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Disclaimer

The views and opinions expressed in this report are those of the author and do not necessarily
reflect the views and official position of the Ministry of General Education and Instruction
(MoGEI) of the Republic of South Sudan, and the Girls’ Education South Sudan (GESS)
programme. The designations employed and the presentation of material throughout this report
do not imply the expression of any opinion whatsoever on the part of MoGEI or GESS concerning
the legal status of the country of South Sudan, its territory, city or area or authorities, or
concerning frontiers or boundaries.

The findings in this Distance Learning Study are limited to the scope and the study design
employed and limitations explained herein this report below. In terms of design, the distance
learning study collected data from parents and caregivers, as well as primary and secondary
learners, regarding their access to and uptake of distance learning radio programming in
communities and households in proximity to schools that were reached during the WASH
assessment. Circulation is limited to those that manage and implement GESS and other
education actors.

The production of this report on distance learning during COVID-19 school closures in Sudan
was made possible through a grant offered by the UK’s Foreign, Commonwealth and
Development Office (FCDO) and Global Affairs Canada (GAC) and implemented through Mott
MacDonald as the GESS consortium lead partner.
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Foreword

In response to the nationwide school closures in March 2020 implemented by the Government
of Republic of South Sudan (GRSS) to curtail the spread of COVID-19, the Girls’ Education
South Sudan (GESS) programme along with development partners began supporting distance
learning initiatives alongside efforts to safely reopen schools.

Radio, as the most widely accessed communications medium in South Sudan, has been used
for the remote delivery of lessons to children nationwide. To assess the scope, reach and
effectiveness of radio-based distance learning interventions across the country, a Distance
Learning Study was commissioned by MoGEI. The study has provided insights and
recommendations on the role of distance learning. Furthermore, the study has highlighted the
need for measures to restructure the programme’s delivery mechanisms and consider whether
supplementary material inputs may also be required.

Since it is not known whether schools will remain open permanently in the months ahead and
how many learners will return to school or possibly drop out, flexible delivery models for
education are critical. Therefore, it is crucial for learners in South Sudan to have access to
distance learning opportunities that are cost effective and appropriate.

With this in mind, the study has found that although the distance learning radio programme aired
during COVID-19 had inadequate reach and uptake, radio instruction still has the potential to
provide the most accessible, affordable, and actionable distance learning medium for reaching
learners countrywide. If well designed, radio instruction can complement and extend instruction
delivered in classrooms. More detailed findings, conclusions, and recommendations as a result
of the study are presented in this report.

This is expected to be a key reference document for all stakeholders in the education sector. I
call upon everyone to consider issues that have emerged in this report and act upon them.

Hon. Awut Deng Acuil

Minister of General Education and Instruction
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Executive Summary

Study Background

Along with many other countries around the world, the Government of Republic of South Sudan
(GRSS) announced the nationwide closure of schools and other educational institutions in March
2020 as a key prevention measure to curtail the spread of COVID-19. In response to these
closures, along with other development partners, the Girls’ Education South Sudan (GESS)
programme which has been operational since 2012 with the impact aim to provide a source of
stability and the work to transform the life chances of South Sudanese children through
education with a major focus on bringing girls into school, retaining them and providing a quality
12-year education, began supporting distance learning initiatives alongside recovery efforts to
reopen schools safely.

Given that radio is one of the most widely accessed and relatively well-developed communication
media in South Sudan, it is a good conduit for remote lesson delivery. MoGEI has recognised
this and developed an initiative to harness the use of radio to deliver distance learning.

This study was commissioned to assess the scope, reach and effectiveness of the radio-based
distance learning interventions that have been made across the country, and to provide
recommendations regarding the role distance learning can play in South Sudan’s post COVID-
19 education environment.

Overall Findings

Findings indicate that the current distance learning radio programme has had inadequate reach
and uptake, with parents, teachers and learners reporting limited impact on learning. If distance
learning is to continue in any form and to ensure its success, then there must be a significant
restructuring of the current programme’s delivery mechanisms, supplementary material inputs,
local support systems, and the actual instructional design of radio lessons. This process will
require substantial investment in human resources, technical inputs, and hardware. It is critical
to reflect on this, as to execute it will take a coordinated effort involving all key actors.

Unfortunately, it is not known whether schools will remain open permanently in the months
ahead, and whether learners will return in large numbers to classes or possibly fail to enrol.
Flexible delivery models for education will therefore have to be available and usable in the case
of the need for adaptation in the immediate post COVID-19 world. They must be designed to be
easily accessible for most learners at the most efficient cost, and they must work in coordination
with the school system to ensure learning activities can continue regardless of whether a learner
is in or out of school. However, even with the reservations noted, radio instruction provides the
most accessible, affordable, and actionable distance learning medium for reaching learners
countrywide; if well designed, radio instruction can complement and extend instruction delivered
in the classroom. Specific key findings from study and recommendations are summarised on the
next page.
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Specific findings

1: Reach of radio instruction among learners
Just over 50% of all learners surveyed were reached by radio instruction, compared to 49.1%
of learners who were not reached with radio instruction. Older learners above the age of 13,
and those in secondary school, were reached by lessons more than younger learners in
primary school. Reach was similar across the genders and between children with and without
disabilities.

2: Access to a working radio at home
The study revealed limited access to radios at home, poor access to power sources, and radio
breakages that could not be repaired, all of which significantly restricted actual access to radio
instruction for learners and were found to be the primary inhibitors to engaging in distance
learning lessons by most learners.

3: Uptake of radio lessons
Of the learners who were reached by radio instruction, 70% reported listening to at least one
lesson, with more secondary learners listening regularly than primary learners. Some 60% of
the learners surveyed believed the radio lessons were of good quality. Many parents
disagreed and believed learners did not understand them. The majority – 90% – of learners
said they were learning less under radio instruction than when they were in school. Rather
than a lack of permission to listen to the radio from parents/caregivers (particularly the head
of household), domestic work was cited by learners and parents as a barrier for both boys and
girls to regularly attend radio lessons.

4: Suitability of lesson content for radio instruction
Learners found English to have the most suitable content for radio instruction, and Maths and
Science the least suitable. Learners cited difficulty in understanding content for subjects in
which they did not have supplementary learning materials at home, such as textbooks and
reading books.

5: Support to learners for radio instruction
Most learners received support from family members when learning through radio instruction,
though this was largely delivered inconsistently. More girls appeared to receive support than
boys. Positively, 70% of learners who reported listening to radio instruction said they listened
to lessons with their parents or siblings.

6: Health and safety
Learners were more worried about their health than their safety when learning at home: 38%
were worried about their safety, while 47% were worried about their health. Slightly more boys
than girls reported being worried in both categories.

7: Improving radio instruction
Respondents suggested improving radio instruction by increasing access to working radios;
providing in-person, at-home support and guidance to learners; lengthening lesson times; and
repeating broadcasts so more learners can engage. Interestingly, despite these concrete
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suggestions, most respondents firmly identified that the best way to ‘improve’ radio instruction
was to reopen schools and ensure children return full-time to classroom-based teacher-led,
learning. Learners lacked confidence in the efficacy of radio learning.

8: Sustainability of radio instruction
Most learners reported that if radio instruction were to continue after schools reopened, they
would not continue to listen to it. Moreover, learners strongly disliked radio lessons in subjects
they found difficult, like Maths and Science, and only 37% believed they would continue
receiving vital support and help for learning from another person at home when schools
reopened. These findings indicate significant limitations for sustaining the current approach to
radio instruction. If distance learning is to continue, current delivery mechanisms, support
systems and lesson content must be revised and restructured to make the national radio
instructional model a success. In addition, learner trust and confidence in radio learning would
also need to be addressed.

Recommendations

1: Increase radio access in households
To improve the reach of radio instruction, it is critical to provide resources that will help
households access both a radio and a source of energy to power it. As direct household inputs
can be costly, consideration should be given to creating learning centres in communities where
small groups of learners can gather to listen to the radio and study, effectively sharing
materials and reducing the hardware inputs required to improve radio access. Considering the
current pandemic, these learner groups would be best implemented post COVID-19, or when
children have access to vaccines.

