannot be explained by an increase resulting from school closures and children moving to still 

open schools (except in Eastern Equatoria), as schools in many areas reopened after the 2016 assessment 

as consistently reported by the school and county level assessments.18 Rather the assessment findings 

indicate that more actual children had in fact enrolled at more (reopened) schools (albeit from a very low 

initial level of enrolment). 

3.3.3. Shifts 

A quarter of schools were teaching children in more than one shift, either morning and afternoon primary 

school classes or morning primary and afternoon accelerated learning (ALP) classes. In Greater Equatoria 

15 per cent of schools were teaching in multiple shifts, while in Greater Bahr el Ghazal and Greater Upper 

Nile more than 25 per cent of schools were teaching in multiple shifts. In Unity and Western Bahr el Ghazal, 

more than 30 per cent of schools were teaching in multiple shifts. Seventy per cent of schools teaching in 

multiple shifts offered morning and afternoon primary school classes with the remainder offering ALP 

classes. 

3.3.4. Sex and enrolment 

According to County Education Directors, 37 per cent of enrolled children at the beginning of 2017 were 

girls.19 Head teachers on school level report an even higher figure: according to head teachers, 42 per cent 

of children enrolled at the beginning of the year were girls, which indicates a significant increase in the 

share of girls enrolled in the 394 schools assessed compared to the 2016 assessment, when only 39 per 

cent of enrolled children were girls. Forty-four per cent of children in schools in Greater Bahr el Ghazal 

and Greater Equatoria at the beginning of the year were girls, while only 36 per cent of children enrolled 

at the beginning of the year in Greater Upper Nile were girls. The lowest shares of enrolled girls were 

reported in Unity (31 per cent) and Warrap (34 per cent) and the highest in Western Bahr el Ghazal (55 

per cent). Consistent with the 2016 findings, school enrolment of girls is increasing. 

                                                        
16 Education Cluster Assessment South Sudan (November 2016): “The school level data shows a reduction of 

average enrolment figures between 2014 and 2015 and an increase again in 2016. At the start of 2016, there 

were an average of 504 students enrolled in functional schools, up from around 478 in 2015”. 
17 The median is the “middle” value separating the top 50 per cent of the data sample from the bottom 50 per 

cent. As such the median is less prone to outliers/extreme values. The mean increase of enrolment is 20 per cent 

due to large increases in some schools. 
18 Education Cluster Assessment South Sudan (November 2016): “This is likely to be a reflection of a higher 

concentration of students in a lower number of functional schools, rather than an actual increase in overall 

number of students enrolled since 25% of schools closed since 2013.” 
19 The county level assessment included a recall question on the enrollment in 2016. The corresponding figure 

for girls’ enrollment in 2016 is 33%, very close to the 31% reported in last year’s assessment. 
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3.3.5. Attendance 

Assessment teams were instructed to record attendance on the day of the assessment by counting 

attending children, reviewing attendance records or by obtaining an estimate of attendance from head 

teachers (in this order). Forty-eight per cent of attendance numbers were obtained by reviewing records, 

28 per cent by head count, and 21 per cent by head teacher estimates. The remainder (3 per cent) were 

estimates provided by other education personnel (i.e., Deputy Head Teachers and head of PTAs). Around 

80 per cent of attendance data in Greater Bahr el Ghazal and Greater Equatoria was based on head count 

or attendance registry, compared to only 60 per cent in Greater Upper Nile, mainly because of low 

availability of attendance registries (34 per cent). 

The attendance rate on the day of assessment stood at 69 per cent of enrolled children, the same as the 

2016 findings (66 per cent for girls and 70 per cent for boys). Attendance was highest in Greater Bahr el 

Ghazal (74 per cent), followed by Greater Equatoria (65 per cent) and Greater Upper Nile (65 per cent). 

Attendance records (and head counts) for many schools were not recorded separately for sex. Thus, for 

many schools, sex-disaggregated information is missing. Based on the smaller sample of schools with 

complete records,20 70 per cent of boys and 68 per cent of girls were attending class at the time of 

assessment, which are almost the same attendance rates as last year. Both boys and girls were more likely 

to attend classes in Greater Bahr el Ghazal (72 per cent/72 per cent) and Greater Equatoria (69 per cent/68 

per cent) than in Greater Upper Nile (67 per cent/61 per cent). 

