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Introduction 

Education is a major focus of attention in the National Income Dynamics Study (NIDS).  

With the release of Wave 2 NIDS provides the first longitudinal data ever collected on 

education in a national household survey in South Africa.  This makes it possible to 

study transitions in and out of school and transitions across grades in ways that have 

never before been possible.  This report analyzes NIDS Wave 1 and 2 data 

corresponding to the sections of the questionnaires that are most specifically related to 

education –Module C of the child questionnaire, Module H of the adult questionnaire, 

and Module E of the proxy questionnaire. While many of the questions in these modules 

are similar to questions on other national surveys, tracking the same individuals across 

time allows us to identify changes over time while controlling for individual level 

characteristics. NIDS collects schooling information at each wave and for intermediate 

years. As such, by wave 2 there is information on the respondent’s grade and enrolment 

status for each year 2007 (the year before Wave 1) through 2010 (the year of Wave 2). 

In addition, the outcome for each year 2007 through 2009 is collected.  
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While NIDS Wave 1 asked retrospective questions on the age  the respondent started 

school and which grades were repeated, a complete schooling transition matrix could 

not be constructed using wave 1 data alone since it did not provide a complete history 

of school enrolment by year. With the release of Wave 2 this is now possible. In 

addition, NIDS is the first nationally representative panel study to contain in-depth 

questions of transitions from school to work. In section 1 we assess the quality if the 

NIDS education panel questions. In the second section we use the detail provided by the 

panel to provide a more complete picture of schooling and school to work transitions 

between 2007 and 2010. The final section illustrates how the NIDS school data can be 

augmented with external administrative data from the Department of Basic Education. 

 

Part 1: Assessing the quality of the education variables in the 

NIDS panel  

Nonresponse – attrition and item nonresponse 

Given our focus on transitions through school, we focus on attrition within the school 

going population. Table 1 presents the number of respondents who were in grades 0 

through 12 in 2008 and successfully interviewed in Wave 1 and Wave 2, respectively in 

addition to the attrition rate between Waves 1 and 2. Attrition for this sample is about 

14% overall, with higher rates of attrition among respondents in the older grades in 

2008. A subsample of respondents was not asked the complete education module in 

Wave 2 either because their information was collected from a proxy respondent or 

because they were part of the second phase of fieldwork (NIDS, 2012). Excluding these 

cases increases the proportion of Wave 1 respondents who are missing Wave 2 date to 

over 19% overall and to 24% among those who were in grades 8-12 in 2008. This will 

affect analyses that use education information about 2009 specifically or that require 

consecutive year information, such as estimating  the proportion of respondents 

enrolled in 2009 who were no longer enrolled in 2010. 
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Table 1: Sample sizes and attrition rates, NIDS Waves 1 and 2 

Notes to table 1: Sample in column 1 restricted to wave 1 respondents in grades 0-12 in 2008. Sample in 
column 2 are those from column 1 who were successfully interviewed in wave 2. Sample in column 4 are 
those from column 1 who were successfully interviewed in wave 2 and completed the full-length 
education module.  
 
 

Next we assessed the completeness of individual questions in the education section. The 

table in the appendix presents unit non-response rates for each of the education 

variables in the adult, child and proxy questionnaires. These are responses that are 

coded as either “don’t know” (-9), “refused” (-8) or “not asked” (-2)1 and does not 

include cases without information and not coded (e.g. incorrect skip patterns). 

Response rates are good, especially in the child questionnaire. Questions related to 

monetary amounts are least well answered. There appears to have been a problem with 

the coding of the question ‘who paid educational expenses’. Respondents were asked to 

report the person code or relationship of up to four people who contributed to their 

educational expenses There was, however, no option for ‘no-one else paid my 

educational expenses’ and it is likely that respondents who had fewer than four people 

contribute to their expenses were erroneously coded as 77, the code for an absent 

contributor. As a result, the questions on the relationship of this person to the 

respondent have large numbers of missing values. 

