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Abstract 
This study investigates the administrative barriers hindering equitable educational 
access for marginalized communities in South Sudan, focusing on rural 
populations, internally displaced persons (IDPs), and girls. Despite constitutional 
guarantees to education, systemic inefficiencies, corruption, and inadequate policy 
implementation perpetuate exclusion, particularly in conflict-affected regions. 
Employing a mixed-methods approach, the research combines surveys with 450 
households across three rural counties, in-depth interviews with 30 IDP families, 
and focus group discussions with 60 school-aged girls and education stakeholders. 
Findings reveal that bureaucratic delays in school registration, inequitable 
resource allocation, and gender-biased administrative practices 
disproportionately disadvantage rural communities, IDPs, and girls. For instance, 
68% of rural schools lack government-recognized teachers, while 72% of IDP 
children face documentation barriers to enrollment. Girls encounter additional 
hurdles, including discriminatory fee structures and inadequate sanitation 
facilities, contributing to a 40% dropout rate. The study highlights how 
administrative failures intersect with socio-cultural norms to deepen educational 
inequities. These insights underscore the urgent need for decentralized 
governance, anti-corruption measures, and gender-responsive policies to align 
administrative practices with South Sudan’s equity goals. By centering African 
voices and contextual realities, this research contributes to broader debates on 
education governance in post-conflict settings, offering actionable 
recommendations for policymakers and NGOs working to dismantle structural 
barriers to inclusive education. 
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Introduction 
Education is widely recognized as a fundamental human right and a critical 

driver of sustainable development, yet equitable access remains an elusive goal for 
many marginalized populations in sub-Saharan Africa (UNESCO, 2020). In South 
Sudan, a nation grappling with the legacies of prolonged conflict, economic 
instability, and systemic underdevelopment, educational disparities are 
particularly pronounced among rural communities, internally displaced persons 
(IDPs), and girls (Deng, 2019). Despite constitutional guarantees of free and 
compulsory basic education, administrative barriers—ranging from bureaucratic 
inefficiencies to discriminatory policies—persistently undermine efforts to achieve 
inclusive and equitable schooling (Mawien, 2021). This study examines these 
structural obstacles, shedding light on the systemic challenges that perpetuate 
educational inequities in one of Africa’s most fragile states. 

The research problem centers on the disconnect between policy 
commitments and their implementation, a gap exacerbated by weak governance, 
resource constraints, and socio-cultural norms that disproportionately affect 
vulnerable groups (Johnson, 2018). While South Sudan’s Education Act of 2012 
and the General Education Strategic Plan (2017–2022) articulate ambitious goals 
for universal access, rural populations, IDPs, and girls continue to face exclusion 
due to administrative bottlenecks (Ministry of General Education and Instruction, 
2017). For instance, centralized decision-making often neglects localized needs, 
while gender-blind planning fails to address the unique barriers girls encounter, 
such as early marriage and safety concerns in schools (Akol, 2020). These 
challenges are compounded by the displacement crisis, with over 2 million IDPs 
struggling to access education amid fragmented service delivery (UNHCR, 2021). 
Understanding these administrative barriers is thus critical to informing policy 
reforms that align with the realities of marginalized communities. 

Within the African context, South Sudan’s educational challenges mirror 
broader regional trends, where post-conflict states often prioritize reconstruction 
over equitable service delivery (Samati, 2016). However, South Sudan’s case is 
distinct due to its nascent governance structures and the interplay of ethnic and 
gender disparities in education (Yongo-Bure, 2021). Comparative studies from 
neighboring Uganda and Kenya highlight how decentralized systems can enhance 
access for rural and displaced populations (Oketch, 2019), yet South Sudan’s 
administrative framework remains largely top-down, stifling community 
participation (Deng & Sebit, 2020). Furthermore, the gendered dimensions of 
educational exclusion in South Sudan reflect pervasive patriarchal norms, where 
girls’ schooling is often deprioritized in favor of boys’ education (Adebanjo, 2021). 
These contextual factors underscore the urgency of interrogating administrative 
barriers through an intersectional lens. 

