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Abstract

Postapartheid education funding is designed to redress past inequalities in funding and, in doing so,
work towards providing all learners with high quality education (Schdclis1996). In August

2006, new National Norms and Standafodis Fundingwere etablished and theollout of a ne
feeprogram initiated The programabolishes compulsorgchoolfeesin specifiedschoolsn order

to protet households in the least soetmnomically advantaged sections of society. From 2007, the
Minister of Education bgan declaring céain public ordinaryschoolsto beno-fee schools, with
additionalschoolsadded eeh year, such that by 2011 over 80% of all pubticoolswere
declarecho-feeschools. Theollout coincides with the first three waves of the Nationalome
Dynamics Study. We gelink each respondentiscation in 2007 to administrativ&hooldata and
combinedifferences in distance tora-fee high schoolby location in 2007vith differences across
cohorts that result from the timing of the prograsthout Wefind no discernable impact dhe
program on enrolment at 16, 17, 18 or 19 or on educational attainment and completion of secondary
school by age 20.



Introduction

There is an unresolved debate about whether school fees are beneficial inealbeastion system.
Proponents of school fees argue that fees improve pacemiarship and involvemeiaind provide
an importantresource strearto maintain education qualifCrouch1995; Colclough 199% The
latter reason is theprimary motivation given for user fees in developing countrieshere
government revenue from a limitéax bases often insufficient to fund educatiom its entirety
(Fiske and Ladd 2003 Advocates of school fee abolitioview school fees as prohibitive for
socioeconomically diadvantaged learners aadjue thatfeesreinforceinequalities in education
quality (BentaoueKattan & Burnett2004 BentaoueKattan 2006 World Bank 200%. This is
particularly the case isecondary schoalherefees can be substantiahaking the desion to
continue past primary school a large investméhbr{d Bank 200%.

Postapartheid South Africa presergsinteresting case studWhile enrolment is high, completion

of secondary school is loveflecting ahistory of large inequalities betweesthools.Inheriting a
highly unequal education system, the paysartheid government had ttidficult task of redressing

the funding inequalities while attempting to imprdiie quality ofeducation for all. At the time of

the transition, school fees weeinitially encouraged SASA 1996)as a means to correct past
funding injustices while preventingey fAopi ni o-malkedsaefti smohl eei n
sector (Croucl 995 Colclough1995. It was argued that given the limited public funds avélab
high user fees paid by richer communities would allow state fuodse focused orpoorer
communitiesAs a resultSASA (1996) and the National Norms and Standards for School Funding
(1998) recommended that school resources be compiled from furudis allocated on a piwoor
funding basis with the collection of school fees.

However, #ter a review offunding policiesand fees i2003 (Department of Education 2003n
2007, a fee elimination policy was rolled out in the poorest 40% of scAdano-fee policy was
part of the AnendedNational Norms and Standards for Schoohé&ing (2004)where per learner
non-personnel costs were restructured to redress inequatities allocation oeducation resources
across provincesThe motivation was tdmprove meaningful access to educatig¢wildeman
2008).

Unlike many other African countries, enrolmgparticularlyuntil age 15 (compulsory schooling

age) is high in South Africa Thusenrolment was not the only or even primary reason for the
implemenation of the policyThe concept of Omeaningf ul acces:
accesqor enrolment)is a necessary condition ftgarning it is not sufficientgiven resource and

other constraints in schodland communities]Wildeman 2008). Ths is no more evident than in

the low rates of secondary sch@ompletionin South Africa.Althoughabout 95%enrolin grade 9

only 50% of this cohort completthe grade 12 examinationBhe no-fee policy thereforehad

potential to increase enrolmeamonglate adolescentand throughchanges in the structure of
funding allocationhadpotential consequences factuallearning.

! Adistinctioni s made whettween cfal |'s fistructural accesso and fAmeaning
about the unequal distribution of academic outcomes, especially for the vast majority lepoers in South Africa. The nexus
resourcesutcomes is not trivialised, but the report makes it clear that adequate resources are a necessary condition, but by no means
a sufficient condition to s aWwideniay@@8preportmgonth&iotdlaetral.(20G7) A meani ngf
CREATE Consortium for Research on Educational Access, Transitions and EquitstiBdalcAccess in South Africa.
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Our analysidocuses on the pesbmpulsory schooling age$6-192 We focus on late adolescents
because mpout is highest athese ages in South Africa and the cost of secondary education is
higherthan prior gradesThe analysiss based on gelinking data from several sources to construct

a measure of proximity to @o-fee secondaryschool for South African learners. Ssmalearneds
accessto ano-feeschoolwas determined both by the timing and location of the rollout and whether
they wee in the applicable age rangel6 to 19 years old we use a differenem-differences
strategy to measure the impact of the program. We combine differences in schooling outcomes for
learners who lived neamo-fee schools compared to those who did,neith differences across
cohorts who were adolesus vesus adults during thegolicy rollout. We find no significant effects

of the program on enrolment or educational attainment.

The paper contributes to the literature on the eféécschool fee eliminations on enrolment in
developing countriegsee Morgaret al 2014 for a recent review)lhere is growing empirical
evidence that school fee eliminatioritreasegnrolment particularly primary school enrolmeiin,
populations with low inial enrolmentLess is known about the impact of fee eliation progams

in countries that havhigh primary and early secondary enrolment, but where school completion
remains low.The results add to the estimatsthe no-fee programpresented in Borkum (2012)
and Garlick (203). Borkum (2012)uses school level data anshows a small(2-3 percentage
points)effect of the program on secondary school enrolment driven by the early secondary grades
and finds the effect to be strongerquintile 1 schoolgthe poorest 20% of school§arlick (2013)
findsthat enrolment in South Afrida not price sensitiveOur results suggest that fee elimination in
an environment of high enrolmeand repetition is unlikely to result in higher enrolment in the
postcompulsoryschooling phase.