According to head teachers, around 15 per cent of the pupils present on the day of assessment were 

internally displaced children. The lowest rate was reported in Greater Equatoria (5 per cent), followed by 

Greater Upper Nile (15 per cent) and Greater Bahr el Ghazal (21 per cent). On the other hand, almost no 

teacher reported the attendance of refugee children in schools. 

A follow-up question about the proportion of children enrolled who went to school almost every day 

confirms the validity of the attendance figures provided. The answers were recoded to numerical variables 

to facilitate analysis.21 Based on the follow-up question, around 75 per cent of enrolled children attended 

classes every day, with the lowest share in Greater Upper Nile (70 per cent), followed by Greater Equatoria 

(75 per cent) and Greater Bahr el Ghazal (79 per cent). 
Figure 5: Regular attendance by pupils 

 

3.3.6. Dropout 

Head teachers reported an overage dropout rate of 8 per cent, which is slightly lower than that reported 

in 2016 and consistent with findings that the education situation has improved compared to last year.22 

Reported dropouts are lower in Greater Bahr el Ghazal (6 per cent), than Greater Equatoria and Greater 

Upper Nile (both 9 per cent). At state level, the lowest dropout rate was reported in Lakes (4 per cent) 

and the highest in Eastern Equatoria and Unity (both 14 per cent). Boys have a slightly lower dropout rate 

(6 per cent) compared to girls (8 per cent), consistent with last year’s findings. Dropping out of girls is 

especially high in Greater Upper Nile (12 per cent).  
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Head teachers were also asked why girls and boys are dropping out of school. Like 2016, the main reasons 

for girls to discontinue education were marriage and pregnancy, followed by domestic duties and lack of 

food.23 Boys dropped out of school because of a lack of food, having to work, inability to afford school 

fees and insecurity. 
Figure 6: Main reasons why boys and girls are dropping out of class 

 

The reasons for dropping out mentioned by head teachers reflect the crisis context in the respective 

regions. Head teachers in Greater Bahr el Ghazal perceived lack of food to be the main cause of pupil 

absence, followed by insecurity in or around schools. Head teachers in Greater Equatoria perceived the 

inability to pay fees as the main reason for children dropping out of school, followed by marriage and lack 

of food. Children in Greater Upper Nile dropped out of school because of a lack of food and marriage, 

followed by domestic duties and cattle rearing. 

3.3.7. Non-Attendance 

The data shows that 23 per cent of all enrolled pupils were not present at the day of the assessment, with 

figures ranging from 26 per cent in Greater Equatoria and Greater Upper Nile and 20 per cent in Greater 

Bahr el Ghazal. Thirty-nine per cent were not present at the day of the assessment in Upper Nile state. 

Twenty-four per cent of boys and girls were absent on the day of the assessment. Absenteeism for girls 

and boys was higher in Greater Upper Nile (27 per cent/25 per cent) than Greater Equatoria (24 per 

cent/24 per cent) and Greater Bahr el Ghazal (22 per cent/23 per cent). 

                                                        
20 116 complete records for boys and 123 for girls 
21 The answers were recoded with the middle of the bracket. Example: If ‘Almost all (75 to 100 per cent)’ children 

enrolled come to school every day a value of 87.5 per cent (75 per cent +[ (100 per cent - 25 per cent)/2]) was 

applied. 
22 See also: AVSI (September 2017): PEACE project Mid-term review 
23  The findings are based on the key informants perspective on the top three interventions required. The 

summary of the responses for all key informants is calculated through a so-called ‘Borda count’, a method of 

preference aggregation. A darker colour indicates that key informants perceived this issue to be more important 

than the other issues listed. 
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Figure 7: Attendance, absence & drop-out 

 

The reasons for pupils not attending class on the day of assessment given by head teachers were very 

similar to the reasons for dropping out: according to head teachers, the most important reason for boys 

not attending school on the day of the assessment was lack of food, followed by having to work and long 

distance to school. The work obligations of boys are frequently related to cattle herding, which is seasonal. 