2: Provide learners with appropriate supplementary materials, in-person support, and
interaction
To increase uptake and impact, radio lessons must be complemented with supplementary
materials for learners to use at home, including textbooks and work packets. In-person
interaction and support from parents, siblings and peers is also critical to helping learners
understand and practice new material. A successful radio instructional model must provide
both supplementary resources to learners and ensure they gather together to learn, with the
shared radio providing an opportunity for interactive learning to take place.

3: Improve radio lesson design and delivery
Delivering lessons over the radio is very different to teaching in the classroom. Appropriate
scripting, timing, pacing, directional and descriptive cues, lesson structure and duration are
critical to creating and teaching a good lesson. It is important to engage a cohort of skilled,
technical people knowledgeable about radio instruction to help create suitable lesson content,
and to ensure instructional methods are appropriate for different grade levels and subjects.
Moreover, lessons should be repeatedly aired on the radio throughout the week in which they
are taught. This will give learners increased opportunities to listen around their other domestic
duties, and even give some learners a chance to practise new content more than once. This
should also have the effect of building trust in radio lessons, which seems particularly lacking
among learners.
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4: Use radio to deliver remedial content and supplementary instruction
Radio instruction presents an opportunity to deliver remedial lessons that can develop
learners’ key foundational skills – especially literacy, numeracy, and life skills – which are
critical for school success. Lessons could start before schools reopen and continue throughout
the year as a supportive input from which all learners can benefit. Radio can also be used to
provide supplementary instruction to learners once school resumes, or to help learners with
revision, especially for candidate classes.

5: Use radio to share COVID-19 school protocols, health and safety information
Learners and teachers expressed concerns about their health and safety when they return to
school, as well as concerns about their mental and physical health due to reduced social
interaction during the closure of schools. It might be possible to use the radio to share key
messages and tips on mental and physical health, school safety protocols for teachers and
learners, and other health and safety information. These public service announcements and
talk shows can be aired before and after radio lessons to better reach intended audiences.

1 Introduction and Background

1.1 Context

The education system in South Sudan faces all the challenges of a new nation that is making a
visible effort to catch up quickly from a very low base by rapidly increasing student enrolment.
These challenges include a concentration of students in the early grades; a high proportion of
overage students, repetition, and dropout; and weak levels of student learning. With an
estimated 2 million out-of-school children1 and a primary school completion rate of only 26
percent, South Sudan needs to expand the capacity of the education system, but in an
increasingly selective and strategic manner.

The country is beginning to see some successes at the primary level as well as a growing
demand for secondary and higher education. Resources though, which are made available to
the education sector, could be allocated and deployed more efficiently. Although significant
progress has been made toward establishing a functioning payroll system for teachers and other
education staff in the states, staff are not distributed equally across schools in proportion to
enrolment. South Sudan needs more teachers and more pedagogical inputs to address what is
a very low level of learning outcomes, but these must be better managed.

School closures, due to COVID-19, have left over 1.5 billion learners out of school (UNHCR
2020) worldwide. Governments are pursuing a variety of approaches to mitigate school closures.
At the same time, countries globally are undergoing the largest economic contractions of the last
generation, reducing public budgets and household incomes.2

1 Out of School Children, South Sudan Study 2018, GPE/UNICEF.
2 Approximately 1.8 million children are enrolled in government and community schools across South
Sudan and all of these children will be targeted for distance learning. Private schools will have the same
access to distance learning materials.
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Multiple projections from diverse sources have noted that both the global level of schooling, as
well as learning, will fall due to the pandemic’s effects on the economy and education access.
COVID-19 could result in a loss of between 0.3 and 0.9 years of schooling adjusted for quality,
bringing down the effective years of basic schooling that learners achieve during their lifetime
from 7.9 years to between 7.0 and 7.6 years (World Bank 2020). Close to 7 million learners in
primary and secondary schools could drop out due to the income shock of the pandemic alone,
and many more households face likely reductions in yearly earnings over their lifetimes (World
Bank 2020).

These outcomes are likely to be substantially more severe in low-income households and
communities. Moreover, exclusion and inequality will likely be exacerbated if already
marginalised and vulnerable groups, for example girls, ethnic minorities, and persons with
disabilities, are more adversely affected by the school closures.

Globally, a five-month school shutdown (which is the average timeframe for the current global
education shutdown) is estimated to generate learning losses that have a present value of
USD 10 trillion (World Bank 2020). By this measure, the world stands to lose as much as 16%
of the investments that governments have made in this cohort of learners’ basic education (World
Bank 2020). This underscores the need for swift policy responses to offset the learning losses
resulting from the pandemic and accelerate learning by building more equitable and resilient
post COVID-19 education systems that enable children to learn continuously both in schools and
at home.

Today, the global COVID-19 pandemic is affecting countries around the world and is now on a
steady increase in South Sudan. The COVID-19 crisis in South Sudan is more than a national
health emergency. It will have a significant negative impact on the humanitarian situation and
any socio-economic and political progress the country has made over the past few years.
Responding to the COVID-19 crisis therefore requires a comprehensive, multi-sectoral
approach.

In South Sudan, before the first COVID-19 case was confirmed on 5 April 2020, the country took
several steps to mitigate the risk of the pandemic reaching and spreading in the country. This
included the suspension of sporting, social, political, and religious gatherings for an initial period
of six weeks, which was subsequently extended. All learning institutions closed, in a bid to
reduce the exposure of learners and the possible wider spread of COVID-19 in the community.
Schools were closed in March 2020, and at the time of this study in December 2020, they
remained closed, except for candidate classes which were opened in October 2020 so students
could complete their examinations. However, schools were closed again in February 2021, and
distance learning distance learning continued with the intention of stopping the spread of the
virus.

In response to the threats posed by the virus, the Transitional Government of National Unity of
South Sudan developed and is implementing the National COVID-19 Response Plan – a public
health response plan that acts as an addendum to the 2020 Humanitarian Response Plan (HRP).
Meanwhile, the humanitarian community is working with development partners, stakeholders,
and donors to support the Government’s national response, with emphasis on prevention and
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mitigation to ensure the continued delivery of essential services and laying the groundwork for
socio-economic recovery.

Delivering essential services and assistance to the most vulnerable – including older people,
people with disabilities, poor urban dwellers, and women and girls – is a critical component of
the national response. These groups have all been greatly affected by additional shocks related
to the pandemic. Humanitarian operations are expected to continue, ensuring that communities
avoid further exposure to serious risks beyond the virus, including renewed conflict, hunger, and
illness from other preventable diseases.

1.2 Study Background

While some countries have the facilities and infrastructure to rapidly implement distance teaching
and learning online, poor internet coverage and lack of access to technology like computers and
smart phones make this impossible for the majority of households in South Sudan. Radio
however, has the greatest reach, and is a relatively well-developed communications medium in
South Sudan, making it a good conduit for implementing distance learning in the country.3

Distance learning programming was therefore immediately introduced, building on the
programme which had been designed, with support from USAID, to provide access to learning
for children across the country. Indeed, the Ministry of General Education and Instruction
(MoGEI) and its development partners, have periodically been using radio to deliver remote
lessons in Mathematics, English and Science, with the goal of ensuring learning continuity and
helping learners, parents, caregivers and teachers access remote education resources and
support since 2004. This has been somewhat fragmented and there have been periods where
there has not been any programming. MoGEI, however, did determine with the outbreak of
COVID-19, to resurrect the initiative and put out a radio programme every day with lessons for
P5-P8 and S1-S3 in each subject.4 The lessons were delivered by selected teachers with each
lesson lasting for 45 minutes. The frequency of subjects taught was based on MoGEI’s
curriculum requirements hence the number of lessons per subject were based on the standard
school timetable.

Therefore, the core objective of this research was to understand the intended and actual
provision of distance learning for children in South Sudan during the COVID-19 crisis, including
the effectiveness of radio-based distance learning interventions. Within this, it was understood
that there was a need to explore the difference in experiences for boys and girls accessing radio
instruction across different states and administrative areas, as well as to understand how other
vulnerable children, such as children living with disabilities, have been participating – or not – in
distance learning programming and to what benefit.