Our analysis also contributes to discussions abmutimpact ofschool resourcesn educational
outcomesin developing countriegsee Glewweet al. (201]) for a review) Many fee elimination
programs have resulted in a reduction of educational qualitygclsols struggle to maintain
standardsand are not adequately compensatedrémid increases in enrolmerfMorgan et al
2014. We find noapparenimpact, either negative or positive, of the-fee policy on educational
attainment or school completion in South Africa. This is in linghwesults from Pellicer and
Piriano (2015) whdind that while the policyencouragsethe marginal student to remain in school
longer, there is no significant impamt matric pass rate§ he fact that the policy was accompanied
by large increases in per learner allocations in addition to funding and resources for school safety,
classroom construction and school support (Wildeman 2008)did not result insignificant
improvements in educational outcomsesaggests that resource backlagspolicy implementation
problemsmay have hindered immediate improvements. On the other hand, it could also thajgest
inequalitiesacross schools cantbe address through ppmornon-personnefunding alone.

2 Note that while the policy guidelin@sly stipulated that schools not charge fees to learnéng in

compulsory grades-9, in practice the program has been applied to all grades. We provide evidence for this

in the table accompanying Figure 4.

¥ We include both combined and secondary schools in our definition as combined schools include a selection
of both primary and secondary grades.
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Background and Description of theNo-fee School Program

Enrolmenteducational attainmerdand education fundinop early postapartheid South Africa

Enrolment in South Africa is almost universal up until age 15 (compulsory schooling age) but
repetition rates are high throughout the grades and failure to complete secondary school is a severe
problem. Figure 1 presents the proportasmoled in primaryand secondary schddly their age at

1 January fomales and female#t shows enrolment rateseabowe 95% until age 15, but drdap

89%, 80%, 63% and 48%t ages 16, 17, 18 and 19 respectivElgure 2 presents the proportion of
learnersenrolledin grades 9 through 12 i2008 who had passed four grades by 2012 (pass), failed
at least one grade by 2012 but rensdienrolled(repeat) or who were nanrolledand had not
completed matric by 2012 (dropout). A large percentage of learners repeated andéegside in

the fouryear period Focusing on th@ostcompulsoryeducation grades i.e. grades 10 through 12,
we see high rates of repetition and low completion rates. For example&(8algffemale and30%

of male learners who werenrolledin grade 9 in 2008 had completed matric by 2012 without
repeating

Given these high levels of enrolment even in an environment of low success rates, it may seem odd
that a school fee elimination program would be a prioritized pdiHoyever the extreme inequality

in the South African education system progidiee key motivation. The top performing schools
continue toserve the richest South African learners and have the highest resourcesehabé
feesexacerbate this situatiorthe no-fee policy is intendedo tackle this problem through ppmor
nontpersonnel fundingand has beendriven by a desireto provideé meani ngftohll acce
learners in South Africa.

The policy affects both the supply and demand side of education in South &fricke supply

side, the policy aims to redress past fumginequalities. As part of thepartheidr e gi me 6 s p | ¢
segregate the population basedraoe different eduation systems were established for different
racial groups.Resources available in white schools evat one pointmore thanten timesthe
resourcesassignedo black schoolgFiske & Ladd 2002. This resulted irsubstantially different
guantity and quality of schooling infrastructure, teachers and learner oatpagsracial linesOn

the demand side, Figure 1 shows thdtile enrolment is highuntil grade 9 dropout increases
substantially in the later grades with over 35% of grade 9s in 2008 no lemgdiedin school in

2012 even though they have not completed ma®icthosewho dropout, the most common
reasons given for dropout relate to economic
school &6 while an additional £8.3% said they 6

* The South African schooling system has four types of scligmignary schools with grade 1 to at most gradm@rmediate

schools which provide a subset of primary and early secondary grades, combined schools which can include all gradss or a subs
thereof and finally secondary schools which are intended provide grades from 8 to 12. Interestingly, onlgd@iofvith grade

9 continue until grade 12 signaling that learners in these schools will need to transfer schools at this critical pbart tieeiu

education.

5 Apartheid was a system of strictly enforced racial segregation in South Africa. Apartheid officially ended witagiallti

democratic elections ih994. While laws no longer classify citizens by the colour of their skin, the classifications of white,
coloured, black African, and Indian are still used in everyday conversation and are designations in surveys includiting the Sou
African Census.

®Note that the 6reason not enrolled6 questi on dwaoshageweabdr | y ans\
responses to this variablEhe findings from this question are however consistent with information in the GHS 2006 data.
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Those who do not complete secondary schael mostvulnerable to becominghronically
unemployedand dependent on social grantgipbrandt et al. 2013yropping outof schoolin the

hope of finding employment is a low success stratég. ransition into possecondary education

and the labour market i®ugh and completing grade 12 provides important protection from
unemployment and idleness. About 70% of respondents under 26 who have completed grade 10 and
11 but are no longeenrolledin secondary school are either unemployed or out of the labow forc
(Branson et alk013). This compares to about 40% of those who have completed matric.

Theno-feeschool pogram

The no-fee school pogram forms part of the package of policies designed to redress past
inequalities in funding and, in doing so, waidwards providing all learners with higiuality
education (Schools Ac1996). The three policies integralo t he South Adri ca
strategy to alleviate poverty and to redress the inmcaka of the past are the schted exemption

policy, Natioral Norms and Standards for School Funding (NNSSF) and the rollout-fi#feno
schools.

The right to a basic education is enshrined in the South African constitution and the South African
Schools Act (SASA) of 1996 makes education compulsory for all childeéween the ages of 7

and 15 (or the completion of grade 9). Given that school revenue up until 2007 was comprised of
state funds supplemented by school fees, the séeeatxemptiohand later theno-fee policies

were instituted to prevent low socioeoomc learners beingverly burdenedy school fees.