Thus, higher attendance rates might have been expected if the assessment had been conducted at a 

different time of the year. The main reasons for girls not attending school on the day of the assessment 

include domestic duties, lack of food and long distance to school. 
Figure 8: Main reasons why boys and girls are not attending class 

 

Generally, the distinction between non-attendance and dropping out proves difficult and fluid. Non-

attendance was defined as children who are absent, but who will return to complete the year, while 

dropping out was defined as children who are absent and who are not planning to complete the year. 

Making a distinction between the two is challenging as some non-attending children might have dropped 

out. For that reason, the ‘real’ dropout rate is likely to be higher and the non-attendance rate lower. 

3.3.8. School meals, teaching and learning materials 

Based on the 2016 findings that teaching and learning materials were among the most requested types of 

support and that lack of food were among the main reasons for pupil and teacher absence, questions on 

the availability of learning materials and access of children to food during the school day were added to 

the assessment questionnaire.  

For the availability of learning materials, head teachers were asked how many pupils currently have a pen 

or pencil for writing and their own notebook/exercise book at the school. The answers were recoded to 

numerical variables to facilitate analysis.24 According to head teachers, 52 per cent of children currently 

have both a pen or pencil for writing and their own notebook/exercise book, with the highest share in 

Greater Equatoria (61 per cent), followed by Greater Upper Nile (60 per cent) and the lowest in Greater 
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Bahr el Ghazal (43 per cent). The lowest availability of textbooks was reported in Lakes (32 per cent).Figure 

9: Children with access to teaching and learning materials 

 

Schools that reported having received teaching and learning supplies had a higher share (60 per cent) of 

children with both a pen or pencil for writing and their own notebook/exercise book than schools (44 per 

cent) which reported not having received teaching and learning supplies. 

It should be noted that the availability of one notebook/exercise book does not indicate sufficiency as 

separate notebooks are normally required for different subjects. Thus, the above estimate indicates the 

availability of minimal rather than sufficient learning materials. Additionally, partners reported regular 

loss of teaching and learning materials through looting (see Section 3.1.5 Attacks on Education) and 

leakage into the market, necessitating regular replenishment of teaching and learning materials. 

To assess children’s access to food during the school day, head teachers were asked how many children 

currently received a meal at school, brought food from home or bought food near the school. The answers 

were recoded to numerical variables to facilitate analysis.25 According to head teachers, 30 per cent of 

children currently have access to food during the school day, with the highest share in Greater Equatoria 

(40 per cent), followed by Greater Upper Nile (28 per cent) and Greater Bahr el Ghazal (25 per cent). The 

lowest access to food during the school day was reported in Unity with only 5 per cent of children having 

access to food during the school day. 
Figure 10: Children with access to food during the school day 

 

                                                        
24 The answers were recoded with the middle of the bracket. Example: if ‘Almost all (75 to 100 per cent)’ children 

currently have both a pen or pencil for writing and an own notebook/exercise book a value of 87.5 per cent (75 

per cent +[ (100 per cent - 25 per cent)/2]) was applied. 
25 The answers were recoded with the middle of the bracket. Example: if ‘Almost all (75 to 100 per cent)’ children 

currently have both a pen or pencil for writing and an own notebook/exercise book a value of 87.5 per cent (75 

per cent +[ (100 per cent - 25 per cent)/2]) was applied. 
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The availability of food at schools is strongly correlated with the provision of school feeding by external 

partners. Without a school feeding programme, around 20 per cent of children have access to food 

compared to 66 per cent of children in schools, which receive school feeding. Partners supporting 

education in South Sudan confirm the positive impact of the availability of school feeding on school 

attendance and learning outcomes.26 27 28 

3.4. Government and non-government teachers 

Data on teachers was collected at both school and county levels. At county level, information collected 

was limited to the number of government and non-government (community and volunteer) teachers per 

county. This information was primarily provided by County Education Directors and based on official 

records. Most of the following analysis is based on the school-level assessment. At school level, head 

teachers provided information on the presence of teachers, on reason for any absences, on salary 

payment and on the availability of textbooks. Assessment teams were instructed to validate the number 

of teachers present by direct observation. 

3.4.1. Teacher presence 

Head teachers were asked how many teachers were present at the beginning of the year and how many 

were present on the day of the assessment. At the start of the year, an average of 15 teachers were 

reportedly present per school, which represents a significant increase from 2016 when head teachers 

reported an average of 12 teachers per school. 