The purpose of this study is threefold: first, to identify the specific 
administrative obstacles hindering equitable education for rural communities, 
IDPs, and girls; second, to analyze the policy and institutional failures 
perpetuating these barriers; and third, to propose actionable recommendations 
grounded in local realities. The study employs a conceptual framework integrating 
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structural violence theory (Galtung, 1969) and intersectionality (Crenshaw, 1989) 
to elucidate how overlapping systems of oppression—bureaucratic, gendered, and 
socio-economic—converge to marginalize already vulnerable groups. By centering 
the voices of affected communities, this research challenges dominant narratives 
that attribute low enrollment solely to supply-side deficits, instead highlighting the 
role of governance in reinforcing inequities (Novelli & Smith, 2011). 

This article proceeds as follows: after this introduction, the subsequent 
section reviews relevant literature on educational access in fragile states, with a 
focus on administrative barriers. The methodology details the mixed-methods 
approach, combining policy analysis with qualitative fieldwork in rural and IDP 
settlements. Findings are then presented, organized around key themes such as 
bureaucratic inefficiencies, gender bias in policymaking, and the exclusion of 
displaced populations. The discussion contextualizes these findings within broader 
debates on education equity in Africa, while the conclusion offers policy 
implications and directions for future research. By foregrounding the lived 
experiences of marginalized South Sudanese, this study contributes to a more 
nuanced understanding of how administrative systems can either perpetuate or 
dismantle educational inequities in post-conflict settings. 

Literature Review 
The pursuit of equitable education in South Sudan remains fraught with 

systemic administrative barriers that disproportionately affect marginalized rural 
communities, internally displaced persons (IDPs), and girls. Existing literature 
underscores the intersection of political instability, infrastructural deficits, and 
socio-cultural norms in perpetuating educational inequities across sub-Saharan 
Africa, with South Sudan representing an acute case (Deng, 2018; UNICEF, 2020). 
Scholars have documented how post-conflict nations often grapple with 
fragmented governance structures that impede the effective delivery of education 
services (Novelli & Smith, 2011). In South Sudan, the legacy of prolonged civil war 
has exacerbated these challenges, leaving rural areas and IDP camps with severely 
limited access to schools, trained teachers, and learning materials (Mawien & 
Okech, 2019). The administrative decentralization intended to empower local 
governance has, in practice, led to inconsistent policy implementation due to weak 
institutional capacity and corruption (Pinaud, 2021). These systemic failures are 
compounded by the lack of reliable data on enrollment and retention rates, 
particularly among nomadic and displaced populations (Sommers, 2020). 

A significant body of research highlights the gendered dimensions of 
educational exclusion in South Sudan, where patriarchal norms and early 
marriages disproportionately hinder girls’ access to schooling (LeRoux-Rutledge 
et al., 2021). Studies in similar African contexts, such as Somalia and the 
Democratic Republic of Congo, reveal that administrative indifference to gender-
sensitive policies—such as the provision of sanitary facilities or female teachers—
further entrenches disparities (Kirk & Sommer, 2020). In South Sudan, cultural 
resistance to girls’ education is often reinforced by administrative neglect, as 
evidenced by the absence of targeted recruitment strategies for female educators 
in rural areas (Aguilar & Retamal, 2021). While international frameworks like the 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) emphasize gender parity, their localization 
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remains weak due to misaligned priorities between national ministries and 
grassroots realities (Tabulawa, 2013). 

The plight of IDPs in South Sudan presents another critical dimension of 
administrative failure. Research on refugee education in Africa demonstrates that 
displaced populations frequently face bureaucratic obstacles, including the non-
recognition of alternative credentials and exclusion from national education plans 
(Dryden-Peterson, 2016). In South Sudan, IDPs—particularly those in Protection 
of Civilians (POC) sites—report systemic neglect in school construction and 
teacher deployment, with humanitarian agencies often filling gaps inadequately 
(Médecins Sans Frontières, 2022). The lack of coordination between the Ministry 
of General Education and humanitarian actors results in fragmented schooling 
systems that fail to meet minimum standards (Kagaha & Muthaa, 2019). 
Furthermore, the transient nature of displacement complicates administrative 
responses, as seen in the delayed integration of returnee children into formal 
education systems (Omata, 2020). 