We assessed the accuracy of the skip patterns in the education  section for a subsample 

of questions in the adult and child questionnaires. This is the percentage of respondents 

who should have been asked a specific question who, for some reason, were not. The 

questions assessed were enrolment in 2008-2010, level of education and reason did not 

enroll in 2009 and 2010 and reason withdrew before completing the year in 2008 and 
                                                             

1 Not asked because the respondent was part of phase 2 of fieldwork where only subsets of the questions 
were included in the questionnaire. 
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2009. Skip patterns were accurate for these key variables, with a maximum of 5 

incorrect skip patterns found for each variable. One error in the skip patterns was found 

on the wave 2 child questionnaire. This resulted in 1014 children, who indicated in c2 

that they were in primary school (grade 1 or above), not being asked what specific level 

they were enrolled in in 2010. 

Measurement error in the education variables 

The benefit of a panel is the ability to track individuals over time and to assess the 

impact of life events on choices and progress through events. That being said, this is 

only beneficial if the data are accurately collected at each wave, such that the transitions 

across time appear plausible. While measurement error in survey data is generally 

difficult to identify, the structured nature of educational progress enables us to assess 

whether the enrolment, grade level and result (i.e. whether the respondent passed, 

failed, or withdrew) variables, taken together, present plausible transitions. We classify 

school transitions as implausible if 1) respondents progressed more than one grade per 

year, 2) progressed a grade without successfully completing the previous one, 3) stayed 

in the same grade if they passed or 4) regressed a grade.  While there will be cases 

where these transitions reflect reality, these should be few in number.  

Table 2: Schooling transition errors between NIDS Waves 1 and 2 

Notes to Table 2: Sample restricted to respondents who were enrolled in a school grade (0-12) in at least 
one year between 2007 and 2010. 
 

Table 2 presents the percentage of respondents whose school transitions are not 

plausible, classified by reason. Only those respondents who were enrolled in grade 

school in at least one year between 2007 and 2010 are included in the sample. 21% of 
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this sample has transitions that appear implausible, with the majority a result of 

respondent’s reporting the same grade for two or more years although they reported 

successfully completing this grade in a prior attempt. Nearly 20% of adult transitions 

have this error. While it is plausible that some of these reports reflect reality, the 

majority will be errors.  The frequency of skipped grades is also high for wave 1 child 

respondents. This error is not frequent among adult respondents. Column 3 presents 

estimates for respondents who were classified as children in wave 1 and adults in wave 

2. The child’s primary caregiver answered the child questionnaire, while the adult 

respondents answered the adult questionnaire themselves. Given that the schooling 

information is collected from different people in the two waves, one may expect more 

errors. This however is not the case for all but the first error category. 16% of 

respondents who were child respondents in wave 1 and adult respondents in wave 2 

have a skipped grade in their schooling transition. One point of interest is the 

intersection between the first and third category of errors. If a respondent is 

erroneously captured as being in the same grade in two or more years even though they 

report having successfully completed this grade at a previous attempt (error category 

3), then the subsequent grade may reflect a progression of more than one grade per 

year (error category 1). 140 respondents have both error 1 and 3. Analyses in section 2 

were checked for sensitivity to excluding respondents who have implausible transitions. 

Filling in the gaps - Improved response on the age start school 

variables  

NIDS collected information in wave 1 for all respondents on the year they started 

school. We documented in the Wave 1 education report that this variable was poorly 

answered, especially by older, poorer, and less educated respondents (Branson & Lam, 

2009). Recognising this, in Wave 2 an additional question, At what age did you first 

attend Grade 1/ Sub A? was added. Table 3 shows that compiling information from both 

waves improves the response rate substantially. Of those who should have responded to 

this question in wave 1, just over 50% gave a plausible age (4-20) when calculated from 

birth year and year start school. When we add wave 2 information on age first attended 

grade 1, the valid responses increased to 77%. In addition, it is noticeable that the 

majority of respondents who now have information specified an age between 4-9 years. 
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Including those respondents who were asked this question for the first time in wave 22, 

the distribution is even better.  