1.3 Significance of the Study

3 57% of households have access to a radio, compared to 24% with access to a TV and 15% with access to the
Internet (GESS Endline Research 2018).
4 The entire programme is based on the Southern Sudan Interactive Radio Instruction (SSIRI) Project which was
supported by USAID from 2004. All approaches and resources have been based on that.
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Globally, there is a limited range of quantitative evidence on the impact of disease outbreaks on
education, and minimal evidence on how school disruptions can be mitigated in response to
forced school closures (Hallgarten, 2020). Although several ‘lessons learned’ documents include
guidelines and recommendations (and are now complemented by numerous education-focused
COVID-19-responsive papers, blogs, and reports), these are rarely based on evidence of impact
of particular interventions, or on evidence of the impact of different approaches to design,
implementation, coordination, funding, or prioritisation.

Education is not the only sector to experience this evidence gap. FCDO country programmes
are increasingly focusing on how to build more shock-responsiveness into their programmes.
However, there has been little, if any, systematic learning from existing shock-responsive
programmes, nor are there clear plans to evaluate whether the systems that have been put in
place work. This lack of robust evaluation, while understandable in both crisis and recovery
contexts, has rendered the task of initiating an evidence-based educational response to COVID-
19 in low-income countries even more challenging.

Closing this evidence gap is critical. To truly help children learn during a crisis, we need to better
understand the delivery mechanisms and structures required to provide appropriate resources
and support through distance learning initiatives. We also need to understand the impact of
distance learning interventions and whether they reach their intended beneficiaries equally and
equitably, and how distance learning materials can support learners who do not have access to
family members with the skills or time to help them. This will aid in improving the content and
delivery mechanisms involved in distance learning in the short term and provide a basis of
evidence for strengthening them over time to continue supporting instruction once schools
reopen.

1.4 Study Objectives

Anticipated Outcomes of the Study

This study aimed to assess how far the Government has adopted the most appropriate distance
learning practices possible that are low-tech, accessible, and affordable to the majority of
learners in South Sudan, and to estimate how far the approaches taken have promoted equity,
equality, and gender-responsiveness in their design and delivery to reach the most marginalised.
The adopted MoGEI strategy for the radio programming was based on benchmarking from
neighbouring East African countries, especially Kenya and Uganda, and lessons learnt from a
benchmarking visit conducted in South Korea by a delegation of education officials in 2006.
Further, lessons were also adopted from the USAID-funded SSIRI iprogramme implemented by
the Education Development Center (EDC)

The primary outcome of this research study then was to identify whether radio instruction has
provided a successful approach, design and delivery mechanism for distance learning that has
reached the widest audience, especially girls, children with disabilities and extremely vulnerable
children and to inform ongoing and future initiatives that can support the response and recovery
from the effects of COVID-19 and other issues which affect the education sector.
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The secondary outcome of this research study was to understand how intersecting vulnerabilities
for girls and extremely at-risk children has affected their access to distance learning and their
participation in education during school closures. This has included understanding impacts on
their health and protection.

Importantly, this study focused on the experiences of learners and households engaging in radio-
based distance learning programming due to COVID-19 school closures. As such, it has not
focused deeply on teacher interactions with the content or in their preparedness for school
reopening, though teachers were interviewed during data collection to capture their views on
radio lessons for learners. Additionally, while the survey tool included a very brief set of questions
to capture high level information on access to digital, internet-based materials and content for e-
learning, the focus of this research was predominantly on the MoGEI initiative.

Main Study Objective

To evaluate the scope, reach, accessibility, and effectiveness of radio instruction for promoting
education continuity for primary and secondary learners through distance learning in South
Sudan.

Specific Study Objectives

1. Assess the accessibility of radio-based distance learning instruction for primary and
secondary learners in the Republic of South Sudan who are not accessing education due to
COVID-19 school closures.

This included exploring the availability of radios in extremely vulnerable households,
children’s ability to listen to the radio when lessons are being aired, the strength of the radio
signal and corresponding clarity of content, and the language of instruction used for lessons.

2. Explore equity in access to radio instruction for boys, girls, children with disabilities and other
marginalised children across the 10 states and three administrative areas of the Republic of
South Sudan.

This included understanding whether certain populations of learners were more or less likely
to engage in radio instruction, and what the barriers and opportunities to equitable access
are regarding radio instruction.

3. Evaluate the suitability of radio as the medium of instruction to deliver Maths, English, and
Science lesson content to primary and secondary learners across the 10 states and three
administrative areas of the Republic of South Sudan.

This involved evaluating the suitability of radio to deliver content to learners in key subject
areas which typically require physical demonstration and practice with new material to
transfer knowledge, and support uptake and understanding of new methods and strategies.



18

4. Assess the affordability of radio instruction for households across the 10 states and three
administrative areas of the Republic of South Sudan as a platform for promoting learning
continuity against other distance learning options during school closures.

This involved understanding the barriers and opportunities households across various
locations and wealth quintiles face when providing radios at home for learners to use,
including affording the device initially, keeping it maintained and continually purchasing
batteries or solar chargers to power the radio.

5. Identify the processes by which learners engage in radio lessons and seek support from
siblings, family members, friends, community members or teachers to supplement lesson
content and instruction.

We needed to understand more about how radio instruction has actually been implemented
in households across the country and how learners have sought support to inform their
learning, including through additional self-study and practice, peer to peer learning,
engagement with siblings or family members, or by getting help from local teachers or
community members.

6. Study the potential and observable health, safety and delivery risks associated with using
radio to provide instruction to primary and secondary learners with different vulnerabilities
across the 10 states and three administrative areas of the Republic of South Sudan who are
not accessing education due to COVID-19 school closures.

This involved exploring potential risks related to the health and safety impacts of school
closures for vulnerable children, especially girls and children with disabilities, as they
engaged in distance learning. This also included understanding how distance learning
delivery mechanisms have affected the health of children in communities where they might
have gathered in groups to hear and access radio education content, as not all households
had access to their own radio.

7. Identify lessons learned from the initial phase of radio instruction to inform best practices and
support improvements to the instructional and delivery model for learners while they are out
of, and after they return to school.

This involved identifying a series of specific recommendations and strategies for improving
radio instruction during any on-going school closures, and as a potential supplement and as
catch-up support once schools reopen for learners who have fallen behind.

1.5 Research Questions

Access, Equity and Affordability

1. How many children across the country have been reached with radio-based distance
learning (disaggregated by age, grade level, gender, vulnerability status), and what are their
experiences? How equitable is access to radio instruction for boys, girls, children with
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disabilities and other marginalised children across the 10 states and three administrative
areas of the Republic of South Sudan?

2. How accessible is radio-based distance learning instruction for primary and secondary
learners in the Republic of South Sudan who are not accessing education due to COVID-19
school closures? What are the enablers and inhibitors associated with it for learners,
teachers, and parents?

3. How affordable is it for households across the 10 states and three administrative areas of
the Republic of South Sudan to use radio as a platform for promoting learning continuity,
especially in comparison to other distance learning options? How cost effective is it for the
state and non-state providers of radio instruction content?

Appropriateness and Suitability

4. Has radio instruction met the learning needs of primary and secondary learners in the
Republic of South Sudan who are not accessing education due to COVID-19 school
closures?

5. How suitable is radio as a medium of instruction to deliver Maths, English, and Science
lesson content to primary and secondary learners in the Republic of South Sudan?

6. How are learners coping with distance learning? How do learners engage in radio lessons
at home, including connecting to and seeking support from siblings, family members, friends,
community members or teachers to supplement lesson content and instruction?

Health and Safety

7. What health, safety and delivery risks are associated with using radio to provide instruction
to primary and secondary learners, especially girls and children with disabilities? How do
children feel about their own health and safety due to school closures and when engaging in
distance learning using the radio?

Improvements and Sustainability

8. How can radio-based distance learning be improved to support better instruction and delivery
and the experiences of learners?

9. How sustainable is the continued use of radio instruction as a supplement to learning once
schools reopen? Are there risks involved in continuing to use radio for learning continuity
post COVID-19?
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2 Methodology

2.1 Study Design and Approach

The methodology adopted in undertaking this study combined quantitative and qualitative
methods. A mixed-methods approach was adopted for purposes of complementarity,
triangulation, and validation of responses. While the greater part was quantitative using a
structured questionnaire, the qualitative aspect focused on self-reported experiences of parents,
teachers and learners regarding their access, uptake, and usage of distance learning radio
programming.

The study was conducted from September to October 2020 across all 10 states (and
corresponding three administrative areas). The data collection was led by the GESS Knowledge
Evidence, Research and Learning (KERL) team, the Study Team, overseen, and supervised by
the MoGEI Directorate of Planning and Budgeting. A combined team of enumerators from GESS
State Anchors and State Ministries of General Education and Instruction staff collected the data.