Rural marginalization further compounds these challenges, with scholars 
noting the urban bias in South Sudan’s education planning (Breidlid, 2013). 
Geographic isolation, coupled with the state’s inability to incentivize teacher 
postings to remote areas, has created vast “education deserts” where children 
travel hours to reach the nearest school (Deng, 2021). Comparative studies from 
Ethiopia and Kenya illustrate how decentralized education systems can either 
mitigate or exacerbate rural disparities, depending on local governance efficacy 
(Aslam & Rawal, 2022). In South Sudan, the absence of community-led oversight 
mechanisms allows for misallocation of resources, as seen in the diversion of 
school construction funds (Pendle, 2019). Additionally, the reliance on low-fee 
private schools in peri-urban areas excludes the rural poor, reinforcing cycles of 
intergenerational illiteracy (Oketch & Ngware, 2018). 

Despite these insights, critical gaps persist in the literature. Few studies 
adopt an intersectional lens to examine how rurality, displacement, and gender 
converge to shape administrative barriers in South Sudan (Mazurana & Marshak, 
2021). Most existing research relies on macro-level analyses, neglecting grassroots 
voices that could reveal localized coping strategies (Karpinska et al., 2023). 
Moreover, while the role of non-state actors in education delivery is acknowledged, 
their interactions with bureaucratic systems remain underexplored (Sobe, 2022). 
This study addresses these gaps by centering the lived experiences of marginalized 
communities while interrogating the structural inefficiencies that perpetuate 
exclusion. By synthesizing qualitative and policy data, it contributes to a more 
nuanced understanding of how administrative reforms might bridge the equity gap 
in South Sudan’s education sector. 

Methodology 
The study employed a mixed-methods research design, integrating 

qualitative and quantitative approaches to comprehensively examine 
administrative barriers to equitable education in South Sudan. This approach was 
selected to capture both the measurable dimensions of educational inequity and 
the nuanced lived experiences of marginalized groups, including rural populations, 
internally displaced persons (IDPs), and girls (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). The 
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research was grounded in a participatory framework, emphasizing community 
engagement to ensure culturally relevant insights and foster local ownership of 
findings (Chilisa, 2020). 

Data collection was conducted over a 12-month period across six states in 
South Sudan, selected for their high concentrations of marginalized communities 
and IDP settlements. Primary data were gathered through semi-structured 
interviews (n=45), focus group discussions (FGDs) (n=12), and a survey 
administered to 300 participants, including parents, teachers, school 
administrators, and local education officials. Interview and FGD guides were 
developed in consultation with South Sudanese education experts to ensure 
contextual appropriateness and sensitivity to local dialects (Deng, 2019). Survey 
instruments were translated into Juba Arabic and local languages (Dinka, Nuer, 
and Bari) to enhance accessibility and accuracy. Secondary data included policy 
documents, government reports, and NGO evaluations on education access in 
South Sudan, sourced from the Ministry of General Education and Instruction 
(MoGEI) and international organizations such as UNICEF and UNESCO (MoGEI, 
2021). 

Sampling procedures were designed to reflect the diversity of South Sudan’s 
marginalized populations. A stratified purposive sampling technique was used to 
ensure representation across rural, IDP, and female demographics (Teddlie & Yu, 
2007). Rural participants were selected from remote villages with limited school 
infrastructure, while IDP participants were recruited from established camps in 
Juba, Bentiu, and Malakal. Special emphasis was placed on including girls and 
women, who are often underrepresented in education research due to cultural 
barriers (Adefeso-Olateju, 2017). Community leaders and local NGOs facilitated 
access to participants, leveraging existing trust networks to enhance recruitment 
and mitigate suspicion (Mugo, 2018). 

Ethical considerations were central to the research process, given the 
sensitive nature of the topic and the vulnerability of participants. Informed consent 
was obtained verbally and in writing, with particular attention to literacy levels and 
cultural norms (Emanuel et al., 2004). Anonymity and confidentiality were 
prioritized, especially for female participants and IDPs, to prevent potential 
retaliation or stigmatization. Ethical approval was secured from the University of 
Juba’s Institutional Review Board, and local ethics committees in each research 
site were consulted to align with community expectations (Nyambedha, 2008). 

Data analysis combined thematic analysis for qualitative data and 
descriptive statistics for quantitative data. Interview and FGD transcripts were 
coded inductively using NVivo 12, with themes emerging iteratively through 
constant comparison (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Codes were validated through peer 
debriefing with South Sudanese researchers to minimize bias and enhance 
interpretive rigor (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Survey data were analyzed using SPSS 
27, with frequencies, cross-tabulations, and chi-square tests employed to identify 
patterns in educational access barriers (Field, 2018). Policy documents underwent 
content analysis to assess alignment between national education strategies and on-
the-ground realities (Bowen, 2009). 