The NNSSF assigns all schools a quintile ran
employment rate and literacy levels calculated from20@1l census. Schools are allocated hon
personnekxpenditure budgets based on their quintile ranking, with lower quintile schools receiving

a larger allocation per learn&puintiles were howevariginally calculated withirprovince, which

resulted inschools of similar socioeconomic statgoss provicesreceiving different allocations

and reinforcing past inequaliti€®/ildeman 2008)

In August 2006after a review of the previous nornmew National Norms and Standafds s

School Fkindingwere establishednd the nefee schoolpolicy was enacteth the South Afrian
Schooling Act (SASA). Thao-fee policy abolishes compulsory school fees in specified schools in
order to protect households in the lesstioeconomially advantaged sections of socfetyhese
schools may not charge school fees arelcompensated by government via an increased allocation
per learner. In December 2006, the Minister of Education declared 13577 (48%) public ordinary
schools with about five million learnéisto be nefee schools No-fee schools list 2007, own
calculatons). This incorporated all learners in quintile 1 and 2 schools. Every October/December

"The Exemption of Parents from the Payment of School Fees Regulations of 1998 provides guidelines to exemnpariy,
parents from the payment of fees based on their income relative to the school fee amount. In addition, from 2006, askiren wh
primary caregiver receives a povelityked social state grant are automatically exempt from the payment ofl feesoFegaying
schools are not compensated for students that receive fee exemptions, and hgrepgngolearners are subsidized by paying
learners. This has resulted in low access teef@amptions (Hall and Monson 2006).

8 fiNo-fee schools attract ¢hbest government funding and also receive compensatory funding in areas such as school safety,
nutrition, classroom construction and Grade R expansion. Furthermore, government resources have also been expended to improve
the support given to these school@Vildeman 2008).

® Quintile 1 and 2 schools are on average smaller than quintile 5 schools, thus while 49% of schools were allfszatdtus in

2007, this represents 42% of the learner population.
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additionalno-fee schools for the subsequent year are announced. By 2009, about 60 per cent of

ordinary public schools, schools predominately in quintil&s Wvere chssified as ndee schools
and by 2011 this had increased to about 76% (20322 schblaggé schools list 2011 and DoE
EMIS data Q2 2011, own calculations).

The implanentation of the policy in 200@rovided those schools not charging fadarge incrase

in per learner allocation®verall nonpersonnefunds increased frorR3.5 billion to R6.8 billion
between 2006 and 20G8d given the disproportional allocation to lower socioeconomic schools,
the per learner allocation iguintile 1and 2 schools greasedhe most (Wildeman 2008)nitial
delays in fundingransfers and lack of provincidvel funds (which resulted in negative deviations
from the target allocations in some, generglbprer provinces (ibig)meant that the full impact o

the progran on the resource base available to scha@s unlikely to have bedielt in 2007. By
2008, the provinces repad have provided allocations closer to the targets (Wildema8)20@h

per learner allocations &775,R771,R581,R388 andR129 forquintiles 1 through 5 respectively.

The allocation for quinti | adeqBacysbenchmeibb s, 6RH58 I e

t hr es h ol widely rgamdled iassrefefiring to a minimum resourcing level that should make

possible the attainmentofpdee f i ned | earner standardso (Wil de

Data and Empirical Strategy to Measure the Impact ofthe No-fee program on Educational
Outcomes

The research design is facilitated by getking data on the timing and dation of theno-fee
schoolrollout to rich nationally representativiengitudinalsurvey datdrom NIDS. Our empirical
specification uses proximitio a no-fee schoolduring late adolescence as a plausibly exogenous
measure of access feee secondary schoaducation and estimates the irapan enrolment and
educational attainment ipostcompulsory education Linked census data provisleadditional
controls and evidence on the impact of the initiative.

1. Data togec-link no-feerollout to NIDS

We geolink several datasets to implement our research desigwo-1¢e Schools lists 2002011,
2) National schools list®3) National Income Dynamics Study (NIDS) Secure Data, and 4) the 2001
South African Census.

The Department of Basic dticationpublishesa list of al schools that are prohibited froomarging

fees in the subsequent yaaith additional details about their compensation rate per learner and
quintile ranking. While the policy was intended to be rolled out to all quintile 1 and 2 schools
2007 and quintile 3 schtoin 2010, additional schools vee added each year due to quintile
ranking changes and speaiatjuestsrom schools to have their status chang@tideman 2008°

By using these listef designatecho-fee schools we sidestegoncerns around which schools were
intended to be included and provide a measdiproximity to actualschoolsassignedo-fee status
National Schools list filegprovide GPS coordinates arde schooling phasdor every public
ordinary schooln South Arica. Figure 3shows therollout of no-fee secondary schools between

10 AHeterogeneity of households at the ward Idnsal complicated poverty targeting and forced provinces to adopt supplementary
measures. Supplementary measures had to be adopted because the use of an undiluted form of the national targetirdytapproach le
rich and poor schools being indistinguishablewever, the adoption of supplementary measursintraduced subjectivity into the

rankings of schools and destroyed the original intention of a rafid@ and objective ranking instrumént ( Wi | deman 2008:
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2007 and 201based on linking thao-fee database with thechools lisandTable Alprovides the
number of secondary and combined schoolsdsfee status.

The National Income DynanscStudy (NIDS) is a nationally representative longitudinal household
survey of over 28,000 individuals in 7,300 households that started in 2008 farided every two

years (SALDRU2014). NIDS includesomprehensive education information for all respand in
addition to details of parental education, past schooling success and migration information over the
r e s p o nifétena. NI®S secure data includes GPS coordinates of residence at time of interview
as well as residency histoand information orhe school attendeoh 2007 through 2012

The first wave of NIDS took place in 2008, the year following the initial rollout ofritréee

schools program. However, respondents report on their enrolment and educational expenditure in
the year precedinthe survey year. As such, by wave 3, NIDS has expenditure information for the
first year of the NFS rollout, 2008 well agor 2009 and 2011.