2.1.1 COVID-19 Research Considerations

The study team leader, through GESS leadership, processed study clearance from the National
and State COVID-19 Taskforces to authorise data collection within the sampled schools and
their surrounding communities across all states. This ensured that the research reflected COVID-
19 preventive measures and adhered to the Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) provided
by the Government in response to COVID-19. To comply, the study team wore face masks
during the training and data collection, used hand sanitisers or washed hands regularly, and
adhered to physical distancing guidelines. The study team provided a status update to the
National and State COVID-19 Taskforces through the leadership team of GESS upon completion
of data collection.

In addition, the following guidelines were adhered to during the study:

1. Research teams and survey participants were screened with a temperature monitor at
training institutions and entry points to households during data collection.

2. Research teams were familiarised with the common signs and symptoms of coronavirus
infection to immediately identify, isolate, and refer suspected cases to health officials.

3. Research teams avoided handshakes and hugging.
4. A distance of at least 2m was maintained during research procedures and activities such as

consenting, interviews and trainings to prevent person-to-person spread.
5. Research teams carried educational materials in the local language on the prevention of

coronavirus to the communities they visited to share with participants.
6. Administrative measures to minimise the risk of coronavirus infection such as surface

disinfection, research equipment disinfection etc. with an alcohol-based disinfectant were
conducted daily to prevent the spread of the virus.
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2.2 Study Location

The study was conducted in sampled households located in three to five villages within a 5km
radius of a sample of primary and secondary schools in each state and administrative area of
the country5. Importantly, the sample of schools included a selection of government-aided
primary and secondary schools where the water, sanitation, and hygiene (WASH) survey was
undertaken. Essentially, study locations were randomly sampled in each state with the aim of
reaching a minimum of 2,000 learners, 1,000 parents and guardians, and 200 teachers.

2.3 Study Participants

Overall, 2,510 learners were reached in the survey. 2,002 were under the age of 18 and almost
60% were female. In addition, 1,185 parents and guardians and 228 teachers also participated
in the study. Respondents included primary and secondary learners attending government-aided
schools in the 10 states and within the three administrative areas of South Sudan; individuals in
the household supporting radio instruction for these learners – which could include a partner or
guardian, an older sibling, and/or another older family/household member (for the purposes of
this document, we will refer to them as ‘parents/guardians’); and primary and secondary school
teachers. Learners and their parents/guardians were interviewed in their households. Teachers
were interviewed at their school site.

2.3.1 Learners

As indicated above, the survey was implemented across all 10 states and the three
administrative areas. The initial study design had a target sample of 576 learners to be reached
in each state (and the corresponding administrative areas in three of the states), yielding a total
of 5,760 learners overall. We assumed a sample of two children per household attending the
school. If there was only one child attending, we sampled another house to reach the target.
Learners were selected randomly if there were more than two children of school-going age in
the house. If there was a secondary school learner, they were always selected as one of the two
respondents.

During the field visit the survey team experienced limitations regarding the total number of
households available to sample in proximity to each school, as well as restrictions in access due
to insecurity and floods. Households were only selected that were near to the schools where the
WASH assessment was conducted; logistics, cost, and the available human resource to support
the study were key factors in linking the two studies together during fieldwork. However, the
challenges were managed and mitigated leading to overall representation in line with what had
been conceptualised in the design. This is elaborated in the sections and accompanying tables
below.

In the first instance Table 1 shows that 2,510 learners were reached in the survey overall, where
2,002 were under the age of 18 and almost 60% female.

5 The sampling approach and sample outlined in the design had to be amended given access issues as a result of
insecurity, climatic conditions and resource constraints. The amended procedure is clearly articulated below with
attention having been successfully given to realise the necessary representation.
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Table 1: Respondents by Type and Gender

Respondent
Female Male

Total
n % n %

Learner 1,441 57% 1,069 43% 2,510
Parent/guardian/sibling 566 48% 619 52% 1,185
Teacher 24 11% 204 89% 228
Total 2,031 52% 1,892 48% 3,923

Given the proportion of primary to secondary schools in the country – 9:1 – 90% of the learners
were expected to be of primary age, while 10% were expected to be of secondary age. However,
Table 2 shows that over 80% (2,074) of the learners sampled were primary learners and just
over 16% (416) were secondary learners. Given that households had to be randomly selected,
it was not possible to ensure gender balance in the sample. While the research team strived to
interview an equal number of female and male learners, it was not possible to achieve an exact
balance due to the household sampling approach. We did, however, interview more primary than
secondary learners due to the higher number of primary school learners in the general
population. Importantly, we sought to only interview learners in households who were attending
school when educational institutions were closed due to COVID-19, given the nature of the
survey tool’s questions.

Table 2: Learners by School Type

Respondent
School Type Level

ALP6 7 Primary Secondary
Total

n % n % n %
Learner 20 0.80% 2,074 82.63% 416 16.57% 2,510

Lastly, Table 3 portrays a quite even distribution between rural and urban areas, with the
percentage of respondents in rural areas slightly lower than in urban areas, at 46% and 54%,
respectively.

6 Accelerated Learning Programme (ALP) is a learning format that allows students to complete courses in a shorter
time than a traditional semester. Accelerated learning is a multi-dimensional approach where students can control
the speed and method in which they are instructed.
7 It was decided to include learners from the Accelerated Learning Programme in the sample to enhance the reach
of the study.
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Table 3: Respondents by Location8

Respondent
Rural Urban

Total
n % n %

Learner 1,150 46% 1,360 54% 2,510
Parent/guardian/sibling 548 46% 637 54% 1,185
Teacher 107 47% 121 53% 228
Total 1,805 46% 2,118 54% 3,923

2.3.2 Teachers

One teacher from each sampled school who has been involved in radio-based distance learning
was purposefully sampled for an interview. Random sampling procedures were used in the event
where two or more male teachers involved in radio instruction were present to give each teacher
an equal chance of participating in the study. Preference was given to a female teacher where
possible (in these cases, the female teacher was automatically selected for participation without
random selection) given that there are so few women teachers across the country. Table 1 above
shows that a total of 228 teachers were surveyed. Table 3, which portrays the distribution
between teachers in rural and urban areas, indicates a similar split to that of learners.

2.3.3 Parents and Guardians

The older youths or adults within a household who were supporting the sampled learners in
distance learning, or the person who was responsible for caring for the sampled learners, was
interviewed from the same households where learners were sampled. Importantly, due to the
nature of the survey tool, the youth or adult interviewed (who was above secondary school age)
was the individual working most often with the sampled learners on their home lessons. While
this may have been a parent or guardian, it also could have been an older sibling or adult residing
in the household.

We assumed three enumerators could visit three households each, interviewing nine
parents/households per sample catchment area, or 288 parents/households per state and 2,880
parents/households overall. Table 1 above shows that 1,885 parents, guardians or siblings were
interviewed overall. Although these respondents were randomly selected, 52% were male, and
48% female. While fewer households than planned were sampled overall, the household sample
was representative and provides an appropriately sized respondent group for analysis.

2.3.4 Sampling Procedure

A two-stage sampling method was employed to select the study participants. Schools were used
as the primary sampling unit. The secondary sampling units were households from the targeted
school catchment areas. One enumerator collected data from three households within each
school’s catchment area per day, and each household had a minimum of two learners attending
school prior to the COVID-19 school closures.

8 For purposes of this study, it was agreed with enumerators during training, that all schools in state towns would be
categorised as urban, while all those 8km or more from the town would be considered rural.
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In total, 260 schools (171 primary and 49 secondary), were included in the survey. The selection
of schools and households was conducted as per the following procedure:

Stage One – Selection of Schools: The first stage involved the selection of groups of schools
based on probability proportional to population size. Each school was considered as the smallest
geographical unit. The school enrolment data (population of learners) was generated from the
South Sudan Attendance Monitoring System (SAMS) by each state. The list of schools along
with the total number of learners was the study sampling frame from which schools were
randomly selected using this approach based on their respective populations.

Stage Two – Selection of Households: The second stage of sampling involved the selection
of households within the selected schools using the random walk method – a form of systematic
random sampling – whereby households were selected and accessed.