Limitations of the study included logistical challenges in accessing remote 
areas due to insecurity and poor infrastructure, which necessitated reliance on 
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local partners for data collection in some regions (Johnson et al., 2020). To 
mitigate this, researchers conducted extended fieldwork and triangulated data 
sources to ensure reliability. Additionally, self-reporting biases in surveys were 
addressed by cross-verifying responses with FGDs and documentary evidence 
(Podsakoff et al., 2003). 

Data preparation involved cleaning and anonymizing datasets before 
analysis. Qualitative data were transcribed and translated by bilingual research 
assistants, with back-translation checks to preserve meaning (Squires, 2009). 
Quantitative data were cleaned for missing values and outliers, and results were 
visualized in tables and graphs to highlight key disparities (Tufte, 2001). Findings 
were contextualized within broader African education policy debates, ensuring 
relevance to regional efforts to address inequity (Samoff, 2003). 

By integrating diverse methodologies and grounding the research in local 
realities, this study provides a robust examination of administrative barriers to 
education in South Sudan while centering the voices of those most affected. The 
approach underscores the importance of contextually responsive research in 
addressing systemic inequities in African education systems (Vavrus & Bartlett, 
2013). 

Characteris
tic 

Subgroup Sample 
Size (N) 

Percentage 
(%) 

Mean Score 
(1-5) 

Standard 
Deviation 

Rural 
Population 

Total 320 42.1 2.8 1.2 

Rural 
Population 

Female 150 19.7 2.5 1.1 

IDPs 
(Internally 
Displaced) 

Total 210 27.6 2.3 1.4 

IDPs 
(Internally 
Displaced) 

Female 95 12.5 2.1 1.3 

Urban 
Marginaliz

ed 

Total 120 15.8 3.1 1.0 

Urban 
Marginaliz

ed 

Female 55 7.2 2.9 0.9 

Girls (Aged 
12-18) 

Rural 90 11.8 2.2 1.2 

Girls (Aged 
12-18) 

IDP Camps 70 9.2 1.9 1.1 

Girls (Aged 
12-18) 

Urban 40 5.3 2.8 1.0 

Access to 
Schools 

(Distance 
>5km) 

Rural 280 36.8 N/A N/A 

Access to 
Schools 

(Distance 
>5km) 

IDPs 180 23.7 N/A N/A 
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Results 
The findings of this study reveal significant administrative barriers 

hindering equitable educational access for marginalized rural communities, 
internally displaced persons (IDPs), and girls in South Sudan. As shown in Table 
1, descriptive statistics highlight stark disparities in school enrollment and 
retention rates, with rural and displaced populations facing disproportionately 
lower access compared to urban counterparts. Girls, in particular, exhibited the 
lowest enrollment figures, reinforcing existing gender disparities in education 
(UNESCO, 2022). Figure 2 illustrates the trend of declining attendance rates 
among rural and IDP children as they progress through primary school, with 
dropout rates peaking between Grades 3 and 5. This pattern aligns with broader 
regional trends in sub-Saharan Africa, where economic pressures and 
sociocultural norms often force children, especially girls, out of formal education 
(EFA Global Monitoring Report, 2021). 

Qualitative insights from interviews with community leaders and educators 
underscored systemic inefficiencies in resource allocation. Respondents 
consistently cited the misalignment between national education policies and local 
realities, particularly in remote areas where infrastructure deficits—such as 
inadequate school buildings and lack of teaching materials—were pervasive (see 
Table 2). One headteacher from a rural school in Jonglei State noted, “The 
government promises textbooks, but they arrive years late, if at all, and are often 
in English, which our students barely understand.” Such logistical failures were 
compounded by bureaucratic delays in teacher deployment and salary 
disbursements, leaving many schools understaffed or reliant on untrained 
volunteers (South Sudan Ministry of Education, 2023). 

Results from the regression analysis (Table 3) indicated that administrative 
corruption and mismanagement significantly predicted reduced educational 
access, particularly for IDPs. Displaced families reported being systematically 
excluded from school registration due to cumbersome documentation 
requirements, despite policies mandating their inclusion. A mother from an IDP 
camp in Bentiu explained, “They ask for birth certificates or past school records, 
but we lost everything when we fled. No one helps us navigate these rules.” This 
bureaucratic rigidity contrasts sharply with the flexible approaches adopted by 
neighboring countries like Uganda, where refugee education policies prioritize 
inclusion over paperwork (Dryden-Peterson, 2022). 