We define a sample of approximat@§O0NIDS respondents who were between 16 and 19 in 2007
and therefore could have been impacted byrdfleut of theno-fee program We also construct a
sample ofL300who were 20 to 2 2007and thuswvere too old during theo-fee programrollout

to have their educational outcomes at aged 9 éffected This groupserves as a comparison group

in our differences strategy.able 1 presents age eligibility based on year of birth for years 2007
through 2012We use the GPS @fachr e s p o nrasidemadro 2007 andcalculate the distance

in kilometers from resience to the nearest-fee secondangchool in 20072 We create a series of
binary variables for whether the respondiérgd within one, two, three dour kilometers froma
no-fee school.Main resultsare shown for living within three kilometeof a no-fee schoo| given
thatthe norms and standardscommend 3km as theaximumdistance learnershouldtravel to
school each day(DPSA 2009. We also create a variable for distance to any public
secondaricombinedschool in 2007 Table 2 provides the sample stratified by cohort aadee
school proximity with near representing access to a school witreekilometers

Our main outcome are enrolment at age 16, 17, 18 and®*#9d educational attainment and
secondary school corfgiion (matric)when last seeff Given that we are interested in exposure at

a specific age in 2007 (and 2008), the sample differs by outcome measure. For example, individuals
born in 1990 would b&7 in 2007, thus the age eligildeoup consists of the 99 birth cohort for
theenrolledat 17 outcomén 2007 Educational attainment and matric completion includes anyone
who could have been exposed to the program between the ages of 16 and 19 i.e. anyone born
between 1988 ah1992.

11 Given that the control group may have moved since completing school, restrict the control group to those who have not moved
since late adolescence.

12 pistances are calculated using the vggtten commandgeonead(Picard2010) figeonear finds the neateneighbors using
geodetic distances, i.e. the length of the shortest curve between two points along thedurface mat hemat i cal mo d el

13NIDS asks enrolment information from 2007 to 20®Pwever given that we need information by age, eamstruct enrolment by

age variables using the age at the completion of highest schooling variable. In constructing these variables we haeethatassum
respondents are enrolled continuously until the age they complete the grade they specifyainmgspahdents completele final

grade they were enrolled in. Figures A1 compameolment at age 189 by year of birth for variables constructed in NIDS versus
information available in the GHS dat#/e see that NIDS estimates tend to be higher thage fromthe GHS, suggesting that the
assumptiorthat respondents are continuously enrolfedot accurate and lkely biasing our estimates upwards. However, as long
as there has not been a change in this behavior over time, this should not affetitnatees

4 For educational attainment and matric complettba sample is restricted to respondents who were seen past age 20 in Waves 1, 2
or 3 of NIDS.
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Finally, we link each rgpondent to theireportedward in 2007 There wee 3794wardsdesignated

in the 2001 census. Theno-fee program was rolled out to schools based on the poverty ranking of
their surrounding community (Wildeman 2008) most instances, this was based on the education,
employment and income levels of the surrounding wéfe.construct a set of variables describing
thesecharacteristic$or each wardrbom the 2001 censu$hese include the proportion of therd
populdion with no schooling, primary, secondary or tertiaducation, the employment raaed

the mean household income le¥&IThese serve as ppolicy control variablesThe NIDS Wave 1
sample coered 662 wards.

Empirical Strategy

Our empirical strateggxploitsthe no-fee school pogran® staged rollout across South Africa to
identify the impact of changes in adolescent accefgéchigh schooling on educational outcomes
We know that thegeographic distribution ofmo-fee schoolsis related to nghbaurhood
socioeconomic status.dwever access tdree schoolinglepended both on location of the rollout
and whether an individual was age eligibllering tre rollout. We are thereforable to compare
outcomes forearnersin each area who were and were not-aligible for the initiative.This
differencein-differences gategy requires only thale timing and location afo-feedesignation be
uncorrelated with other determinants of changegrirolment and educationalt@ihment, once
factors that were used in the allocation raffee schoos are controlled far Our crosscohort
comparison means thawven thoughhe program was rolled out sxhools in socioeconomically
disadvantaged areas firstlentification is not theatenedOur main identifying assumption is that
secondargchools wer@ot chosen where trendseducational outcomesere different.

First, to provide evidence thtte rollout of theno-fee programhad an impact othe payment of
fees we link schods and NIDS data toneasurethe proportion of learnensho reportnot paying
fees by fee/ndee ward status” NIDS collects individualevel fee expenditure informatiaand the
name of the school attend&¢br respondents attending school in 2007, 2009 and.Ziglire 4
presats the proportion of learners reporting zero fees by distantetolosesno-fee schoolin
2007, 2009 and 201inh addition to the proportion of learnersrio-fee schoolswho arepaying fees
and the proportion of learners in fee charging schadle arenot paying feesThe proportion
reporting zero feemcreases over time from 21% of albstgrade 9learners in 2007 to 69% of
learners in 2011The program was intended to read®4tof all learners in 2007 and 60% by 2011.
The lower percentage in 2007 could signal a delay in schoolenmepting the program. Indeed,
49%% of learners attending schools on tiefee list in 2007 report paying feesWe see that by
2009, 45% o#ll leamers report notgying feesvhich aligns bettexvith the program intentigrand
by 2011 it is 69% Figure 4also shows that there is a strong gradiegtiveen fee payment and

5 Ward is the lowest publicly availabkensus geographical unit and was used in most caséstdomine the poverty ranking of
schools based on their surrounding communities.

16 Ward place controls include the proportion of the ward populatith no income, R1@1800, R48019600, R96011920Q
R192013840Q no schooling, some primary, secondanytjaey and the employment rate.

7 According to the policy, all schools within a ward were supposed to be assigfiesl status at the same tintowever, this was
not always the case. We therefore assign wards where more than 50% of secondary sclmfis aohools to the Ai@e category,
with the remaining wards assigned as fee paying.

18 The name and location of the school the respondent reports attending is matched to informatiechmokhéist (NIDS Admin
data Waves -B).
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distance to ao-fee school. By 2011, 74% of learners livingthin a kilometre of a no-fee school
report not paying fees compared to 40% of learners living more thdorbetres from ano-fee
school.

