










































































Figure 3: Institution–field specific ATTs for ever dropping out

Table 5: Summary of institution-level ATTs for graduation, dropout, and duration

Outcome Mean
ATT

SE
(mean)

%
Negative

%
Significant

Median
ATT

SE
(median)

IQR
ATT

SE (max)

Graduate in N -.26 1 .96 -.23 .14
gradinnplus1 -.18 .03 .97 .88 -.17 .03 .12 .12
Ever graduated -.1 .03 .91 .72 -.09 .03 .09 .11
Total years enrolled .47 .11 0 .86 .47 .08 .27 .4
Ever dropped out .04 .03 .24 .47 .03 .03 .06 .11

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022. NSC 2011–2021. NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students in degree and diploma qualifications.
Notes: The table reports unweighted summary statistics of institution-level average treatment effects
on the treated (ATTs). Each institution contributes one estimate per outcome. The interquartile range
(IQR) summarises dispersion across institutions. % Negative indicates the share of institutions with
negative ATTs. % Significant indicates the share of institutions with ATT estimates statistically different
from zero at the 5/% level. All estimates condition on pre-entry characteristics used in the matching
procedure.

Table 5 summarises the longer-run results by reporting simple averages of

institution-level ATTs across fields. On average, ECP enrolment is associated with

a 26 percentage point lower probability of graduating within the nominal degree duration,

and an 18 percentage point lower probability of graduating within one additional year.

Although this gap attenuates at longer horizons, the mean ATT for ever graduating

remains negative at −0.10, indicating that delayed progression does not simply shift
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Figure 4: Institution–field specific ATTs for total years enrolled

graduation to later years.

At the same time, ECP enrolment is associated with an average increase of 0.47

additional years enrolled. This combination of extended enrolment and persistently lower

completion probabilities implies greater cumulative exposure to dropout risk. Estimated

effects on ever dropping out are smaller in magnitude than those in the ever graduated

regressions and more heterogeneous across institutions, but are positive on average and

consistent with the lower eventual graduation rates. These long-run findings motivate

closer examination of short-run academic dynamics.

7.2 Short-run academic dynamics

Figures 5–7 present institution–field specific ATTs for the share of courses passed in Years

1, 2, and 3 (with full numerical estimates reported in the Appendix). Although there is

heterogeneity across institutions and fields, a consistent dynamic pattern emerges: initial

advantages in pass performance tend to diminish over time and, in many cases, reverse.
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Figure 5: Institution–field specific ATTs for share of courses passed (Year 1)

Table 6: Summary of institution-level ATTs for key outcomes by year

Outcome Year Mean
ATT

SE
(mean)

%
Negative

%
Significant

Median
ATT

SE
(median)

IQR
ATT

SE
(max)

Number of courses 1 -1.36 .18 .76 .87 -1.44 .12 2.35 .72
Number of courses 2 -.43 .22 .66 .84 -.55 .16 1.89 1.22
Number of courses 3 .47 .27 .37 .63 .33 .19 1.4 1.44

Pass50 1 .02 .02 .33 .44 .02 .02 .06 .09
Pass50 2 0 .03 .48 .32 0 .02 .05 .11
Pass50 3 -.03 .02 .8 .36 -.03 .02 .04 .09

Share of courses passed 1 .02 .02 .32 .63 .02 .01 .07 .06
Share of courses passed 2 0 .02 .52 .51 0 .02 .06 .08
Share of courses passed 3 -.04 .02 .81 .54 -.03 .02 .04 .15

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022. NSC 2011–2021. NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students in degree and diploma qualifications.
Notes: The table reports unweighted summary statistics of institution-level average treatment effects on
the treated (ATTs). Each institution contributes one estimate per outcome. The interquartile range (IQR)
summarises dispersion across institutions. % Negative indicates the share of institutions with negative
ATTs. % Significant indicates the share of institutions with ATT estimates statistically different from
zero at the 5% level. All estimates condition on pre-entry characteristics used in the matching procedure.