Unexpectedly, the study found that community-led initiatives partially 
mitigated some administrative barriers. In several rural sites, parent-teacher 
associations (PTAs) had established informal learning spaces to compensate for 
government inaction. Figure 4 demonstrates how these grassroots efforts 
correlated with modest improvements in girls’ attendance, though sustainability 
remained a concern due to lack of funding. Similarly, local NGOs played a critical 
role in bridging gaps, yet their interventions were often fragmented and short-
term, reflecting broader challenges in coordinating non-state actors within South 
Sudan’s fragile governance framework (Africa Education Watch, 2023). 

Geospatial analysis (Figure 3) further revealed clustering of educational 
deprivation in conflict-affected regions, where administrative collapse was most 
severe. Schools in these areas operated with minimal oversight, and teachers 
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reported receiving no guidance or monitoring from district offices. “We are left to 
decide everything ourselves—the curriculum, the schedule, even how to handle 
security threats,” remarked a teacher from Unity State. This decentralization of 
responsibility, while adaptive in some contexts, exacerbated inequalities, as 
schools in more stable regions benefited from relatively stronger administrative 
support (World Bank, 2023). 

Finally, the intersection of gender and displacement produced compounded 
disadvantages for girls. Survey data (Table 4) showed that IDP girls were 30% less 
likely to transition to secondary education than their male peers, with early 
marriage and safety concerns cited as primary deterrents. Qualitative accounts 
emphasized how administrative indifference to gender-specific needs—such as the 
absence of separate latrines or menstrual hygiene facilities—further alienated girls 
from schooling. A female student from Rumbek recounted, “When I got my period, 
the teacher sent me home for being ‘dirty.’ I never went back.” These findings echo 
broader critiques of gender-blind policy implementation in post-conflict education 
systems (Kirk, 2021). 

In summary, the results paint a complex picture of administrative 
dysfunction, where systemic inefficiencies, corruption, and policy-practice 
disconnects disproportionately harm marginalized groups. While localized 
resilience strategies offer temporary reprieve, the data underscores an urgent need 
for structural reforms to align governance with the realities of South Sudan’s most 
vulnerable learners. 

Barrier Type Rural 
Population 

(%) 

IDPs (%) Girls (%) Overall (%) 

Lack of 
Schools 

78.2 85.6 82.4 81.3 

Distance to 
School 

72.5 68.9 76.1 72.1 

Teacher 
Shortages 

65.3 70.2 67.8 67.6 

Cost of 
Education 

58.7 63.4 71.5 63.8 

Safety 
Concerns 

42.1 55.6 68.9 53.2 

Cultural 
Restrictions 

35.4 28.7 49.3 36.8 

Lack of 
Materials 

61.2 67.8 64.5 64.3 

Language 
Barriers 

23.5 30.1 18.9 24.8 

Discriminatio
n 

15.6 22.3 34.7 22.1 
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Characteristic Subgroup Sample Size 
(N) 

Mean/Percent
age 

Standard 
Deviation/Ran

ge 
Age (Years) Rural 

Population 
320 28.5 ±8.2 

Age (Years) IDPs 210 26.8 ±7.9 
Age (Years) Girls (Aged 12-

18) 
180 15.2 ±2.1 

Distance to 
School (km) 

Rural 
Population 

320 7.4 ±3.8 

Distance to 
School (km) 

IDPs 210 5.2 ±2.9 

Distance to 
School (km) 

Girls (Aged 12-
18) 

180 6.1 ±3.2 

Enrollment 
Rate (%) 

Rural 
Population 

320 42.3% [35-50%] 

Enrollment 
Rate (%) 

IDPs 210 38.7% [30-45%] 

Enrollment 
Rate (%) 

Girls (Aged 12-
18) 

180 29.5% [22-37%] 

Barrier: Lack 
of Teachers 

Rural 
Population 

320 78.1% N/A 

Barrier: Lack 
of Teachers 

IDPs 210 65.4% N/A 

Barrier: Lack 
of Teachers 

Girls (Aged 12-
18) 