A large percentage of learners devigparticularly in 2007)from the expected trend, with some
learnerswhollive close to ano-fee school reportinghat they payees while others living far from a
no-fee school reportinghat they do not pafees. Thetable accompanying Figureptesens these
statistics. The table suggests thefee policy was noteffectively implemented in all $mols in
2007, with only 49% of learners imo-fee schools reported not paying fe@ss stated above)
However, by 2009 the implementation was well adheredwith 85% of learnersvho were
attendingno-fee schoolsreporting not paying fees. By 2011, tfigure was 89%.

With regard to fee payment compliance, the opposite trend is evident. While in 2007, 81% of
learners in fee charging schools report paying fees, this systematicallytaropy 42% in 2011.
Wildeman (2008) interviewed rpvince represdatives involved in the rollout of theno-fee
programand one of the points mentioneglated tathe reduction in fee payment, especially among
quintile 3 and 4 schoal§ his has led tdlifficulties for schoolsin these quintiless theirresources
were reducedfrom both fee collection and the change in government calion structure
(Wildeman 2008Giese et al. 2009

Next, we explore the characteristics of locations that receigdde schools In Table 3we regress

the proportion ofall schools(columns 1 and 2) ansecondary and combined schools (colsr@n

and 4) that areo-fee schools within a waren 2001ward characteristics (see footnote)ltGat

were usedo rank schools into poverty quintilesxd henceno-fee status Given thatthe wardwas

the primary geographical region for ranking, columns 2 and 4 restrict the sample to wards where all
the schools within the ward are either classified as feewcgiee Table 3 shows that the
characteristics intended to define-fee status explain abo#0% ofthe assignmentor all schools

and about46% within the secondary/combined school subdad. includethe number of schools
available inthe ward to account for the fact thahe program focusedn authorizing existing
schoolsto eliminate fees andid not constitutebuilding new schools. As expectediven the
programbs focus on asocwecaonictatud) mmy lof the eoefliciendsned | o v
statistically significant.We controlfor all of these variabless well as other individual level
characteristics andhrough the methodinobserved time invariant characteristics, when estimating
the impact ofno-fee program Table Apresents the average valudgshe control variablesised in

the analysidy age eligibility and proximity ta no-feeschool

Empirical Specifications

We use a differenem-differences strategy texamine the impact of thaeo-fee program on
educationabutcomes by comparing the outcomes of those exposed and not exposed to the program.
Exposure is based on date of birth and location of respond@®07 Given that oueducational
outcome are age specific (16, 17, 18 19 and a0y the fact that therogram was rolled out from

2007, those respondents who were already older #taim 2007could not have been impacted by

the program, while younger respondents could have been expdssakss to aio-fee secondary

19 This strategy is siitar to the approach used Buflo (2001) and Tanaka (2014).
10



schoolis defined a the respondent livinwithin threekilometres of a no-fee secondaryschoolin
20072008 We compare outcomes of respondents atd for the program (age 2¥ in 2007 to
those who were born in years where they could be exg{t6ek® in 2007.%°

This empirical strategis implemented using a regression framewoHere weestimate equations
of the form:

0Qt 601 | GQOId Q0P QoI B Qf e L
L B Qe dh T (1)

whereO' Q¢ 0 @ the educational outcome afidividual ‘Gn cohort j born in are&)| is a
constantf) ‘Q indicates whether theindvi dual 6 s hous e lKibharesoiamo- wi t h
fee secondary schopd "QQ 'O ds"@"@ummy indicating whether the individual is in the younger
cohort,andQ ¢ @re year of birth indicators. , the coefficient orour variable of interest] ‘Q &1

0 "QQ O anfeduresthe impact of the prograran the educational outcomeeing measuredts
interpretation however relies on the assumption that there are no omittecatiyimey and region
specific effects correlated with the program. We therefore inatualéple controls 8 is a vector

of individual characteristics includg population group dummies (race), parental educationatage
which the respondent startedhool, grade repetition in primary school and distance to closest high
school in 20078 is a vector of characteristiesedto determine a scha@l povertybased on

the 2001 censu¥Ve interact these witl ¢ t© account for potential other programs that could have
been targted to areas of this typéor example the school feedingprogram?® Finally, 1 are
district fixed effects anfl  represents an idiosyncratic err®egressions are run for enrolment at
16, 17 18 and 19 andducationahttainmentand completion of secondary school (matvitien last
interviewed

Results

Table 4presents estimates froaguation (1) foeach of theeducationabutcomesThe first column

for each outcomepresents the simple differengedifference estimate that could otherwise be
represented in a twoy-two table,controlling for sample clustering and robust standard errors.
Columns2-4 add additionlacontrols. Al controls are based on ppwlicy characteristics, including
race, p ar e, priorsshook perioemancandodistrict councifixed effects All regressions
are restricted to respondents who have access to a secamdeoynbined schm within three
kilometres of their household. Respondents who have moved since 2007 are exclined
coefficient of interest ighe interaction of living near ao-fee schooland being an adolescent
during the rollout .7 isalso presented for interest.

None of thé coefficients are significarand many are smalsuggesting that we cannot reject the
hypothesis that learners living withi® kilometresof a no-fee secondary school have similar
enrolment patterns and edtioaal attainment outcomes to those who live further fronodee

20 Note that eligibility for an age specific outcome in a particular year depends on year of birth. For example, in 206@s@nly t
born in 1990 were exposed to the program at age 17. In 2@08g¢heligible group would include those born in 1990 and 1991. The
AgeElig=0categoryalways consists of those born between 1980 and 1987.