Sampled children (two per household) were interviewed separately. If a household had only one
school-going child, the team continued to the next nth house (in this case every third house) until
the required sample in the assigned enumeration area was achieved. Only children enrolled in
school were targeted.

2.4 Methods of Data Collection

The surveys with learners, parents and teachers were conducted using a structured
questionnaire digitised in the KoBoCollect mobile app, an application that has been designed for
primary data collection. Enumerators were trained by the GESS KERL team, with support from
MoGEI, on how to use KoBoCollect and upload the data to a central server. Data was retrieved
from the server for quality and completeness checks by the Research and Learning Lead daily.
Feedback on data collection progress was provided to the field team by the research team leader
through the study administrator. Upon completion of data collection, records were exported to
Stata analysis.

2.5 Methods of Data Analysis

Since data was collected using electronic tablets and smartphones, responses were
automatically uploaded and entered into a database for downloading and quality checks. The
data was checked before being analysed. The findings of the observations were analysed and
are presented in descriptive tables and graphs in the next section of this report. For analysis and
reporting, the variables were recoded and composed when needed. Data manipulation and
statistical analysis were done using Stata/SE 16.1. The selection of variables to answer each
question was primarily based on the Data Collection Tool and included disaggregations based
on primary and secondary learners. Data coding and thematic analysis of open-ended questions
was performed using Python Language, version 3.8 with Pandas 1.0.5 data analysis library, and
NLTK version 3.5, on Jupyter lab 2.1.5 development environment.

2.6 Quality Control Measures
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Several quality control measures were used at different stages of the study process: pre-study,
study, and post-study. Key quality measures are further described below.

2.6.1 Training of Data Collectors

MoGEI personnel and State Anchor enumerators involved in data collection were trained on how
to administer the questionnaire and undertake field observations using TECHNO tablets and
smartphones. Study teams pre-tested the questionnaire during the training, before data
collection took place. No major changes were made to the questionnaire after the pre-testing,
and any potential conflicts of interest were avoided by ensuring that none of these personnel
were in any way involved in programme delivery.

2.6.2 Supervision of Data Collection

The MoGEI and GESS KERL teams supervised data collectors throughout the study. The
supervisors provided general guidance on data collection and logistics in the field to ensure
accurate data was collected. The supervisors also checked for inconsistencies in responses and
any other anomalies before data was uploaded to the central server managed by the GESS
KERL team.

2.6.3 Use of Tablets and Smart Phones for Data Collection

The use of the tablets and smartphones provided additional quality control checks during data
collection as well as in the storage of data. This was achieved by programming the questionnaire
in a way that minimised error and increased data capture efficiency. The programming of the
questionnaire using the KoBoCollect mobile app ensured that no questions that required
responses (marked as mandatory using an asterisk) were skipped. This was done by
programming a command that would prevent a researcher from moving to the next question
without entering a response. If a researcher attempted to skip a question, an error message
would appear. Nevertheless, questions that were not marked as mandatory could be skipped.

Upon completing the administration of the questionnaire, the data was stored to allow the
enumerators and supervisors to check and ensure consistency and accurate data capture.
Connecting the tablets and smartphones to the internet also provided an additional advantage
of automatic transmission to the server where it was further checked for accuracy by the GESS
Data Analyst and the Research and Learning Lead.

2.7 Ethical Considerations

Ethical principles critical for safeguarding study participants were given due consideration. The
KERL team communicated with relevant authorities and confirmed clearance (via a support
letter) at national and state levels to conduct the study. Study participants were informed about
the purpose of the study and how the results will be used. All information gathered was kept
strictly confidential. The study was conducted with consideration for the basic ethical principles
of respect for humans, beneficence, and justice. The study adhered to ethical requirements,
inclusive of alignment to the COVID-19 guidelines for conducting research. The following ethical
principles were maintained during the study.
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¶ Right to KNOW what the study is about: Data collectors explained to each participant
topics to be covered, benefits to expect, risks involved and the use of information to be
collected. Verbal consent was received from each participant before the interview.

¶ Right to freely CHOOSE whether to participate or not: Participation in the study was
on a voluntary basis and participants had the right to withdraw from the interview at any
time or to indicate if they did not want to answer a specific question.

¶ Right to PRIVACY: No names or other personally identifying information was recorded
in the questionnaires, and data collectors did not discuss respondents’ answers with
others.

¶ Right to have NO HARM done to them: The study did not cause any emotional,
physical, or economic harm to those who chose to participate as the above three points
were strictly followed.

2.7.1 Informed Consent Procedures

All participants were briefed about the study, its purpose, how the information would be used
and the risks and benefits of participation. The consent/assent form was read word for word to
individual participants in English and local languages where necessary; consent was obtained
verbally.

2.7.2 Protocol for Reinforcing Anonymity and Confidentiality

As a standard protocol, before beginning the interview, enumerators verbally informed the
respondent that their responses would remain confidential and that their name would not be
associated with any of the data collected. The respondents were assured that the data collected
would be stored in a database that only the key research analysts have access to, that the data
would be reported in an aggregated manner, and that their names would not be written on any
data sheets so that no one would be able to link any response to any individual. All data collected
was kept anonymous throughout the analysis and report writing process. Personal identifying
information was not collected.

2.8 Study Limitations

The study reached a lower targeted sample number due to previously noted limitations. It was
done concurrently with the WASH study in a selected number of schools. Delays in the WASH
study data collection plan also delayed this study, as it followed the WASH fieldwork schedule.
This affected data collection timelines and did not allow for extra time in each location to visit far-
away villages. Poor road infrastructure made it difficult to access some schools, slowing travel
times. Insecurity and bad weather – flooding in particular – also limited data collection in some
states, further reducing the sample. With this in mind, the study cannot be considered to be
comprehensive.

The sample calculation was based on the number of learners to achieve a high confidence level.
Since there are no similar studies related to distance learning during COVID-19 in South Sudan
to inform the sample size, the calculation of sample size used a proportion that enabled the team
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to generate the highest sample size possible (0.5 or 50%) in order to be able to address the
satisfaction indicator for the distance learning initiative.

While the reduced sample size is not ideal and does reduce the generalisability of findings, the
data still paints a clear and evidenced picture of distance learning across the country, providing
an important lens on learner experience and the challenges they face accessing any education
services, let alone those which are virtual or of quality.

The study did not include the measurement of overall socio-economic conditions of each state.
To partially address those aspects, reach by grade and school type reflects the location of
schools and the different level of reach associated with urban versus rural areas. Moreover, the
multivariate regression to explain reach includes variables that could be considered indicators
of socio-economic aspects such as employment and access to basic services such as electricity
or another source of energy. Additionally, state profiles show that states with more urban
respondents present higher levels of reach.
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3 Findings and Interpretations

2.9 Research Question 1: Reach of Radio Instruction

Research Question 1: How many children across the country are being reached with
radio-based distance learning (disaggregated by age, grade level, gender, vulnerability
status), and what are their experiences? How equitable is access to radio instruction for
boys, girls, children with disabilities, and other marginalised children across the 10 states
and three administrative areas of the Republic of South Sudan?

To identify how many learners across the country have been reached with radio-based distance
learning, this study analysed responses to the questions included in Section 2 of the Distance
Learning Survey Tool.

Firstly, a new variable, “Index of Reach”, was created and was composed of the questions:

¶ Q10: Have you heard of education lessons on the radio during COVID-19?
¶ Q12: Which lessons have you listened to on the radio?
¶ Q14: Do you know what time the radio lessons are broadcast/aired?

The selection of the variables was based on the identification in the Distance Learning Survey
Tool and the Cronbach’s Alpha test that showed a coefficient of 0.8422, as seen in Illustrations
1 and 2 below, providing enough internal consistency to proceed. As a result of the composition
and recoding, it is possible to observe the respondents’ Index of Reach on a scale of 0 to 1,
where 0 is the lowest reach level, and 1 is the highest.