Table 3: Age start school – improvement in the response rate by including wave 2 

information 
 

Notes to Table 3: The table presents the percentage of individuals by the age group they are calculated to 
have started school in. Wave 1 only uses the year of birth and year started school to calculate the age the 
respondent started school. Wave 2 includes responses from respondents who gave the age they started 
school directly.  
 
 

Panel data is vulnerable to attrition and measurement error. This is well documented 

(Deaton, 1997) and we have shown that NIDS is no exception. However, it is clear that 

the education modules in wave 2 were effectively administered, with high response 

rates on individual questions and very few incorrect skip patterns. In addition, we 

showed that the panel aspect of NIDS can be used to update variables which are poorly 

answered in previous waves. In the next section, we illustrate the benefits of panel data 

in analysing progress through school and on to work. 

  

                                                             

2 Temporary wave 2 sample members who are interviewed because they live in core respondent’s 
households. 
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Part 2: Progress through school and into work 

The introduction of Wave 2 data allows us to describe a complete picture of progress 

through school and into work. With Wave 2 data we can assess changes in rates of 

progression, repetition and dropout between 2008 and 2010 and investigate what 

respondents do after leaving school.  Wave 1 information forms a baseline from which 

changes can be measured.  

Progress through school and beyond – passing, repeating, dropping 

out and the transition into the labour force 

NIDS wave 2 collects schooling information at each wave and for intermediate years. As 

such, by wave 2 there is information on the respondent’s grade and enrolment status for 

each year from 2007 through 2010. In addition, the outcome for each year 2007 through 

2009 is collected. From this a complete schooling transition matrix can be constructed 

between 2008 and 2010.  

We classify people who were enrolled in 2008 into one of three categories:  1) passed 

two grades between 2008 and 2010 (normal academic progress); 2) repeated at least 

one grade and still enrolled in 2010; 3) dropouts – those who were not enrolled in 2010 

and had not completed grade 12. Table 4 shows that the almost all (97%) respondents 

who were in grade 0-12 in 2008 and successfully interviewed in wave 2 can be 

classified in this way. However, excluding those who have transition errors (as defined 

in Table 2) decreases the percentage classified to 78% if errors 1, 2 and 4 are excluded 

and 63% if all errors are excluded. Similar information is provided for each of the 

subsamples used in the analyses in this section. 

Table 4: Sample sizes – including and excluding errors identified in table 2 

Notes to Table 4: The table presents sample sizes and percentages by grade in 2008 of whether 
the respondent can be classified as passed, repeated or dropout in 2010 including and excluding 
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errors identified in table 2. Only respondents who were successfully interviewed in wave 2 are 
included. 
 
 

Figure 1 presents the proportion who passed, repeated and dropped out by 2010 by 

their grade in 2008, separately for males and females. 

 

Figure 1: Schooling transitions between 2008 and 2010  

Notes to figure 1: Sample restricted to respondents who were in grade 0-11 in 2008 and successfully 
interviewed in wave 2. Sensitivity to the exclusion of respondents with errors identified in table 2 were 
assessed and found not to be significant. Point estimates weighted using the panel weight and smoothed 
using a lowess smoother, bandwidth 0.5. 
 

The graph depicts much of what is known about the South African schooling system:  

There are high rates of grade repetition in all grades, with higher repetition in 

secondary grades.  Females have higher pass rates than males in every grade. There are 

high retention rates until secondary school, but low rates of grade 12 completion. 

However, the figure adds an additional dimension - levels of dropout by grade.  The 

figure shows that dropout is negligible in primary school (grades 0-7), but increases 

year-on-year thereafter. Dropout rates are higher for males than for females beginning 

in grade 6.  For those respondents who were in grade 11 in 2008, about 40% of both 
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males and females had dropped out of the schooling system without completing matric 

by 2010.  