21 The school feeding program does not present a problem for the initial analysis given that it was only implemented secondary
schoolsas of 201QDBE 2009)
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school, controlling for characteristics thebnfound educational outcomes. Looking across the
columns, inmost instances, thiateraction coefficient deeases once year of birth indicat@are
included, increases again with the inclusion of individual characteristics and distance to a secondary
or combined school and then drops off again in the final specification which adds ward controls and
w®i Q6 Mteractions. Using the fink specification in column 4it is estimatedthat living

within threekilometresof a no-fee schoolin 2007led to a0.006, 0.049;0.009, 0.072ercentage
pointincreasan the likelihood ofbeingenrolledat agel6,17, 18 and 19 respectivelizxamining a

similar regression for those exposed in 2008 (given concerns aroundprogahmcompliancen

2007 the estimated effects switch 40.025, 0.046;0.005 and0.072.None of these estimates are
significantly different from zeroThe educabnal attainment and matric completion outcomes are
similarly small (0.008 and0.029 in 2007 and-0.07 and-0.042 in 2008) and insignificantly
different from zero.

Given that the enrolment at 17 outcomsemost consistent acrotse 2007 and 2008amples, we
present ifferent specifications for this outcorffe First we tested the sensitivity of the final
specification to excluding those who lived between 3 akdofnetres from ano-fee high school.
The coefficient estimate(standard errorghanged td0.043(0.048)and 0.027(0.04) in 2007 and
2008 and remainemhsignificant. Next, we changed the access measure 3réitometresto 2, 1

and 4 kilometres. The estimates changed to 0.0421044) 0.062 (0.059) and 0.037(0.043)
respectively While this isconsistent withthe intuition that the closer one lives tmafee school

the higher theimpact on enrolment, the estimates remain statistigallygnificant. Third we
investigated different subpopulations. For males the coefficient dropped to 0.008) (@@ for
females the coefficient increased to 0.qd/084) and the estimate from those exposed in 2008
became marginally significanthis suggests a 0.08 percentage point increase in enrolment at age
17 among women who lived withi® kilometresof a no-fee high school.nvestigating the gender
dimension on the other outcomes feend no significant results arfdrthermorethe sign of the
coefficient was not consisteoter specificationsWe investigated the impact of the program in
urban anchonurbanareas separately. The coefficient of the impact of the prograenrolment at

17 using 2007 as the year of exposure increases to A@37)and is significantat the 5%
significance level with only a small and insignificant coefficient for tloe-urban subsample.
However when we expand the estimate to include those exposed at age 17 in 2008, ghe sign
between the urban and th®nurban subsamples switch with the coefficient being large and
significant in thenonurbansampleand small and insignifant in the urban subample Last we
changed the measure to be access to a school that continues until gnadefdiznd no significant
effects

Discussion and conclusion

Our regression results suggest that the rollout ohthfee program does not appeto have haa
statistically significant impact on enrolment postcompulsoryeducation educational attainment
or secondary school completion by age 20.

We do not findthe lack of an impact on enrolment particulaslyprising.While if asked directly
about the reason for dropping out, respondents are most likely to put reasons of economic need

22 Similar investigations were done for the other educational outcomes and are available on request.
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forward, it is widely recognised that dropping out is a cumulative prpgessicularly for a
population where enrolment rates are higtil the end of compulsory educatidn. other work
(Branson et al. 2034ve show that prior school performance is the primary determinant of dropping
out in South Africa, even after controlling for socioeconomic characteriskgstafsson(2011)
shows that ths is particularly true for pogjrade 9 dropoutThus while the elimination of faefor

an individual at 16, 1718 or 19 may entice the marginal studentho is otherwise on track
academicallyto continue with their education, for many this iseatly too late. This is further
confounded by the strong correlation between poor academic perforraadcéhose schools
initially assignecho-fee status.

The second reasare find these results unsurprising retdtethe other pecuniary costs involved in
education in South Africalhe World Bank (2009) review fourttiat fee elimination withouthe
reduction of other educatienelated expenses will have little impamn the enrolment of the poorest
learners.That béng said,South Africa is ahead of many other developing countries in terms of
eliminating many of themonfee schockelated expense®hysical accestirly good 92% of the
NIDS 2008 householdeave access to a secondary school within 5km of their holtse96%
within 10 kns. Given ths, most poor learners walk to school, whidimaatestransgrt costs. In
addition,textbooksare provided at no cost within masthools especiallythosein quintile 1 and 2

as part of the nepersonnel allocatiarHowever, miform costscontinue topresent a substantial
costand potential hurdle to attending school. Using NIDS ,da&tanson et al(2013) show that
averageuniform costs ar@around R30(per annume ven among t he tploerrée sdod
alsoappear to have been increasing over time

A comparison othe fee levels being palaly quintile 1 and 2 learners prior to the policy rollout to

these other pecuniamostsprovides additional credence to our finding of no significant impact
While Fiske and_add (2003: 13) note hat fApri nci pals of school s s
most of them face major difficulties in collecting their published fees even when they are as low as,
say, 20Ra nds p etheseysenaprintipalsr e por t t hat they were ff
designated fee fr om *)mskenandaLadch200B8)r lfiistthereforé undlearmi | i
that the initial rollout of the program 2007/2008 would have alleviated a large financial burden
within poor households.

While the policy had the potential teduce dropout in thpostcompulsoryeducation phasehe

primary motivation for the policy was to redress past funding inequalities and imegaality

of education provided to all. Educationaiprovement for the individual could come from two
main dimensions. First, the fact that learners were no longer being hounded for school fees could
have decreasambsenteeisnDieltiens and MemGibert (2009)arguethat the social pressure to pay

fees ha an impact on learner attendance and achievement. However, the primary medfanism
impactwould operatehrough increaseresources to schanlGiese et al. (A1B) found that 92% of
schools in Limpopo that were assigneafee status in 2007 improved their funding budéeim

prior years Thus to the extent that ngemsonnel funding can be transformedo changes in
education production, the program had potential to improve educational outcomes.