Table 6 summarises average institution-level ATTs for short-run outcomes. In Year 1,

ECP enrolment is associated with substantially lower course loads (mean ATT = −1.36

courses), alongside modestly higher pass rates and shares of courses passed. By Year 2,

course-taking differences attenuate and performance advantages largely disappear. By
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Figure 6: Institution–field specific ATTs for share of courses passed (Year 2)

Year 3, students enrolled in ECPs take more courses on average than their matched peers

(mean ATT = 0.47), while performance measures turn negative on average.

This pattern is consistent with an intertemporal reallocation of academic progression:

slower initial pacing and modest early performance advantages are followed by accelerated

course-taking in later years, coinciding with weaker relative academic performance.

In combination with longer enrolment durations, this dynamic suggests that delayed

progression may increase cumulative exposure to attrition risk.

It is important to note that year 2 and year 3 outcomes are conditional on re-enrolment

and therefore reflect a positively selected sample of continuing students. As a result, these

estimates likely represent conservative assessments of later-stage performance differences.

7.3 Late-stage congestion and institutional heterogeneity

Figure 8 provides descriptive evidence consistent with a late-stage congestion mechanism.

The figure plots, for each institution-field combination, the change in the ATT for course

load between years 1 and 3 against the corresponding change in the ATT for share of
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Figure 7: Institution–field specific ATTs for share of courses passed (Year 3)

courses passed. Institution-field combinations exhibiting larger increases in later-stage

relative course-taking tend also to exhibit larger deteriorations in relative pass performance.

Although these associations are descriptive and should not be interpreted causally,

the pattern is consistent with an institutional exposure mechanism in which delayed

progression is followed by compressed course-taking under fixed academic timelines.

Importantly, meaningful heterogeneity remains. A subset of institution–field

combinations exhibit increased later-stage course-taking without a corresponding decline

in pass performance. For example, in UCT health programmes, initial reductions in

course-taking are followed by later increases without evidence of substantial performance

erosion. These cases demonstrate that delayed progression need not inevitably produce

congestion effects; programme design and implementation appear central to determining

whether early scaffolding translates into sustained academic readiness.
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Figure 8: Change in relative course load (Year 3 vs Year 1) versus change in relative pass
performance

7.4 Differences by NSFAS funding status

A potential explanation for negative long-run effects is differential exposure to financial

constraints. Because NSFAS funding is typically capped at N + 1 or N + 2 years,

extended enrolment among students enrolled in ECPs could increase the likelihood of

funding exhaustion and associated dropout risk. To assess this mechanism, we re-estimate

institution-level ATTs separately for students who ever received NSFAS funding and those

who did not.
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Table 7: Summary of institution-level ATTs for graduation, dropout, and duration

Outcome Mean
ATT

SE
(mean)

%
Negative

%
Significant

Median
ATT

SE
(median)

IQR
ATT

SE
(max)

Group

Graduate in N -.26 1 1 -.24 .11 Both
Graduate in N+1 -.18 .03 1 .97 -.18 .02 .11 .05 Both
Ever graduated -.1 .03 .97 .81 -.09 .02 .07 .05 Both
Total years enrolled .45 .09 0 .95 .47 .08 .22 .16 Both
Ever dropped out .03 .02 .29 .5 .03 .02 .06 .05 Both

Graduate in N -.25 .03 .98 .98 -.24 .03 .16 .06 NSFAS
Graduate in N+1 -.17 .03 .98 .91 -.17 .03 .09 .06 NSFAS
Ever graduated -.09 .03 .95 .66 -.09 .03 .08 .06 NSFAS
Total years enrolled .41 .1 .02 .88 .43 .09 .24 .21 NSFAS
Ever dropped out .01 .03 .45 .38 .01 .02 .07 .06 NSFAS

Graduate in N -.26 .05 1 .93 -.27 .04 .16 .09 Not
Graduate in N+1 -.17 .05 1 .75 -.17 .05 .09 .11 Not
Ever graduated -.09 .05 .88 .46 -.09 .05 .1 .1 Not
Total years enrolled .44 .2 .08 .63 .48 .18 .35 .47 Not
Ever dropped out .08 .05 .15 .48 .08 .05 .07 .09 Not