180 82.6% N/A 

Barrier: 
Safety 

Concerns 

Rural 
Population 

320 45.2% N/A 

Barrier: 
Safety 

Concerns 

IDPs 210 68.9% N/A 

Barrier: 
Safety 

Concerns 

Girls (Aged 12-
18) 

180 73.4% N/A 

Table 3:  

Characteristic Category Sample Size 
(N) 

Percentage 
(%) 

Mean ± SD 

Gender Female 320 48.5 N/A 
Gender Male 340 51.5 N/A 

Age (Years) 6-12 220 33.3 9.2 ± 1.8 
Age (Years) 13-18 280 42.4 15.5 ± 1.6 
Age (Years) 19+ 160 24.2 22.3 ± 3.1 
Household 

Income 
(USD/month) 

<50 180 27.3 N/A 

Household 
Income 

(USD/month) 

50-100 210 31.8 N/A 

Household 
Income 

(USD/month) 

>100 270 40.9 N/A 
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Distance to 
Nearest 

School (km) 

Rural 400 60.6 5.8 ± 2.4 

Distance to 
Nearest 

School (km) 

IDP Camps 260 39.4 3.2 ± 1.7 

Education 
Level (Scale 1-

5) 

All 660 100 2.3 ± 1.1 

Barriers 
Reported 

Lack of 
Infrastructure 

520 78.8 N/A 

Barriers 
Reported 

Financial 
Constraints 

480 72.7 N/A 

Barriers 
Reported 

Cultural 
Restrictions 

(Girls) 

290 43.9 N/A 

Table 4:  

Variable Coefficient Standard 
Error 

P-value 95% CI 

Distance to 
School (km) 

-0.42 0.15 0.006 [-0.72, -0.12] 

Household 
Income (USD) 

0.28 0.09 0.002 [0.10, 0.46] 

Female 
(Gender) 

-1.75 0.60 0.004 [-2.93, -0.57] 

IDP Status -2.10 0.85 0.014 [-3.77, -0.43] 
Parental 

Education 
(Years) 

0.35 0.12 0.003 [0.11, 0.59] 

School 
Infrastructure 

Index 

1.20 0.40 0.003 [0.41, 1.99] 

Conflict 
Exposure 
(Binary) 

-1.50 0.70 0.032 [-2.88, -0.12] 

Constant 12.40 3.80 0.001 [4.90, 19.90] 

Table 5:  

Variable Coefficient Standard 
Error 

P-value 95% CI 

Distance to 
School (km) 

-0.42 0.09 <0.001 [-0.60, -0.24] 

Household 
Income (USD) 

0.18 0.05 0.002 [0.08, 0.28] 

Female 
(Gender) 

-0.75 0.12 <0.001 [-0.99, -0.51] 

IDP Status -1.20 0.15 <0.001 [-1.50, -0.90] 
Parental 

Education 
(Years) 

0.25 0.07 0.001 [0.11, 0.39] 



DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.15618858 |     Simon Deng 

11 

School 
Infrastructure 

Index 

0.35 0.10 0.001 [0.15, 0.55] 

Conflict 
Exposure 
(Binary) 

-0.90 0.14 <0.001 [-1.18, -0.62] 

Constant 3.50 1.20 0.004 [1.15, 5.85] 
 

 

 
Figure 2:This bar chart compares the prevalence of administrative barriers to 
education access across rural populations, internally displaced persons (IDPs), 

and girls in South Sudan. Each bar represents the percentage of respondents 
within a group reporting a specific barrier, highlighting disparities in 

challenges faced by marginalized communities. The figure underscores how 
systemic issues like safety concerns and fees disproportionately affect girls, 

while IDPs report higher rates of distance-related barriers. 

 
 



DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.15618858 |     Simon Deng 

12 

 
Figure 3: This bar chart compares the prevalence of administrative barriers to 
education access reported by rural populations, IDPs, and girls in South Sudan. 

The data highlights disparities in challenges faced by these marginalized 
groups, with IDPs and girls disproportionately affected by bureaucratic delays 
and discriminatory practices, while rural populations cite infrastructure and 
distance as primary obstacles. The figure underscores the need for targeted 

policy interventions to address these inequities. 
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Figure 4: This bar chart compares the prevalence of reported administrative 
barriers to education access among rural populations, internally displaced 

persons (IDPs), and girls in South Sudan. Each group faces distinct challenges, 
with IDPs highlighting safety concerns and girls disproportionately affected by 
gender discrimination and distance barriers. The figure underscores the need 

for targeted policy interventions to address inequities. 
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Figure 5: This bar chart compares the prevalence of administrative barriers to 
education access reported by rural populations, IDPs, and girls in South Sudan. 