Compared to the beginning of the year, 26 per cent of teachers were not present at the day of the 

assessment, indicating an improvement in teacher presence compared to last year, when 31 per cent 

absence was reported. The largest decrease in teacher presence was reported in Greater Bahr el Ghazal 

with 29 per cent, and the smallest in Greater Equatoria (22 per cent) and Greater Upper Nile (24 per cent). 

At state level, Northern Bahr el Ghazal reported the largest absenteeism rate (46 per cent).  

While 79 per cent of male teachers present at the beginning of the school year were present at the time 

of assessment, only 64 per cent of female teachers were present, indicating that not only recruitment, but 

also retention of female teachers seems more difficult than for male teachers. The presence of female 

teachers was especially low in Greater Bahr el Ghazal (59 per cent) and Greater Upper Nile (66 per cent), 

while 77 per cent were present in Greater Equatoria. Nationally, the presence of government teachers (79 

per cent) is higher than for non-government teachers (71 per cent). For both groups, presence was lowest 

in Greater Bahr el Ghazal (77 per cent/69 per cent). 

At the start of the year the pupil-teacher ratio stood at 37:1,29 with the lowest ratio (34:1) in Greater Bahr 

el Ghazal and the highest in Greater Upper Nile (44:1). Jonglei and Upper Nile had pupil-teacher ratios 

exceeding the MoGEI standard of 50. At the time of the assessment, the pupil-teacher ratio stood at 37. 

The pupil-teacher ratio shows a significant decrease compared to the 2016 assessment, when the pupil-

teacher ratio was found at 44 at the beginning of the year and at 43 at the time of assessment. 

At the beginning of the year, most teachers were non-government teachers (72 per cent) with 74 per cent 

in Greater Bahr el Ghazal, 72 per cent in Greater Upper Nile and 68 per cent in Greater Equatoria. 

Compared the 2016 assessment, the share of non-government teachers increased significantly (62 per 

cent). The highest rate of non-government teachers at the beginning of the year was reported in Unity (89 

per cent) and the lowest in Jonglei (47 per cent) and Eastern Equatoria (49 per cent). At the time of the 

assessment, the share of non-government teachers had fallen to 70 per cent. 

                                                        
26 UNICEF Sitrep (June 2017): “The school feeding programme for schools in Malakal and other locations has 

greatly improved the attendance of children in the supported schools” 
27  UNICEF/Montrose Assessment of Early Grade Learners Project (October 2017, Draft): “The results are 

extremely clear that where there are child feeding programmes the pupil outcomes are significantly higher” 
28 NRC Assessment Kapoeta (August 2017): “In schools with food for education in rural communities, all children 

go to school”. 
29 PTR of 44 according to County Level assessment. 
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The overwhelming majority of teachers at the beginning of the year were male with only 16 per cent 

female teachers, identical to the 2016 finding. In Greater Equatoria 19 per cent of teachers were female, 

compared to 17 per cent in Greater Bahr el Ghazal and 13 per cent in Greater Upper Nile. The lowest 

shares of female teachers were reported in Warrap and Jonglei at only 10 per cent. At the time of the 

assessment, 14 per cent of teachers were female, with 17 per cent in Greater Equatoria, 14 per cent in 

Greater Bahr el Ghazal and 12 per cent in Greater Upper Nile, indicating that more women than men were 

leaving/not present at the time of the assessment than the beginning of the year. Jonglei, Lakes, Northern 

Bahr el Ghazal, Unity and Warrap all reported less than 10 per cent female teachers. In Northern Bahr el 

Ghazal the share of female teachers had halved since the beginning of the year. 

3.4.2. Reasons for teacher absence 

When asked about the top three reasons why teachers were absent, head teachers consistently 

mentioned that no or delayed payment of salaries was the primary reason. Payment of salary was 

mentioned as the highest priority for addressing teacher absenteeism by more than half of all schools. 