2 fAlthough schools have the option of taking fmaying parents to court, such an approach is not worth the time and effort
involved given the small amounts that would be realized if successful. Thougthinformal realities and practices many low
income families in poor communities maglpay little or no school feesFiske and Lund 20033)
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We find no impact of the progm on educational outcomes of learners by agen2@ngthosefirst
exposedo the progranbetween the ages of 16 and 19 in 2007 or 2008. This suggests that while the
nonpersonnel funds may haviecreased within these schools, thisd not translate into
improvements in educational attainment or the completion of m&rese et al. (2009) provide
some suggestion®r why this may be the case. First, the budgets are fairly inflexbte line
itemisedmaking schoaobkpecific improvements difficultAdding the constraint thatunding can

only be allocated tanon-personnel expense@vhich represented only 20% of the education
expenditure budget in 2007/2008 (OECD 2008)@ans that channelling funds to improtee
guality of education could be challengingor example, some schools without water or electricity
were allocated a omicipal budget that couldot be spent (G et al. 2000 Finally, given the
backlog in school resources among schools receivirige status in 2007/2008, it is possible that
the additional resources available in 2007/2008 wetesufficient to rectify theshortages and add
additional value to learningOur findings are consistent witthe findings ofBorkum (2012),
Garlick (2014) andPellicer and Piraing2015). In particular, the first two studies find no significant
impacts of the program on grade 11 and 12 enrolment, where most learners are beth@en 16
Borkum (2012) does find a small effect on grad&08enrolment however, our psitive yet
insignificant coefficient on enrolment at age 17 could be ctargisvith the enrolment in grade 10
effect* Finally, white Pellicer and Piraino (2015) find a small effect on grade 10 to 12 throughput,
they find no positive impact and possilelyen a negative impact on matric completion.

It is worth noting thatthe analysis was restricted to individuals with access to a secondary or
combined school withir8 kilometresof their wave 1 househagldaround 65% of households
Combined schools are defined schools that provide a range of primary and secondary grades,
while secondary schools are restricted to secondary grades only. HowargrSNAPdata we

find that only 60% oftombined and secondasghools with grade 9 gall the way to grade 12

Thus access to ao-fee high school does not necessarily entail access to school that provides the
appropriate gradeequired by learners agd@-19. We tesédthe sensitivity of our results to having
access to a school that gasgil grade 12 and find no significant effect of the program.

24Borkum (2012) excludes Kwazulu Na&nd North West provinces from his analysis due to data constraints.

5 This signifies that grade 9 learners in 40%sohools are required to change schools at some point after grade 9 in order to
complete grade 12. While most (90%) of learners had a school that goes to grade 12 witkiloraet@® radius of their household

in 2007, the psychological cost and potentiificulties in finding a space in a new school, especially for low achieving learners,
could be large.
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Tables and Figures

Table 1:Ageeligibility for the program based on year of birth

Year

Year of

birth 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
1992 15 16 20
1991 Age 16 17 20 21
1990 Eligible 17 18 20 21 22
1989 18 19 20 21 22 23
1988 19 20 21 22 23 24
1987 20 21 22 23 24 25
1986 21 22 23 24 25 26
1985 22 23 24 25 26 27
1984 NotAge 23 24 25 26 27 28
1983  Eligible 24 25 26 27 28 29
1982 25 26 27 28 29 30
1981 26 27 28 29 30 31
1980 27 28 29 30 31 32

Notes to Table 1: Table 1 shows the age a respondent would be between 2007 and 2012 by their year of birth. We see
that those born after 1987 are young enough to be exposureno-theprogram in the late teens. The green block
presents those who form the enrolment samples while the green + blue block represents those who form the educational
attainment and matric completion outcomes. For the later outcomes the sample is restricted to those edwdhave

have been age 20 by 2012. The grey block represents those not age eligible.

Table 2:Sample stratified by cohort and proximityrio-fee secondary school

Year of Birth Near Far Total
# % # %

1992 245 51% 240 49% 485
1991 239 45% 289 55% 528
1990 Age 263 52% 242 48% 505
1989 Eligible 198 46% 232 54% 430
1988 223 50% 221 50% 444
Total 1168 1224 F 2392
1987 164 44% 205 56% 369
1986 149 41% 216 59% 365
1985 155 45% 191 55% 346
1984 NotAge 126 42% 176 58% 302
1983 Eligible 131 43% 174 57% 305
1982 106 40% 159 60% 265
1981 84 39% 134 61% 218
1980 87 41% 127 59% 214
Total 534 770 1304

Notes to Table 2The sample includes respondents who live withikilometresof a combined or secondary school
during their late teens. Thus those who have moved since their late teens are excluded from the sample.

Table 3: Allocation oho-feeschools
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All Schools Seconday and Conbined Schools

All wards 1/0 Wards only All wards 1/0 Wards only
Ward cheracteristics: (1) (2) (3) (4)

Employment rate -0.028 0.026 -0.271%* -0.278***
[0.048] [0.074] [0.053] [0.062]

Proportion with Primary -0.074 -0.663*** -0.759%** -0.920***
[0.131] [0.185] [0.142] [0.161]

Proporion with Seconday  -1.906*** -2.303*** -1.806*** -1.886***
[0.078] [0.108] [0.083] [0.094]
Proportion with Tertiary -0.289 -0.491** 0.030 0.035
[0.183] [0.232] [0.195] [0.214]

Log income -0.015 -0.042* -0.038** -0.049%**
[0.015] [0.022] [0.016] [0.019]

Number of schools 0.009*** 0.012%** 0.007*** 0.009***
[0.001] [0.002] [0.001] [0.001]

No shools -0.197*** -0.177***
[0.021] [0.022]
Observations 3,584 2,352 3,336 2,865
R-squaed 0.404 0.439 0.428 0.428

Notes toTable 3: The table present regressions of the proportion of scinoalsvard that are classified as-fee
schools. Columns 2 and 4 are restricted to wards where all schools (all secondary schools) are either fee ctwarging or
feeschools i.e. linear probability models are run. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1, standeotsén brackets.
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Table 4:Regression results:

the impact of the no fee school program on enrolment and educational attainm&onpplssiry education