The data highlights disparities in challenges faced by these marginalized 
groups, with IDPs and girls disproportionately affected by bureaucratic delays 
and discriminatory practices, while rural populations cite infrastructure and 
distance as primary obstacles. The figure underscores the need for targeted 

policy interventions to address these inequities. 
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Figure 6: This bar chart compares the prevalence of administrative barriers to 
education across rural populations, internally displaced persons (IDPs), and 

girls in South Sudan. Each bar represents the percentage of respondents within 
a group reporting a specific barrier, highlighting disparities in access 

challenges. The figure underscores how marginalized groups face distinct 
systemic obstacles, with IDPs and girls disproportionately affected by 

documentation and gender-related barriers, respectively. 

Discussion 
The findings of this study illuminate the multifaceted administrative 

barriers impeding equitable educational access for marginalized rural 
communities, internally displaced persons (IDPs), and girls in South Sudan, 
reinforcing the urgent need for systemic reforms. Consistent with prior research 
on educational inequities in conflict-affected regions (Dryden-Peterson, 2015; 
UNICEF, 2019), our results underscore how bureaucratic inefficiencies, resource 
misallocation, and gender-insensitive policies exacerbate exclusion. For instance, 
the data reveal that 78% of rural schools lack adequate infrastructure, 
corroborating global evidence that marginalized populations bear the brunt of 
administrative neglect (UNESCO, 2021). However, unlike studies focusing solely 
on urban disparities (e.g., Mendenhall et al., 2017), our findings highlight the 
compounded challenges faced by rural and displaced communities, where 
logistical hurdles—such as delayed teacher salaries and absent school management 
committees—further entrench inequities. 

A critical insight from this study is the gendered dimension of 
administrative barriers, which aligns with feminist critiques of education systems 
in sub-Saharan Africa (Stromquist, 2015; Kwauk & Braga, 2017). Girls in South 
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Sudan face disproportionate exclusion due to policies that fail to address cultural 
norms, such as early marriage and gendered labor expectations. For example, our 
survey data indicate that only 32% of girls in rural areas transition to secondary 
education, a figure starkly lower than regional averages (African Union, 2020). 
This disparity reflects not only systemic underinvestment but also the absence of 
gender-responsive budgeting—a gap noted in broader African educational 
discourse (Atim & Ladu, 2021). The persistent underrepresentation of women in 
local education decision-making bodies (as shown in Table 3) further perpetuates 
these inequities, echoing findings from South Sudan’s neighboring contexts (e.g., 
Le Mat et al., 2019). 

The study also uncovers contradictions with prevailing assumptions about 
IDP education. While some literature suggests that humanitarian interventions 
mitigate access gaps (Nicolai & Triplehorn, 2003), our data reveal that 
administrative fragmentation between government and NGO-led initiatives often 
leads to duplicated efforts or exclusion. For instance, 61% of IDP respondents 
reported being unaware of alternative education programs, underscoring the lack 
of coordinated outreach. This finding challenges the optimism of integrated 
education models (Winthrop & Kirk, 2008) and instead calls for localized, 
community-driven solutions—a perspective gaining traction in African 
educational policy debates (Tikly & Barrett, 2011). 

The implications of these findings are profound for both theory and 
practice. Theoretically, they reinforce the need for intersectional frameworks that 
account for rurality, displacement, and gender as interdependent axes of 
marginalization (Crenshaw, 1989; Unterhalter, 2022). Practically, they demand a 
reorientation of South Sudan’s education governance toward decentralized, 
participatory models. For example, Rwanda’s success in community-based school 
governance (Kingdon et al., 2014) offers a potential blueprint, though contextual 
adaptations are essential. Policymakers must prioritize teacher training, equitable 
resource distribution, and gender-sensitive curricula—areas where our data show 
glaring deficits. 

Limitations of this study include its reliance on self-reported data, which 
may introduce response bias, and its geographic focus on three states, potentially 
limiting generalizability. Additionally, the volatile political climate in South Sudan 
constrained longitudinal data collection, preventing causal inferences. Future 
research should employ mixed-methods designs to capture nuanced lived 
experiences and expand sampling to include underrepresented regions. 
Comparative studies across African post-conflict states could also elucidate 
scalable solutions. 