Illustration 1: Spearman Test Reach

Q10 Heard of
Radio Instruction

Q12 Lessons
Listened

Q14
Broadcasting

Time

Q10 Heard of Radio Instruction 1.0000 - -
Q12 Lessons Listened 0.7078 1.0000 -
Q14 Broadcasting Time 0.5436 0.6535 1.0000

Key Findings – Research Question 1 – Reach of Radio Instruction

Slightly less than 50% of all learners surveyed were not reached by radio instruction. Age,
grade level and location are more significant factors related to improved reach than

gender. Older learners above the age of 13 and those in secondary school were reached
by lessons more than younger learners who are in primary. Reach is similar across

genders and between children with and without disabilities.
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Illustration 2: Cronbach's Alpha Reach

Item Obs Sign item-test-
correlation

item-rest-
correlation

average
inter-item

covariance
alpha

Q10 Heard of Radio
Instruction 1924 + 0.8780 0.6948 .1276623 0.7984
Q12 Lessons Listened 1916 + 0.9093 0.7821 .1130929 0.7052
Q14 Broadcasting Time 1924 + 0.8311 0.6594 .1633151 0.8277
Test scale .1346601 0.8422

Moreover, to answer the research question, the analysis only includes observations of learners
between the ages of 10 and 18. While the sample included learners under the age of 10 and
over 18, the number of observations was lower than 5% in relation to both. Therefore, these
were considered outliers and excluded from the analysis. Hence the sample size used to answer
this question is 1,916.

Overall Reach

Graph 1 shows that out of 1,916 respondents between the ages of 10 and 18, 955 reported not
being reached at all, representing 49.1% of the sample. Moreover, out of the half of the sample
who reported being reached, 30% (326) reported a level of reach inferior to 0.5.

Graph 1: Level of Reach for Children
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Reach by Age

Age disaggregation shows that the radio lessons had a higher reach for older learners rather
than younger. Graph 2 shows that up to the age of 13, the method did not reach over 50% of the
respondents. Moreover, in learners aged 11, the lack of reach increases to almost 70%. On the
other hand, the number of learners between 17 and 18 who reported lack of reach does not
surpass 45% of the interviewees. Nevertheless, the age distribution shows that at least 43% of
the respondents have not been reached at all on average.

Graph 2: Index of Reach Disaggregated by Age

Reach by Grade

Grade disaggregation indicates that radio lessons have had a lower reach in primary schools
than in secondary schools. Graph 3, Index of reach by grade, shows that in the lower grades of
primary school, the percentage of learners not reached was between 55% and 67%, whereas in
secondary school it was between 25% and 38%. It is worth noting that overall, the trajectory of
reach was quite regular with generally learners in each grade accessing radio learning more
than those in the previous grade.
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Graph 3: Index of Reach Disaggregated by Grade

Reach by Location

It is worth noting that almost 80% of secondary school respondents attend schools located in
urban areas (133 out of 167 respondents), while only 50% of primary school respondents attend
schools located in urban areas (850 out of 1,738 respondents), as shown in Table 4 below. The
reach of radio instruction in urban areas was also significantly higher than access in rural areas
for older and ALP learners, as seen in Table 5. As such, school location could be significant to
explain the difference in reach between primary and secondary school respondents, given that
more secondary schools are located in urban areas.

Table 4: Location by School Type

Location
School type

ALP Primary Secondary Total
n % n % n % N %

Rural 0 0% 888 51% 34 20% 922 48%
Urban 19 100% 850 49% 133 80% 1,002 52%
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Table 5: School Location

Reach
School Location

Rural Urban
Total

n % n %
0.00 537 56% 418 44% 955
0.17 54 71% 22 29% 76
0.33 114 46% 136 54% 250
0.50 1 4% 24 96% 25
0.67 68 38% 113 62% 181
0.83 30 43% 39 57% 69
1.00 112 31% 248 69% 360
Total 916 48% 1,000 52% 1,916

Furthermore, when disaggregated by state, respondents reported the highest reach in Jonglei
State and Unity State, with a mean level of reach of 0.44 and 0.52, respectively, as can be seen
in Graph 4. Respondents in both states reported their schools are mostly or exclusively located
in urban settings (100% and 81% respectively).

Graph 4: Reach by State

Reach by Gender
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Table 6: Reach by Gender

Level
of

Reach

Gender
Female Male Total

n % n % N %
0.00 558 47% 397 54% 955 50%
0.17 61 5% 15 2% 76 4%
0.33 161 14% 89 12% 250 13%
0.50 21 2% 4 1% 25 1%
0.67 120 10% 61 8% 181 9%
0.83 40 3% 29 4% 69 4%
1.00 218 18% 142 19% 360 19%
Total 1,179 100% 737 100% 1,916 100%

Reach by Disability

Tables 7 to 11 show that the sample of respondents with a disability did not surpass 2% of the
total, except for learners with speech impediments, which represents 6% of the sample (out of a
total sample of 1,916 respondents). Since the study did not specifically target learners with
disabilities, it is not possible to determine the representability of the findings by disability type or
overall. However, it is worth noting that among the children who reported at least some level of
disability, the proportion of reach to radio instruction is similar to those who did not report any
disability whatsoever. Overall, about half of learners with a disability were reached (Tables 7 and
8), including those with speech impediments (Table 9) where extended time was spent
explaining the questions.

Table 7: Difficulty Hearing

Level
of

Reach

Do you have difficulty hearing?

Total
Cannot do at

all Yes a lot Yes some Not at all
n % n % n % n % N %

0 1 100% 0 0% 15 50% 1,015 54% 1,031 54%
0.25 0 0% 1 100% 2 7% 272 14% 275 14%
0.75 0 0% 0 0% 2 7% 179 10% 181 9%

1 0 0% 0 0% 11 37% 418 22% 429 22%
Total 1 100% 1 100% 30 100% 1,884 100% 1,916 100%
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Table 8: Difficulty Seeing

Level
of

Reach

Do you have difficulty seeing?
Total

Yes a lot Yes some Not at all
n % n % n % N %

0 3 60% 19 53% 1,009 54% 1,031 54%
0.25 1 20% 3 8% 271 14% 275 14%
0.75 0 0% 3 8% 178 9% 181 9%

1 1 20% 11 31% 417 22% 429 22%
Total 5 100% 36 100% 1,875 100% 1,916 100%

Table 9: Difficulty Speaking

Level
of

Reac
h

Do you have difficulty in speaking your primary
language?

Total
Cannot do

at all Yes a lot Yes some Not at all
n % n % n % n % N %

0 11 50% 5 28% 50 57% 965 54% 1,031 54%
0.25 0 0% 3 17% 7 8% 265 15% 275 14%
0.75 2 9% 3 17% 14 16% 162 9% 181 9%

1 9 41% 7 39% 17 19% 396 22% 429 22%
Total 22 100% 18 100% 88 100% 1,788 100% 1,916 100%

Table 10: Difficulty with Self-care

Level of
Reach

Do you have difficulty washing or getting dressed?
TotalCannot

do at all Yes a lot Yes some Not at all
n n % n n % n % N %

0 1 1 50% 1021 1021 50% 8 57% 1,031 54%
0.25 0 0 0% 273 273 0% 2 14% 275 14%
0.75 0 1 50% 179 179 50% 1 7% 181 9%

1 0 0 0% 426 426 0% 3 21% 429 22%
Total 1 2 100% 1,899 1,899 100% 14 100% 1,916 100%
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Table 11: Difficulty Walking

Level
of

Reach

Do you have difficulty walking?
TotalCannot do

at all Yes a lot Yes some Not at all
n % n % n % n % N %

0 1 100% 1 100% 16 57% 1,013 54% 1,031 54%
0.25 0 0% 0 0% 4 14% 271 14% 275 14%
0.75 0 0% 1 0% 2 7% 179 9% 181 9%

1 0 0% 0 0% 6 21% 423 22% 429 22%
Total 1 100% 1 100% 28 100% 1,886 100% 1,916 100%

Radio-based distance learning has reached around half of children surveyed between the ages
of 10 to 18. Age, grade level and location seem to be more significant factors related to reach
rather than gender.

2.10 Research Questions 2 and 3: Access to a Working Radio at Home

Research Questions 2 and 3: How accessible is radio-based distance learning instruction
for primary and secondary learners in the Republic of South Sudan who are not accessing
education due to COVID-19 school closures? What are the enablers and inhibitors
associated with it for learners, teachers, and parents?

Research questions 2 and 3 were combined to address research question 3. To explore
accessibility for primary and secondary learners, the following questions were asked of all
learners, with a total of 2,510 observations.

¶ Q1: Do you have a working radio at home?
¶ Q2: Do you get to use/listen to the radio that you have at home?
¶ Q4: Do you have access to a radio elsewhere, outside of your home?
¶ Q5: Do you have a source of electricity at your home?