Unlike the 2016 finding that insecurity was the second most important reason for teacher absence, this 

year key informants mentioned prolonged illness of teachers. While illness was also cited as a reason for 

children not attending schools, assessment teams mentioned that illness could also be a pretext for 

absence that was in fact connected to no or delayed payment of salary payments. A lot of the reasons 

given for teacher absence (found other work/joined NGO as staff) are related to the economic crisis (and 

no or delayed payments of salaries), while security related reasons for absence (insecurity / displacement 

/ attack and occupation of schools) seem to be less emphasized than 2016. 
Figure 11: Main reasons why teachers are absent 

 

3.4.3. Teacher salaries 

The main reasons for teacher absence were the lack or delayed payment of salaries. Head teachers were 

asked for how many months government teachers had received their salaries at the time of assessment 

and for how many months non-government teachers had received their incentives. At the time of the 

assessment (October/November) government teachers should have received ten months of salary and 

non-government teachers ten months of incentives. According to head teachers, government teachers 

and non-government teachers had both received four months of salaries/incentives on average. 

Government teachers in Greater Bahr el Ghazal and Greater Equatoria reported having received four 

months of salary, while Greater Upper Nile reported three months of salary payments. Non-government 

teachers in Greater Bahr el Ghazal and Greater Upper Nile reported having received three months of 

incentives, and in Greater Equatoria six months. 

While the 2016 assessment found that 85 per cent of government teachers had received seven or eight 

months of salary, in 2017 only three schools (1 per cent) reported having received seven or more months 

of salary payments. For non-government teachers, this figure (seven or more months of incentives) goes 

up to one third of schools. While 58 per cent of schools in Greater Equatoria reported having received 

seven or more months of incentives for non-government teachers, only 24 per cent in Greater Bahr el 
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Ghazal and 16 per cent in Greater Upper Nile reported having received seven or more months of incentives 

for non-government teachers. 

While not explicitly assessed, assessment teams indicated that salaries in some schools were not fully paid 

because of the economic crisis. Thus, months paid do not equate to months fully paid. Additionally the 

purchasing power of salaries paid in South Sudanese Pounds strongly decreased due to the high inflation 

(see Section 0. Introduction). 
Figure 12: Teachers receiving their salary 

 

The correlation between months of salaries paid and teacher presence is weak, but slightly positive for 

government and non-government teachers. The positive correlation between (reported) months of salary 

received and presence is stronger for non-government teachers than for government teachers. 

Schools which received teacher incentives through partners had higher attendance of government and 

non-government teachers (82 per cent/75 per cent) compared to schools which were not supported (74 

per cent/67 per cent). 

3.4.4. Textbooks 

In this year’s assessment, a question was added to the questionnaire on the availability of textbooks. Head 

teachers were asked how many teachers at the school have a full set of textbooks for the subjects that 

they teach. As teachers are allowed to share textbooks, the question captures the availability of textbooks 

for the subjects the school is offering rather than the ownership of textbooks by individual teachers. The 

answers were recoded to numerical variables to facilitate analysis.30 According to head teachers, 53 per 

cent of teachers have access to a full set of textbooks for the subjects they are teaching, with the highest 

share in Greater Equatoria (62 per cent), followed by Greater Upper Nile (53 per cent) and Greater Bahr 

el Ghazal (48 per cent). The lowest availability of textbooks was reported in Warrap with 27 per cent. 

                                                        
30  The answers were recoded with the middle of the bracket. Example: if ‘Almost all (75 to 100 per cent)’ 

teachers in the school have access to a full set of textbooks a value of 87.5 per cent (75 per cent +[ (100 per cent 

- 25 per cent)/2]) was applied. 
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Figure 13: Teachers with access to textbooks 

 

Schools which reported having received teaching and learning supplies, have a higher share (60 per cent) 

of teachers with a full set of textbooks for the subjects they are teaching compared to schools (46 per 

cent) which did not report having received teaching and learning supplies. 

3.5. Support requested by key informants  

At the end of the assessment, county officials and head teachers were both asked what they saw as 

priority activities to support education in their counties and schools respectively. The priorities of head 

teachers need to be seen in the context of the current security, economic and education situation, as well 

as in the context of the support already provided. 

Like the 2016 findings, County Education Directors and head teachers assigned a high priority to the 

provision of teaching and learning materials, even though these supplies were already reported as the 

most common type of support received (see Section 3.4.4). This could be an indication that there are not 

enough teaching and learning materials provided (see Section 3.4.4). 