Table 5 provides additional detail on these transitions between 2008 and 2010. The 

highlighted ‘diagonal’ elements are the percentage of respondents progressing at the 

desired rate of two grades over the two years, with percentages below the diagonal 

presenting the percentage repeating at least one grade over the period. Successful 

progression rates hover between 65% and 80% until the end of grade 9. In grade 9 

there is a large increase in both the proportion repeating and the proportion not 

enrolled. For those who were in grade 9 in 2008, only 43% had progressed two grades 

by 2010, around 30% repeated at least one grade and the rest left the grade schooling 

system. The last four columns indicate that the majority of those exiting were not 

exiting into alternate types of education or into employment. Less than 1% of grade 9 

learners in 2008 were in post-schooling education in 2010, 3% were in employment 

and the remaining 22% were not enrolled and not working. Observing the last three 

columns of the table it is clear that the majority of South African youth do not transition 

from school into either employment or post schooling education. 54% of youths who 

were in matric in 2008 were not enrolled and not working in 2010, with 25% in post 

grade schooling education and only 18% in employment. 

 

Table 5: Education transition matrix from 2008 to 2010, NIDS Waves 1 and 2 

Notes to Table 5: Sample restricted to respondents who were in grade 0-12 in 2008 and successfully 
interviewed in wave 2. Respondents with errors 1, 2 and 4 identified in table 2 were excluded. Point 
estimates weighted using the panel weight. 
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Figure 2 presents the last four rows of Table 5 separately for males and females, with 

school grades in 2010 grouped into the school category. 

Figure 2: Transitions from school into work – males and females separately 

Notes to Figure 2: Sample restricted to respondents who were in grade 0-12 in 2008 and successfully 
interviewed in wave 2. Respondents with errors 1, 2 and 4 dentified in table 2 were excluded. Point 
estimates weighted using the panel weight. 
 

 School: grade 9-12, Studying :any post schooling studying (does not necessarily require 

matric). 

Grade 9 is the end of compulsory schooling in South Africa, but from Figure 2 it is not 

clear that this is a major exit point from the schooling system. Respondents who were in 

grade 8 in 2008 and did not repeat a grade  should have completed grade 9 in 2009.  We 

might therefore expect an increase in the non-schooling categories in 2010 for this 

group. This is not the case, however – the proportion not in school increases at a 

constant rate for grades 7 through 10 in 2008 for both males and females.  In addition, 

of those that are not in school, very few report studying in further education and 

training non facilities.  
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Shifting to those who were in grade11 in 2008, those that are still in school in 2010 

must have repeated at least one grade, since if respondents progressed without 

repeating they would have exited the schooling system by 2010 with matric. We see 

here that 20% of females and over 25% of males remain in school two years after grade 

11. It is also clear from the figure that while females progress through the schooling 

system at a faster rate than males, once they exit school they are less likely to find 

employment than males. 15% of females who were in grade 12 in 2008 are employed in 

2010, compared to over 20% of males. Females are however more likely to be studying, 

resulting in an equal share classified as not studying not working. 

The figures and table present the harsh reality of transitions through school and into 

work for youth in South Africa. Progress through school is slow with high rates of grade 

repetition throughout grades and drop out increasing systematically from grade 7 

onwards. Very few youth successfully complete matric and even fewer attempt the 

alternative vocational route. Exit from the schooling system does not offer a better 

alternative - the majority of respondents who were in grade 12 in 2008 remain without 

employment and are not studying in 2010. 

 

Part 3: Access and choice of school  

Post-apartheid education funding is designed to redress past inequalities in funding 

and, in doing so, to provide all learners with high quality education (Schools Act, 1996). 

Two policies designed to promote equitable access are the National Norms and 

Standards for School Funding (NNSSF) and the no-fee and school-fee exemption policies 

implemented in 2007.  