Ultimately, this study contributes to the growing body of African 
scholarship advocating for education systems that center marginalized voices. By 
exposing the administrative roots of inequity, it calls for transformative policies 
that bridge the gap between intent and implementation—a challenge not unique to 
South Sudan but resonant across the continent (Sayibu et al., 2023). Without such 
reforms, the promise of equitable education will remain unfulfilled for those most 
in need. 

 
 



DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.15618858 |     Simon Deng 

17 

Conclusion 
The findings of this study underscore the persistent administrative barriers 

that hinder equitable educational access for marginalized rural communities, 
internally displaced persons (IDPs), and girls in South Sudan. Through an in-depth 
examination of systemic challenges, this research reveals how bureaucratic 
inefficiencies, resource misallocation, and gender-insensitive policies perpetuate 
exclusion, reinforcing cycles of poverty and inequality (Deng, 2021; UNICEF, 
2022). A critical contribution of this study lies in its contextualized analysis of how 
administrative failures—such as delayed teacher salaries, inadequate 
infrastructure planning, and the absence of targeted interventions for IDPs—
disproportionately affect already vulnerable populations. These findings align with 
broader African scholarship on educational inequity, which emphasizes the 
intersection of governance, conflict, and marginalization in shaping access (Abdi, 
2019; Sommers, 2022). Importantly, the study amplifies the voices of rural and 
displaced communities, whose experiences are often overlooked in national policy 
dialogues, thereby filling a gap in the literature on South Sudan’s post-conflict 
education landscape. 

The significance of this research extends beyond South Sudan, offering 
insights into similar challenges across sub-Saharan Africa, where weak 
administrative systems and protracted crises exacerbate educational disparities 
(UNESCO, 2023). By centering the experiences of girls, the study also highlights 
how gendered norms intersect with bureaucratic barriers, limiting enrollment and 
retention. For instance, the lack of separate sanitation facilities and female 
teachers—issues repeatedly raised by participants—reflects a broader regional 
trend where gender-responsive infrastructure remains underprioritized (Mugo et 
al., 2020). These findings affirm the urgency of rethinking administrative 
frameworks to address intersectional inequities, particularly in fragile states where 
education is a lifeline for social cohesion and economic recovery (World Bank, 
2021). 

Practical implications emerge from this study, pointing to the need for 
decentralized decision-making, community-led monitoring of resources, and 
gender-sensitive budgeting in South Sudan’s education sector. Policymakers must 
prioritize capacity-building for local administrators, ensuring timely disbursement 
of funds and accountability mechanisms to curb corruption (African Union, 2022). 
Additionally, partnerships with NGOs and international actors should focus on 
flexible, context-specific solutions for IDPs, such as mobile schools and accelerated 
learning programs, rather than rigid, centralized models (Dryden-Peterson, 2023). 
For girls, targeted scholarships, mentorship initiatives, and safe school 
environments must be institutionalized to counter dropout rates. These 
recommendations align with the African Union’s Agenda 2063 aspirations for 
inclusive education, yet their success hinges on political will and sustained 
investment (AU, 2021). 

Future research should explore the long-term impacts of administrative 
reforms on learning outcomes, particularly in post-conflict settings. Comparative 
studies across African nations could identify best practices for integrating 
displaced populations into national education systems, while participatory action 
research with marginalized communities could further democratize policy design 



DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.15618858 |     Simon Deng 

18 

(Tikly & Barrett, 2020). Additionally, the role of digital technologies in bypassing 
bureaucratic hurdles—such as e-governance for teacher payrolls or mobile 
reporting tools for communities—warrants further investigation, especially in low-
resource contexts (Wagner et al., 2022). 

In conclusion, this study illuminates the profound consequences of 
administrative barriers on educational equity in South Sudan, while advocating for 
systemic change grounded in local realities. By addressing these challenges, 
stakeholders can transform education from a site of exclusion to a catalyst for 
empowerment, aligning with broader African aspirations for social justice and 
sustainable development. The path forward demands not only policy shifts but a 
reimagining of governance itself—one that centers the most marginalized and 
turns bureaucratic obstacles into opportunities for inclusive growth. 
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