While the provision of teaching and learning materials is the highest priority for County Education 

Directors, head teachers assign an even higher priority to school feeding, especially in Greater Bahr el 

Ghazal, a finding consistent with the 2016 assessment. School feeding is also the most requested support 

in Greater Upper Nile, while it is the second priority after the provision of teaching and learning materials 

in Greater Equatoria. Head teachers also frequently mentioned rehabilitation and construction of 

infrastructure. Teacher salaries were only mentioned as a fourth priority by head teachers, which is 

surprising given the frequent reporting by head teachers of no or delayed payment of teacher salaries. 
Figure 14: Support priorities by head teachers 

 
At county level, County Education Directors less frequently mentioned school feeding as a priority than 

last year, but more often training of teachers, especially in Greater Bahr el Ghazal and Greater Equatoria. 
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As of head teachers, the provision of teacher salaries and the rehabilitation of infrastructure are also 

important concerns for County Education Directors.  

 

 
  



 

 
2017 SOUTH SUDAN EDUCATION CLUSTER ASSESSMENT |  32 

 
4. ANNEXES 

ANNEX A: THE SURVEY SAMPLE 

This chapter is based on Annex A: The survey sample of the 2016 Education Cluster Assessment report. 

Figures for 2017 were added in brackets. 

Out of a list of 5,505 primary schools31 with a known location, a sample of 400 was drawn, and 393 (394) 

were surveyed. Sampling and survey estimations were done in the statistical program STATA, release 14 

(15) (Stata Corporation 2015). The sample size was driven by considerations of time and capacity, rather 

than desired precision of estimates. 

The sample was stratified based on geographic areas and urban/rural (six strata). The definition of “urban” 

was, at the time of sampling, only partially valid. A school was considered urban if it was in a payam that 

hosted the capital of a state. No other information to classify schools as urban or rural was available; 

during the survey, data was collected that allowed for the formation of a remoteness index that provides 

a more realistic interpretation of what constitutes an urban area and what constitutes a rural area (the 

index is described further above). 

Within each stratum, a number of counties were selected. However, since stratum and county intersect 

– the same county may appear in the rural and/or the “urban” area of a geographic area -, the primary 

sampling unit (PSU) was not the county, but the combination of stratum and county. Because the number 

of “urban” schools at the time of sampling was relatively small, they were deliberately over-sampled, by 

selecting two PSUs from the “urban” areas in each of the three geographic areas. Ultimately, schools were 

surveyed in 26 combinations of stratum and county; 25 were originally selected PSUs; one was the result 

of replacing an inaccessible school with one in an adjacent county, which thus became a de-facto PSU.  

At the second stage, a representative sample regarding school ownership was drawn from the set of all 

schools that were then believed to be accessible within the selected PSUs. The sample was drawn using a 

representative sampling algorithm (Kontopantelis 2013); because government-owned and other schools 

were selected in proportion to their frame frequencies, the second-stage sample was treated as a simple 

random sample. In other words, there was no clustering at the second stage. 

As already noted, a fair number of the selected schools had to be replaced. In the analysis, care was taken 

to adjust the sampling weights of the replacement units in order to reflect that they were selected from 

a smaller pool (e.g., from the not yet selected schools in the same payam as the inaccessible original 

sample member) and thus “represented” comparatively fewer schools than the non-replaced sample 

members did. 

Survey Parameters 

The final survey statistics are based on strata, sampling weights, finite population corrections (FPC) as well 

as post-stratification adjustments. 

The sampling weights express how many schools a sample school “represents”. They vary depending on 

stratum, PSU and on whether the originally selected school was replaced, and how. The weights, before 

post-stratification, range from 1.50 to 10.43 (4.12 to 29.14), with a mean of 7.59 (12.94). 

The finite population corrections take into account that, at the first stage, PSUs were selected from a 

limited set of available county X urban/rural area combinations, and at the second stage, schools were 

selected from a limited set of accessible schools. Thus the number of theoretically possible samples is 

smaller than if they were drawn from infinite pools. As a consequence, the standard errors work out 

smaller, and the estimates are more precise than they would be under infinite population assumptions. 