The NNSSF assigns all schools a quintile ranking based on the school’s neighbourhood 

income, employment rate and literacy levels calculated from the census 2001. Schools 

are allocated non-personnel expenditure budgets based on their quintile ranking, with 

lower quintile schools receiving a larger allocation per learner. Schools in quintiles 1 

and 2, the poorest 40% of schools, were deemed ‘no fee schools’ in 2007 (Motala & 

Sayeed, 2009). These schools may not charge school fees and are compensated by 

government. In addition, a learner may apply for fee exemption at any school by taking 
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a means test or if their primary-caregiver receives a poverty-linked social state grant. 

Schools are not compensated for students that receive fee exemptions, and paying 

learners subsidize non-paying learners. 

While the funding allocations implemented between 2005 and 2008 are redistributive 

in terms of budget, concerns about how these policies are implemented (Chudgar & 

Kanjee, 2009; Gustafsson & Patel, 2006) and their impact on the promotion of 

‘meaningful’ education (Pendlebury, 2009) have been raised.  

Chudgar and Kanjee (2009) note that while schools in the lowest and highest quintile 

are distinguishable, many schools in the middle three quintiles are very similar. This 

results in schools of similar socioeconomic status being assigned to different quintiles 

(Chutgar & Kanjee, 2009). They also note that school quintile status is based on the 

school’s neighbourhood characteristics and may not accurately reflect the 

characteristics of the school’s learner population. In addition, Gustafsson & Patel (2006) 

show that quintile status is only used for allocation of non-personnel expenditures. 

Thus the lion’s share of funding – for personnel – is not allocated on a pro-poor basis. 

Teacher salaries are based on qualification and experience.  Teachers from rich schools 

have, on average, higher qualifications and therefore receive higher salary allocations 

per teacher (Gustafsson & Patel, 2006). Questions have also been raised about whether 

the ‘no-fee’ policies do not unintentionally exacerbate the two-tier education system 

evident in South Africa. Hall and Giese (2009) note that while the introduction of the 

policy has increased the revenue of most no-fee schools, the funding provided may not 

be sufficient to improve the quality of schools and to narrow the gap between poor and 

rich schools. Schools that have the discretion to charge fees can attract more or better 

quality teachers and increase school resources. In addition, given that the onus is on the 

school to raise funds to compensate learners that apply for fee exemption, there is no 

incentive for schools to adjust the equity distribution of their learners.  

We use NIDS data to investigate access to schools, the effectiveness of quintile targeting 

and the schooling outcomes of learners in different quintile schools. Because NIDS 

collects information on the geographic location of households and the name and 

location of the school respondents actually attend, we can examine the respondent’s 
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school choice set, the actual school they attend and the outcome of their schooling, given 

this choice, between 2008 and 2010.  

Success in coding schools in NIDS to DoE data 

Department of Education (DoE) data was linked to NIDS in two ways. First, using the 

NIDS household and DoE EMIS (2009) geographic location information, proximity to 

schools within the respondent’s neighbourhood or of a certain type (quintile, pupil-

teacher ratio and no fee school) was calculated. Second, NIDS included the question 

‘Name of school or educational institution’ and ‘Location of educational institution’ for the 

school the respondent attended in 2007 and 2008 and the school where they completed 

their highest grade. This information was matched to schools on the DoE schools list 

2009. Thus for those individuals that could be coded we have household, individual and 

school level information. This presents a unique opportunity to investigate school 

choice and the socioeconomic characteristics of learners by school.  

Table 6 reports the number of respondents who answered the questions on name of last 

school, current school (2008) and school in 2007, in addition to the number that were 

successfully coded to the DoE schools list. Match rates were high for current school, 

with 90% of responses matched to a school on the list. As would be expected, match 

rates for 2007 were a bit lower (86%) and, given that all adult respondents who had 

ever completed some level of schooling were required to provide the name and location 

of the last school they attended, significantly lower for the last school attended (67%). 