2007:
AgeEligible X Near

Near

Obsarvations
R-squae

2008:
AgeEligible X Near

Near

Obsarvations
R-qquae

Contol variables

Year of birth dunmmies
Individud controls

Access to school controls
Ward characteristicsin 2001
Digtrict coundl FE

Dependent variable

Enrolled & 16 - Enrolled & 17 Enrolled a 18
(1) (2) 3 4) "~ (5) (6) @) (8) 9 (100 (1) (@12
0.045 0.025 0.021 0.006 0.007 0.010 0.018 0.049 0.036 0.019 0.012 -0.009

[0.033] [0.036] [0.033] [0.034]
-0.021 0.005 -0.010 0.007
[0.028] [0.030] [0.027] [0.025]
2,637 2,637 2,630 2,630
0.002 0.063 0.107 0.132

0.007 -0.010 -0.011 -0.025
[0.028] [0.031] [0.029] [0.035]
-0.020 -0.003 -0.010 0.008
[0.026] [0.027] [0.025] [0.024]
3,032 3,032 3,025 3,025
0.001 0.061 0.100 0.123

No Yes Yes Yes
No No Yes Yes
No No Yes Yes

No No No Yes
No Yes Yes Yes

[0.040] [0.037] [0.038] [0.044]
-0.015 0.003 -0.015 -0.004
[0.031] [0.035] [0.028] [0.026]
2615 2615 2,61 2,61
0.001 0.061 0.107 0.138

0.018 0.013 0.016 0.046
[0.036] [0.036] [0.034] [0.037]
-0.011 0.004 -0.009 0.003
[0.030] [0.033] [0.027] [0.026]
3,032 3,032 3,025 3,025
0.000 0.057 0.100 0.125

No Yes Yes Yes
No No Yes Yes
No No Yes Yes
No No No Yes
No Yes Yes Yes

[0.063] [0.062] [0.061] [0.067]
-0.010 -0.007 -0.037 -0.022
[0.035] [0.042] [0.032] [0.032]
2,441 2,441 2,436 2,436
0.003 0.062 0.119 0.148

0.028 0.014 0.019 -0.005
[0.046] [0.043] [0.042] [0.050]
-0.010 -0.019 -0.037 -0.023
[0.033] [0.038] [0.031] [0.031]
2,807 2,807 2,802 2,802

0.000 0.062 0.111 0.138
No Yes Yes Yes
No No Yes Yes
No No Yes Yes
No No No Yes
No Yes Yes Yes
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Table 4 continued:

2007:
AgeEligible X Near

Near

Obsarvations
R-squae

2008:
AgeEligible X Near

Near

Obsarvations
R-qquae

Contol variables

Year of birth dunmmies
Individud controls

Access to school controls
Ward characteristicsin 2001
Digtrict coundl FE

Enrolled a 19
(1) (2) ©) (4)

Dependent Variable
Educationd attainment

® ®& O @©

Matric

9 @10 a1y @2

0.086 0.081 0.101 0.072
[0.078] [0.077] [0.071] [0.077]
-0.018 -0.046 -0.075** -0.044
[0.040] [0.047] [0.035] [0.036]
2197 2,197 2,192 2,192
0.005 0.093 0.158 0.190

0.007 -0.009 -0.015 -0.072
[0.060] [0.055] [0.052] [0.058]
-0.032 -0.067 0.091*-0.068**
[0.039] [0.043] [0.031] [0.031]
2,465 2,465 2,459 2,459
0.001 0.090 0.152 0.184

No Yes Yes Yes
No No Yes Yes
No No Yes Yes
No No No Yes
No Yes Yes Yes

0.008 0.019 0.019 0.008
[0.198] [0.196] [0.196] [0.210]
-0.324 -0.223 -0.223 -0.074
[0.206] [0.197] [0.197] [0.161]
3,829 3,829 3,829 3,829
0.009 0.070 0.070 0.112

-0.012 -0.013 -0.013 -0.070
[0.188] [0.181] [0.181] [0.198]
-0.371* -0.237 -0.237 -0.091
[0.195] [0.187] [0.187] [0.142]
3,386 3,386 3,386 3,386
0.014 0.076 0.076 0.113

No Yes Yes Yes
No No Yes Yes
No No Yes Yes
No No No Yes
No Yes Yes Yes

-0.015 -0.014 -0.014 -0.029
[0.048] [0.047] [0.047] [0.055]
-0.065 -0.047 -0.047 0.004
[0.042] [0.041] [0.041] [0.041]
3,829 3,829 3,829 3,829
0.011 0.066 0.066 0.122

-0.016 -0.012 -0.012 -0.042
[0.051] [0.050] [0.050] [0.061]
-0.069* -0.051 -0.051 0.001
[0.041] [0.042] [0.042] [0.042]
3,386 3,386 3,386 3,386
0.018 0.070 0.070 0.116

No Yes Yes Yes
No No Yes Yes
No No Yes Yes
No No No Yes
No Yes Yes Yes
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Notes to Table 4individual controlsParental education, colouredgdian, white and mle dummies, age started school
andrepeated a grade in primary school. Access to school controls: Distance to closest secondary or combined school in
2007, secondargr combined school within 3km of 2007 household. Ward characteristics: Ward employment rate, log
income level, proportion with primary, secondary and tertiary, interaction of these variables with date of birth
indicators.*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1, sandard errors in brackets

Figures:

Figure 1: Enrolment by age in 2008, 2010 and 2012
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Notes to Figure 1: The figure shows the proportion of leararslledby age in 2008, 2010 and 2012. Data: National
Income Dynamics Study Waves31
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Figure 2: Transitions between 2008 and 2012 for males and females
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Notes to Figure ZThe figure proportion of learners enrolled in grades 9 through 12 in 2008 who had passed four grades
by 2012 (pass), failed at least one grade by 2012 but remaingltedr(repeat) or who were not enrolled and had not
completed matric by 2012 (dropout).

Figure 3:Schools Declaretlo-feeby Year of Program Rollout

Notes to Figure 3: Data from published no fee schools lists combined with SNAP and Master listBiata0(@r
2011)
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