The proportions of selected PSUs from all accessible ones among the six strata ranged from 0.25 to 0.67; 

the proportions of selected schools to all accessible ones in the 26 PSUs ranged from 0.02 to 0.71. The 

                                                        
31 See Section 2.1.1. Assessment Design: to set-up the sampling frame, the EMIS 2013 and 2015 lists of schools 

were merged to reflect the most recent information available on schools across the country. From this list of 

5,505 primary schools, 400 were randomly sampled. 
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corrections are important only for the confidence intervals; they do not affect the point estimates of 

means, proportions, totals, etc. 

The post-stratification ensures that any imbalance between the relative size of the strata in the sample 

vs. in the national population of schools (as known in the sampling frame) is corrected. Practically, the 

sums of the sampling weights by stratum are adjusted to the proportions of the strata in the population, 

as taken from the sampling frame. For example, the frame lists 1,928 schools in rural Bahr el Ghazal within 

the 5,505 schools nationwide, or 35.0 percent. The sum of sampling weights in this stratum is 860.29 out 

of the nationwide total of 2,984.38, or 28.8 percent. Thus the weights on schools in rural Bahr el Ghazal 

were multiplied by a factor of (35.0 / 28.8) * (5,505 / 2, 984.38) = 2.241. When this procedure is applied 

to all strata, the adjusted weights conveniently sum to the number of schools in the frame, i.e. 5,505.  

The thus adjusted weights range from 2.16 to 22.12 (3.84 to 25.69), with a mean of 14.008 (13.97). Thus 

393 (394) (sample size) * 14.008 (13.97) (mean weight) = 5,505.144 (5,506.001) ≈ 5,505 schools in the 

frame.  
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ANNEX B: ASSESSMENT COVERAGE 
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ANNEX C: SCHOOLS ASSESSED IN 2016 AND 2017 

RegionRegionRegionRegion    StateStateStateState    CountyCountyCountyCounty    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    

Bahr El Ghazal Lakes Rumbek Centre 18 18 

  Wulu 13 12 

  Yirol East 13 14 

 Northern Bahr El Ghazal Aweil South 20 20 

 Warrap Gogrial East 20 20 

 Western Bahr El Ghazal Wau 41 41 

Equatoria Central Equatoria Juba 77 72 

  Terekeka 23 25 

 Eastern Equatoria Kapoeta South 13 12 

  Torit 9 9 

 Western Equatoria Ibba 14 14 

  Nagero 10 10 

Greater Upper Nile Jonglei Bor South 18 19 

  Duk 17 15 

 Unity Abiemnhom 2  

  Mayom 20 22 

  Rubkona 24 24 

 Upper Nile Baliet 11 11 

  Maban  10 

  Maiwut 10 6 

  Ulang 20 20 

TotalTotalTotalTotal            393393393393    394394394394    
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ANNEX D: LIST OF PARTICIPANTS 

MoGEIMoGEIMoGEIMoGEI    

Esther Akumu Chire 

George Ali 

Victor Chol 

Girr Cyerdiit 

Implementing PartnersImplementing PartnersImplementing PartnersImplementing Partners    

Ministry of General Education and Instruction (MoGEI) 

Adventist Development and Relief Agency (ADRA) 

AVSI Foundation 

Care Plus Foundation 

DRDA 

Hold the Child 

INTERSOS 

Lutheran World Federation (LWF) 

Nile Hope 

Norwegian Refugee Council (NRC) 

Oxfam 

Peace Corps Organization (PCO) 

Plan International 

Rural Community Action for Peace & Development (RCAPD) 

Save the Children 

Support for Peace and Education Development Program (SPEDP) 

Touch Africa Development Organization (TADO) 

UNICEF 

Windle Trust 

World Relief 

World Vision International 

South Sudan South Sudan South Sudan South Sudan Education ClusterEducation ClusterEducation ClusterEducation Cluster    UnitUnitUnitUnit    

Nicolas Servas 

Bazgha Iftikhar 

Julius Ngalamu 

Field Focal PointsField Focal PointsField Focal PointsField Focal Points    

Dhaal Mapuor Aterdit 

Mborimbuko Kalesto 

Duku Danson 

Florence Okayo 

John Yuggu Tileyi 

Luel Ding 

Amuda Scopas 

Anai Parach 

Lucy Lomodong 

Duku Mulu 

Lucy Mbarago 

Benjamin Lokoya 

Statistics Without Borders (SWB)Statistics Without Borders (SWB)Statistics Without Borders (SWB)Statistics Without Borders (SWB)    