Older respondents would have completed their schooling some time in the past, thus 

matching these responses was less successful. 

Table 6: Success rate in coding schools in NIDS wave 1 

Notes to Table 6: The table presents the number of NIDS wave 1 responses to school in 2008, school in 
2007 and last school variables, in addition to the number and percentage that were coded to the DoE 
EMIS 2009 data. 
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Access to schools, targeting of school funding and school outcomes 

In this section we describe the availability of schools, assess school quintile targeting 

and the schooling outcomes of learners attending different quintiles schools. We show 

that most households have access to a school within one kilometer of their household 

and that the education funding policies are successfully targeting the poor. We show 

that respondents who choose not to attend their closest school, pick schools with higher 

quintiles, that are less likely to be no-fee schools and have lower pupil-teacher ratios. 

Finally, we compare schooling outcomes between 2008 and 2010 of respondents from 

different school quintiles and find that although learners that attend quintile 1 and 2 

schools are most disadvantaged socioeconomically, their school outcomes between 

2008 and 2010 are the same, if not better, than learners attending quintile 3 and 4 

schools.  

Access to schools and school choice: 

Figure 3 plots density functions of the distance to the nearest school by the income 

quintile of the household. The figure shows that learners from both rich and poor 

households have equal access to schools in terms of distance. The majority of South 

African learners have a school within one kilometer from their home and there is no 

evidence of a relationship between household income quintile and distance to school. 

Table 7 shows that learners from poorer households do not, however, have equal access 

in terms of either the number of schools they can choose from within their immediate 

neighbourhood, or the type of school, as measured by quintile or pupil-teacher ratio, 

available. Learners in the richest households have on average two additional schools 

within 2km of their household. Added to this, the schools in their choice set have lower 

pupil-teacher ratios and are more likely to be higher quintile schools. 
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Figure 3: Distance to nearest school by household income quintile 

Notes to Figure 3: Kernel density functions of distance to closest school by household income quintiles. 
Sample restricted to respondents who were in grade 0-12 in 2008. Point estimates weighted using the 
panel weight. Trimmed at the 99th percentile. 
 
 
Table 7: School characteristics by household income quintile – closest, 2km choice 

set and school chosen 

Notes to Table 7: Sample restricted to respondents who were in grade 0-12 in 2008. Point estimates 
weighted using the panel weight. School characteristics from DoE EMIS 2009 data. 
 
 
Interestingly, there is not much variation in the average pupil-teacher ratio of schools in 

the first three, even four, income quintiles but the richest households have significantly 
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lower average pupil-teacher ratios. Figure 4 illustrates this point even more clearly. For 

learners from income quintiles 1-4, the distributions of the pupil-teacher ratios of their 

closest school overlap significantly; the median point is at 34 learners per teacher. The 

median point for learners from the richest households is shifted significantly to the left 

at around 25 learners per teacher. 

Figure 4: Pupil teacher ratio of nearest school by household income quintile  

Notes to Figure 4: Kernel density functions of closest school pupil-teacher ratio by household income 
quintiles. Sample restricted to respondents who were in grade 0-12 in 2008. Point estimates weighted 
using the panel weight. Trimmed at the 99th percentile. Pupil-teacher ratio calculated from DoE EMIS 
2009 data. 
 
 
In the last panel of Table 7, we describe the school characteristics of the school the 

respondent actually attends using the name and location of the school the respondent 

attended in 2008. While we saw that most respondents had a school within 1km from 

their household, only between 14-36% of respondents attend the closest school to their 

household. Most respondents do, however, attend a school within 2km of the closest 

school. The median distance to the school actually attended is between 3 and 7 km and 

differs significantly across the household income quintile. The median learner in the 

lowest income quintile travels 3.3km to school, and this increases with each income 

quintile, with a large increase between the 4th and 5th income quintile. The median 

learner in the highest income quintile travels 7.4km to school. Those in the poorest 

income quintile attend lower quintile schools, are most likely to be attending no fee 

schools and attend schools with the highest pupil-teacher ratios. 
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The characteristics of schools respondents actually attend are even more distinct by 

income quintile than when measured on availability. This suggests that in addition to 

having access to a wider range of schools, richer learners also have the means to travel 

further to attend schools of their particular choice. 