Access to a Working Radio

Table 12 shows that 39% of the learners surveyed had a working radio at home; results are the
same for males and females. 61% did not have access to a working radio at home. Graph 5
shows that those who did not have a radio at home rely mostly on a neighbour to access a radio.
It is worth noting that of those who answered “Other”, the majority specified not having access
to a radio at all. In total, nearly 68% of respondents said they did not have access to a radio at
all in their household, working or not.

Key Findings – Research Questions 2 and 3 – Access to a Working Radio

Limited access to radios at home, poor access to power sources and radio breakages that
could not be repaired significantly restrict access to radio instruction for learners, and were

found to be the primary inhibitors for engaging in distance learning lessons for most
learners.
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Graph 5: Learners’ Radio Access

Table 12: Working Radio at Home

Do you have a
working radio at

home?

Gender
Total

Female Male
n % n % N %

No 874 61% 665 62% 1,539 61%
Yes 567 39% 404 38% 971 39%

Total 1,441 100% 1,069 100% 2,510 100%

Furthermore, 63% of respondents reported not having electricity at home (Table 13). While this
could be understood as an inhibitor to access, it is important to note (Graph 6) that the primary
source of power for most respondents' radios was solar power, followed by car batteries.

Table 13: Electricity Access

Do you have a
source of electricity

at your home?

Gender
Total

Female Male
n % n % N %

No 928 64% 653 61% 1,581 63%
Yes 513 36% 416 39% 929 37%

Total 1,441 100% 1,069 100% 2,510 100%

6.95%

22.16%

12.74%

12.61%

45.55%
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Graph 6: Radio Power Source

In addition to not being able to access a radio, Table 14 shows that 24% of surveyed secondary
learners and 20% of surveyed primary learners were not able to use their radio at home due to
it malfunctioning and failure to fix it.

Table 14: Radio Breakage

In the last 1 month,
have you ever had to
stop using the radio

because it broke,
and you could not

fix it?

School Type
Total

ALP Primary Secondary

n % n % n % N %
No 15 75% 1,680 81% 299 72% 1,994 79%
Yes 5 25% 394 19% 117 28% 516 21%

Total 20 100% 2,074 100% 416 100% 2,510 100%

Considering the context and potential restrictions on mobility caused by the COVID-19
pandemic, while respondents seem to have had alternative access to radios, the lack of a
working radio at home seems to be one of the primary inhibitors to access for the learners
surveyed.

Impact of Radio Access on Reach

A multivariate regression analysis explored how, and to what extent, challenges in radio
accessibility led to lower reach. For this analysis, the variable reach was composed for all
observations of learners and not limited in age. Illustrations 3 and 4 shows the internal
consistency to associate the variables.
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Illustration 3: Spearmen Test Reach All

Q10 Heard of Radio
Instruction All

Q12 Lessons
Listened All

Q14 Broadcasting
Time All

Q10 Heard of Radio
Instruction All 1.0000
Q12 Lessons Listened
All 0.7327 1.0000
Q14 Broadcasting
Time All 0.5880 0.6957 1.0000

Illustration 4: Cronbach's Alpha Test Reach All

Item Obs Sign item-test-
correlation

item-rest-
correlation

average
interitem

covariance
alpha

Q10 Heard of Radio
Instruction All 3923 + 0.8878 0.6608 .151179 0.8407
Q12 Lessons Listened
All 2674 + 0.9187 0.8044 .1248368 0.7246
Q14 Broadcasting
Time All 3923 + 0.8520 0.6359 .1781409 0.8430
Test scale .1478089 0.8534

To describe accessibility, the independent variables under study were:

¶ Q1: Do you have a working radio at home? (coded as WorkingRadio)
¶ Q4: Do you have access to a radio elsewhere, outside of your home? (coded as

RadioElsewhere)
¶ Q5: Do you have a source of electricity at your home? (coded as Energy)
¶ Location

Table 15 shows that the model overall explains almost 22% of changes in reach, with a positive
direction for all variables. Hence, the higher the level of accessibility described by these
variables, the higher the reach level for all respondent categories.

Table 15: Impact of Accessibility on Reach
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Furthermore, the model also shows that having a working radio at home is the greatest factor
impacting reach in the population: having a radio at home has clearly increased the likelihood of
being reached by radio lessons by 30%. Second to this, having access to a source of energy
significantly increased reach.

Since having access to a working radio is the most critical factor affecting reach for the study
sample, according to the model, it is worth exploring potential variables that could impact
accessibility to a working radio. A multivariate regression analysis explored to what extent and
how the means to access a working radio contributed to a higher likelihood of having a working
radio at home. To describe the means using data from the questionnaire, the independent
variables under study were:

¶ Employment
¶ Source of energy
¶ Location

Table 16 shows that (in a sample of 3,695 respondents) having a source of energy at home is
the most significant factor influencing whether a family has a working radio, accounting for this
in 38% of the cases. Moreover, it is interesting to note that employment, which often influences
household income and resources, only explains 1% of the likelihood of having a working radio.
Therefore, having a source of energy has more influence over whether a family has a working
radio than their employment status.

Table 16: Impact of Means to Access Radios

Overall, access to a working radio seems then to be the most significant factor related to
enhancing reach. Moreover, having a source of energy in the household is critical to enabling
families to have access to a working radio. Therefore, to improve the reach of radio lessons, it
is important to explore inputs that will help households access a source of energy, or to provide
alternative access to a radio.

Finally, Table 17 shows the level of reach within each state, and Table 18 shows access to
sources of energy by state. These tables shed light on findings across the country, despite the
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difference in observations for each variable. Table 18 shows that Unity had the highest
proportion of access to sources of energy among respondents at 77%, which is significantly
higher than the next state, Central Equatoria, with 56%. Correspondingly, Table 17 shows that
Unity is the state with the highest level of reach across the country, with 55% of respondents
showing the highest level of reach.

Table 17: Reach by State

Table 18: Energy by State

State

Do you have a source of electricity at
your home?

TotalNo Yes
n % n %

Central Equatoria 310 44% 389 56% 699
Eastern Equatoria 308 71% 128 29% 436
Jonglei 59 80% 15 20% 74
Lakes 217 66% 114 34% 331
Northern Bahr el Ghazal 343 85% 62 15% 405
Unity 80 23% 274 77% 354
Upper Nile State 77 51% 75 49% 152
Warrap 171 72% 66 28% 237
Western Bahr el Ghazal 350 62% 211 38% 561
Western Equatoria 501 74% 173 26% 674
South Sudan 2,416 62% 1,507 38% 3,923

State
Level of Reach All Tota

l0 0.17 0.33 0.5 0.67 0.83 1

n % n % n % n % N % n % n % N
CES 208 44% 1 0% 50 11% 1 0% 62 13% 34 7% 116 25% 472
EES 151 52% 1 0% 18 6% 2 1% 40 14% 5 2% 72 25% 289
JGL 20 32% 0 0% 2 3% 0 0% 13 21% 0 0% 28 44% 63
LKS 110 49% 1 0% 30 13% 2 1% 21 9% 10 4% 51 23% 225

NBeG 154 57% 51 19% 33 12% 1 0% 8 3% 8 3% 17 6% 272
UTY 75 31% 0 0% 23 9% 0 0% 11 5% 1 0% 134 55% 244
UNS 31 30% 0 0% 24 23% 1 1% 14 14% 5 5% 28 27% 103
WRP 105 58% 5 3% 14 8% 0 0% 16 9% 11 6% 30 17% 181

WBeG 142 37% 25 7% 48 13% 20 5% 41 11% 13 3% 93 24% 382
WES 195 44% 0 0% 90 20% 1 0% 41 9% 14 3% 102 23% 443
Total 1191 44.5% 84 3.1% 332 12.4% 28 1.05% 267 9.99% 101 3.7% 671 25.1% 2674
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2.11 Research Question 4: Uptake of Radio Lessons

Research Question 4: Has radio instruction met the learning needs of primary and
secondary learners in the Republic of South Sudan who are not accessing education due
to COVID-19 school closures?