Michiko Wolcott 

Michael Costello 

Fulvio Bondiolotti 

Ramesh Srivastava 

Yan Zhou 

Alfredo Navarro 

Assessment Technical Working Group (ATWG)Assessment Technical Working Group (ATWG)Assessment Technical Working Group (ATWG)Assessment Technical Working Group (ATWG)    

Adventist Development and Relief Agency (ADRA) 

Charlie Goldsmith Associates 

Girls' Education South Sudan (GESS)  

IMPACT 

Mercy Corps 

Nile Hope 

Norwegian Refugee Council (NRC) 

UNESCO 

UNICEF  

Save the Children 

Support for Peace and Education Development Program (SPEDP) 

United Nations Volunteers (UNVs)United Nations Volunteers (UNVs)United Nations Volunteers (UNVs)United Nations Volunteers (UNVs)    

Greta Lusoli 

Karolina Zimniak 

Tina Naraghi 

Juha-Matti Kingelin 

Raymond Mok 

Simone Tagoe 

Veronica Vamathevan 

Emma Gihun Yim 

Lieve Smeets 

Giada Girelli 

Alicja Gajewska 

Sanchito Banerjee    

MoGEI EMISMoGEI EMISMoGEI EMISMoGEI EMIS    

Alice Taddeo 

Chol Kur 

Elizabeth Yom 

    

University of JubaUniversity of JubaUniversity of JubaUniversity of Juba    

Emmanuel Lomoro 

Kenyi Robert Alex 

Khamis Cons Chris 
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ANNEX E: SCHOOL FUNCTIONALITY 
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ANNEX F: ATTACKS ON SCHOOLS IN 2017 
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ANNEX G: COUNTY LEVEL QUESTIONNAIRE 
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ANNEX H: SCHOOL LEVEL QUESTIONNAIRE
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Annex F: Glossary 
 

Absence A pupil is considered absent/not attending if she/he is 

1) enrolled at the beginning of the year, 2) not in school 

at the day of the assessment and 3) planning to return 

to complete the school year.  

Assessment Field Focal Point Assessment Field Focal Points are full-time education 

staff based in state capitals responsible for supporting 

the implementation of the Education Cluster 

Assessment in their respective states. Responsibilities 

include the training of enumerators, support and 

follow-up on assessment implementation, verification 

of questionnaires and validation of findings. 

Assessment Technical Working Group The Assessment Technical Working Group is a group of 

technical experts in education and/or assessment 

methodologies. The Assessment Technical Working 

Group is an advisory body of the Education Cluster 

supporting the development and implementation of 

Education Cluster assessments. 

Attacks on Schools “Attacks on schools” is an umbrella term for 

indiscriminate and direct attacks against schools that 

are civilian objects, resulting in their compromised 

functioning, partial damage, or total destruction, as well 

as against related protected persons. In the case of 

schools it includes: physical attacks, looting, pillaging, 

and wanton destruction. In the case of related 

protected persons, such incidents include: killing, 

injuring, abduction, and use as human shields. 

Attendance School attendance is defined as the number of pupils 

present at any school at the time of the assessment. 

Drop Out A pupil is considered a drop out she/he is if 1) enrolled 

at the beginning of the year, 2) not in school at the day 

of the assessment and 3) not planning to return to 

complete the school year. 

Education Cluster The Education Cluster is an inter-agency coordination 

mechanism for agencies and organizations with 

expertise and a mandate for humanitarian response 

within the education sector in situations of internal 

displacement. Established in 2007 through the IASC, the 

Education Cluster is led by Save the Children and 

UNICEF at the global level. At a country level, other 

agencies may lead and the national Ministry of General 

Education and Instruction is actively involved. 

Education Management Information System The Education Management Information System (EMIS) 

is a governmental programme which facilitates 

information-driven policy discussions and decision-

making by collecting, processing, analyzing, storing and 

disseminating education statistical information. 

Enrolment School enrolment is defined as the number of children 

registered at any school at the beginning of the school 

year, regardless of age. 

Functioning A school is considered ‘functioning’ if there is a 

presence of a head and/or at least one teacher, classes 

take place irrespective of the number of pupils. 

Non Attendance See ‘Absence’ 
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