Targeting of education funding: 

Chudgar and Kanjee (2009) raise concerns that quintile targeting is not effective for 

middle quintile schools. While quintile 1 and 5 schools are clearly distinct, schools 

assigned middle quintile rankings often are schools, and have learner populations with 

similar socioeconomic status to quintile 1 schools. 

Table 8 presents the neighbourhood (assigning respondent’s to their closest school) and 

learner population (using the school the respondent attended in 2008) characteristics 

to schools classified by quintile. In this way, we assessed both targeting of 

neighbourhoods and targeting of learners. The sample is restricted to respondent’s who 

were in grade 0-12 in 2008.  

Schools are allocated to quintiles based on the income, employment rate and education 

level of their surrounding neighbourhood. Examining the characteristics of respondents 

allocated to the school quintile of their closest school, it is clear that school funding is 

accurately targeted to poor neighbourhoods. School quintile status is positively 

correlated with education, income and employment levels of their neighbourhood. 

However, the table confirms Chudgar and Kanjee’s (2009) concern that those schools 

assigned middle quintile status are not very different. The neighbourhood 

characteristics of quintile 1, 2 and 3 schools are similar in terms of income, employment 

and education.  

The next panel of Table 8 provides details of the learner population of schools by 

quintile status. Given that the majority of South African learners attend a school within 

2 km of their closest school, it is not surprising that the learner population 

characteristics do not differ much from the neighbourhood characteristics. Here again 

we see that the quintile targeting appears effective. Schools with the lowest quintile 

status have learner populations from the poorest households. 
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The final panel of Table 8 provides mean school’s characteristics by school quintile. The 

no fee school policy appears accurately targeted at quintile 1 and 2 schools, with over 

98% of quintile 1 and 2 schools classified as no fee schools. Lower quintile schools tend 

to have fewer learners and quintile 1 and 2 schools have slightly lower pupil-teacher 

ratios than quintile 3 and 4 schools. Quintile 5 schools are distinct on all characteristics 

presented. 

Table 8: Neighbourhood, Learner population and closest school characteristics by school 

quintile status  

Notes to Table 8: Sample restricted to respondents who were in grade 0-12 in 2008. Point estimates 
weighted using the panel weight. School characteristics from DoE EMIS 2009 data. Individual and 
household characteristics from NIDS wave 1 data. 
 
 

Relationship between school funding targeting and ‘meaningful’ education: 

In this final section we address questions raised by Pendlebury (2009) on whether 

school funding targeting is redressing past inequalities in terms of ‘meaningful’ 

education – measured here by school outcomes – in addition to redressing funding 

inequalities. 

Table 9 presents schooling outcomes for learners by school quintile. We showed in 

Table 7 and 8 that quintile 5 schools and learners are significantly more advantaged. 

Differences between quintile 1 through 4 schools were less distinct. Thus in this section 
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we compare the outcomes of learners in quintile 1 and 2 schools to the outcomes of 

learners in quintile 3 and 4 schools. Outcomes for learners in quintile 5 are included for 

completeness. The sample includes only those respondents in grade 0-12 whose 

response on the current school name and location could be coded to the DoE list. 

Table 9 shows that learners from quintiles 1 and 2 schools have similar schooling 

outcomes to learners in quintile 3 and 4 even though they are significantly more 

socioeconomically disadvantaged.  

Table 9: School outcomes, individual and household characteristics by school 

quintile category 

Notes to Table 9: Sample restricted to respondents who were in grade 0-12 in 2008. Point estimates 
weighted using the panel weight. School quintile from DoE EMIS 2009 data. All other school, individual 
and household characteristics from NIDS. 
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Learners from quintile category 1 come from significantly poorer households that are 

significantly less likely to be urban, have parents with significantly less education and 

significantly fewer employed adults. Even given this, the outcomes of learners from the 

first quintile category schools match those in the second quintile category. 