To explore if radio instruction has met the learning needs of primary and secondary learners, the
research analysed the sample of all learners – with no distinction of age and level of schooling
– who reported listening to radio lessons using the following questions:

¶ Q11: Have you listened to any of the radio lessons?
¶ Q20: Why do you like to listen to this subject on the radio?
¶ Q22: Why do you dislike listening to this subject on the radio?
¶ Q36: What materials are you using?
¶ Q38: Do you find these materials more or less useful than radio lessons?
¶ Q50: Are you/your learners doing more schoolwork or less schoolwork since the COVID-

19 school closures?
¶ Q51: Why?
¶ Q52: Are you/your learners learning more or are you learning less using radio lessons

since the COVID-19 school closures?
¶ Q53: Why?
¶ Q56: What are the challenges with learning on the radio?
¶ Q57: What is the quality of the radio lessons?
¶ Q59: When schools reopen, would you still listen to radio lessons?
¶ Q60: Why/Why not?

It is important to note that all variables under analysis reflect self-reported levels of satisfaction
or adoption of radio instruction by the surveyed learners. Therefore, the findings assume that
higher levels of satisfaction or adoption would reflect needs being met.

Tables 19 and 20 show that when including all learners in the analysis who reported being
reached by radio instruction (e.g. having knowledge that radio instruction exists), the percentage
of those who reported having listened to any radio lesson stands at 70% (out of a sample of
1,183).

When disaggregated by school level it was found that a significantly higher percentage (over
80%) of secondary learners listened to radio lessons compared to 67% of primary school

Key Findings – Research Question 4 – Uptake of Radio Lessons

70% of learners who were reached by radio instruction reported listening to at least one
lesson, with more secondary learners listening regularly than primary learners. 60% of the

learners surveyed believe the radio lessons are of good quality; parents disagree and
assert that learners do not understand them. 90% of learners said they are learning less

under radio instruction than when they were in school. Domestic work was cited by learners
and parents as a barrier for both boys and girls to regularly attend radio lessons.
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learners. When addressing geographic disaggregation, in 7 states out of 10, at least 60% of
respondents reported having listened to radio lessons, as can be seen in Table 21.

Table 19: Listening Uptake by Gender

Have you
listened to any

of the radio
lessons?

Gender Total
Female Male

n % n % N %
No 222 33% 124 25% 346 29%
Yes 458 67% 379 75% 837 71%

Total 680 100% 503 100% 1,183 100%

Table 20: Listening Uptake by School Type

Have you
listened to any

of the radio
lessons?

School Type
Total

ALP Primary Secondary

n % n % n % n %
No 1 6% 294 33% 51 18% 346 29%
Yes 16 94% 594 67% 227 82% 837 71%

Total 17 100% 888 100% 278 100% 1,183 100%

Table 21: Listening Uptake by State

State

Have you listened to any of the
radio lessons?

Total
No Yes

n % n %
Central Equatoria 56 24% 179 76% 235
Eastern Equatoria 17 15% 98 85% 115
Jonglei 3 8% 35 92% 38
Lakes 29 31% 64 69% 93
Northern Bahr el Ghazal 32 63% 19 37% 51
Unity 27 17% 130 83% 157
Upper Nile State 32 52% 30 48% 62
Warrap 18 45% 22 55% 40
Western Bahr el Ghazal 45 27% 124 73% 169
Western Equatoria 87 39% 136 61% 223
Total 346 29% 837 71% 1,183

Tables 22 to 25 indicate that when learners were asked why they like or dislike the subjects
covered by radio instruction, the primary reason in both cases is related to difficulty in
understanding the content of lessons. It is important to note that in both cases response rates
drop significantly. While 837 learners reported having listened to the radio lessons, only 520
answered why they like the subjects and 405 answered why they dislike the subjects.
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Primary school learners prioritised enjoying the content when stating what they liked about radio
lessons, whereas secondary school learners prioritised having the textbooks available for the
courses they listened to.

On the other hand, primary school learners dislike the subjects that they cannot practise in their
home, as well as those for which they do not have the textbooks. For secondary school learners,
the priority continues to be having access to textbooks and supporting materials. These trends
do not show significant differences by gender.

Table 22: Subject Like by Gender

Why do learners like this
subject?

Gender
Total

Female Male
n % n % n %

Easy to understand 127 49% 108 42% 235 45%
I have the textbook 53 20% 59 23% 112 22%
It's my favourite subject 55 21% 70 27% 125 24%
I can practise the subject at home 26 10% 22 8% 48 9%
Total 261 100% 259 100% 520 100%

Table 23: Subject Like by School Type

Why do learners like
this subject?

School Type Total
ALP Primary Secondary

n % n % n % n %

Easy to understand 8 31% 162 45% 65 48% 235 45%
I have the textbook 8 31% 68 19% 36 26% 112 22%
It's my favourite subject 10 38% 90 25% 25 18% 125 24%
I can practise the subject
at home 0 0% 38 11% 10 7% 48 9%

Total 26 100% 358 100% 136 100% 520 100%

Table 24: Subject Dislike by Gender

Why do learners dislike this
subject?

Gender
Total

Female Male
n % n % n %

Hard to understand 113 57% 108 53% 221 55%
I don't have the textbook 39 20% 52 25% 91 22%
It's my least favourite subject 9 5% 8 4% 17 4%
I can't practise the subject at home 39 20% 37 18% 76 19%
Total 200 100% 205 100% 405 100%
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Table 25: Subject Dislike by School Type

Why do learners dislike
this subject?

School Type
Total

ALP Primary Secondary
n % n % n % n %

Hard to understand 9 43% 152 54% 60 58% 221 55%

I don't have the textbook 7 33% 58 21% 26 25% 91 22%
It's my least favourite
subject 0 0% 12 4% 5 5% 17 4%
I can't practise the subject
at home 5 24% 59 21% 12 12% 76 19%

Total 21 100% 281 100% 103 100% 405 100%

Radio Lessons and Supplementary Learning

Apart from listening to radio lessons, 80% of learners reported that they engage in additional
learning activities such as reading, taking notes, learning through textbooks, and revising, as
shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Additional Learning Activities by School Type

Furthermore, Graph 7 shows that most learners (out of a sample of 1,499) rely on textbooks or
practice books to support their radio lessons, which they access on their own from home. Tables
26 and 27 show that responses to whether those supplementary materials are more (or less)
useful for instruction than the lessons broadcast are ambivalent. While more than 50% of the
learners found their textbooks more useful than the radio lessons, another 40% found them less
useful. Overall, results appear to show that radio instruction alone – without supplementary
materials – presents a learning challenge for most learners surveyed.
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Graph 7: Materials Used to Support Radio Lessons

Table 26: Materials Usefulness by Gender

Do you find these materials
more or less helpful than radio
lessons?

Gender
Total

Female Male
n % n % n %

Less 342 40% 258 40% 600 40%
About the same 63 7% 31 5% 94 6%
More 456 53% 349 55% 805 54%

Total 861 100% 638 100% 1,499 100%

Table 27: Materials Usefulness by School Type

Do you find these
materials more or
less helpful than
radio lessons?

School Type
Total

ALP Primary Secondary

n % n % n % n %
Less 12 71% 470 40% 118 40% 600 40%
About the same 3 18% 76 6% 15 5% 94 6%
More 2 12% 638 54% 165 55% 805 54%
Total 17 100% 1,184 100% 298 100% 1,499 100%
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Moreover, when learners were asked about the reasons why they were doing less schoolwork
than before the COVID-19 school closures, most reported that their time is occupied with
domestic work, as shown in Figure 2. This was similar when answers were disaggregated by
gender and by school type, as can be seen in Figures 3 and 4, respectively.

Figure 2: Reasons for Doing Less Schoolwork

Figure 3: Reasons for Doing Less Schoolwork by Gender

Figure 4: Reasons for Doing Less School work by School Type

Learners who reported doing more schoolwork than before COVID-19 school closures said that
this is mostly due to having more available free time and wanting to ‘keep updated’ by continuing
to study, as can be seen in Figure 5. It is important to note that only 176 learners explained their
reasons.
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Figure 5: Reasons for Doing More Schoolwork (n=176)

Radio Lessons and Learning Experience
Learners were consulted about the quality of their learning experiences using radio instruction.
A total of 60% of learners positively reported that the quality of the lessons was good or very
good, as seen in Graph 8. Despite this, as seen in Table 28, over 90% of learners reported that
they were learning less than when they were in school.

Graph 8: Lesson Quality
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