In this section we have shown that most South Africans have access to a school within a 

kilometer of their household and that the school quintile system accurately targets the 

poorest neighbourhoods and learners. We also showed that learners from quintile 1 and 

2 schools have similar schooling outcomes to learners in quintile 3 and 4 schools even 

though they come from significantly poorer backgrounds. Whether this signals that 

quintile funding is effective or, given the poor outcome, is an indication that all lower 

quintile schools do not receive sufficient funding to function effectively is unclear and 

warrants further investigation. 

 

Conclusion  

NIDS provides the first national longitudinal data on education collected in a South 

African household survey.  This makes it possible to study transitions in and out of 

school, transitions across grades and between school and work in ways that have not 

previously been possible. In addition, the collection of household geographic location 

information and school names in NIDS means that these data can be augmented with 

external administrative data from the Department of Education. This triangulation of 

school, household and individual level data is extremely useful for analyses of, and for, 

policy.  

We start with an assessment of the quality of the NIDS panel education data. We show 

that while, like all panel studies, NIDS is vulnerable to attrition and measure error, the 

education modules in Wave 2 were effectively administered. Response rates on 

individual questions are high and there are very few incorrect skip patterns. In addition, 

we showed how the panel aspect of NIDS can be used to update variables which are 

poorly answered in previous waves.  
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Next we analyse progress through school and into work. Progress through school is 

shown to be slow in South Africa with high rates of grade repetition throughout grades 

and drop out increasing systematically from grade 7 onwards. Very few youth 

successfully complete matric and even fewer attempt the alternative vocational route. 

Exit from the schooling system does not offer a better alternative - the majority of 

respondents who were in grade 12 in 2008 remained without employment and were 

not studying in 2010. 

Finally, we used data from the Department of Basic Education EMIS to look at school 

access and school quintile targeting. Most South African learners are shown to have a 

school within one kilometer of their household, but richer households have a broader 

range of schools to choose from and travel further to attend schools of their choice. We 

show that the school quintile funding targeting reaches the poorest learners although it 

is not clear that those in quintiles 2, and maybe even 3, schools are significantly less 

disadvantaged than those in quintile 1 schools. Finally, we show that the outcomes of 

learners in quintiles 3 and 4 are no better than the outcomes of learners in quintile 1 

and 2, even given their significantly better background characteristics.  

 

References 

Branson, N. & Lam, D. (2009). Education: Analysis of the NIDS wave 1 dataset. Discussion paper 
no. 3, NIDS. 

Chudgar, A., & Kanjee, A. (2009). School money funding the flaws. HSRC. 

Deaton, A. (1997). The analysis of household surveys: a microeconometric approach to 
development policy. Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press. 

Department of Education. (2009). Education Management Information System (EMIS) data. 
Pretoria: DoE. 

Hall, K. & Giese, S. (2009). Addressing quality through school fees and school funding. In 
Pendlebury, S., Lake, L. & Smith, C. (Eds.) South African Child gauge 2008/2009, Cape 
Town: University of Cape Town. 

Motala, S. & Sayed, Y. (2009). "No Fee" Schools in South Africa. Policy Brief Number 7. 

Pendlebury, S. (2009). Meaningful access to basic education. In Pendlebury S, Lake L & Smith C 
(Eds.) South African Child gauge 2008/2009, Cape Town: University of Cape Town. 

South African Schools Act (84 of 1996) 



22 
 

Appendix 

NIDS Wave 2 Section H: Unit response rates in the adult questionnaire 
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NIDS Wave 2 Section C: Unit response rates in the child questionnaire 
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NIDS Wave 2 Section E: Unit response rates in the Proxy questionnaire 
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