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022. NSC 2011–2021. NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students in degree and diploma qualifications from institutions with large enough
ECP programmes and heterogeneity in NSFAS funding receipt to allow separate NSFAS regressions.
Notes: The table reports unweighted summary statistics of institution-level average treatment effects on
the treated (ATTs). Each institution contributes one estimate per outcome. The interquartile range (IQR)
summarises dispersion across institutions. % Negative indicates the share of institutions with negative
ATTs. % Significant indicates the share of institutions with ATT estimates statistically different from
zero at the 5% level. All estimates condition on pre-entry characteristics used in the matching procedure.

Table 7 reports summary statistics by funding status. Across all longer-run outcomes,

treatment effects are remarkably similar between NSFAS-funded and non-funded students.

In both groups, ECP enrolment is associated with lower probabilities of graduating (both

within the nominal horizon and ever) and with longer enrolment durations. Differences in

point estimates across funding groups are small relative to cross-institution dispersion

and show no systematic pattern.

These findings suggest that the negative long-run associations documented above

are unlikely to be driven primarily by funding exhaustion. While financial constraints

undoubtedly affect student trajectories, the similarity of effects across funding groups

points toward broader institutional exposure dynamics rather than financial mechanisms

alone.

One limitation is that NSFAS status is observed only as an ‘ever NSFAS’ indicator

and does not capture the timing or duration of funding receipt 7. We therefore cannot

directly test whether funding exhaustion coincides with dropout events. Nonetheless, the
7Although we received annual individual level data from NSFAS on funded students, numbers in certain
years were unreliable. We therefore define an indicator identifying an individual as ever funded if they
appear at any time in the dataset.
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consistency of results across funding groups strengthens the interpretation that delayed

progression and institutional structure play a central role in shaping long-run outcomes.

8 Conclusion

Extended Curriculum Programmes (ECPs) occupy a prominent place in South Africa’s

higher education policy framework. Designed to promote equity and improve student

success through structured foundational provision and extended qualification pathways,

ECPs now operate at scale and represent a continuous fiscal commitment under the

post-2012 Foundation Provision regime (around 6% of earmarked funds, or about 1% of

funding allocated via block and earmark grants). Yet a fundamental question remains:

do these programmes improve students’ longer-run outcomes relative to an appropriate

mainstream comparator, or do they primarily alter the timing and pacing of progression

through the system?

Using system-wide linked administrative data for first-time entering students between

2012 and 2022, and implementing institution–field specific propensity score matching, this

report provides the first system-wide evaluation of ECP enrolment under the contemporary

funding and regulatory environment. Four main findings emerge.

First, in the short run, ECP enrolment is associated with substantially lower course

loads in year 1, accompanied by modest improvements in pass rates and the share of

courses passed. These patterns are consistent with the intended design of extended

curricula: slower pacing combined with structured academic support. However, these early

advantages attenuate over time. By year 3, students enrolled in ECPs take more courses

than their matched mainstream counterparts on average, while performance measures

turn negative in most institution–field combinations.

Second, ECP enrolment is consistently associated with longer durations of study.

Across institutions, students enrolled in ECPs remain enrolled for approximately half

a year longer on average, with most institutional estimates lying between zero and one

additional year. This pattern aligns closely with formal programme design and confirms
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that ECPs extend time in the system.

Third, extended enrolment does not, on average, translate into higher completion

probabilities. Students enrolled in ECPs are less likely to graduate within the nominal

degree duration and within one additional year. Although graduation gaps attenuate

at longer horizons, the probability of ever graduating remains lower, on average, among

ECP participants relative to matched mainstream students. Effects on dropout are more

heterogeneous, but are generally consistent with these lower completion rates.

Fourth, dynamic patterns are consistent with a late-stage congestion mechanism

in many institution-field contexts. Initial reductions in course load are followed by

later increases, often coinciding with declines in relative pass performance. While these

associations are descriptive, they align with the theoretical framework outlined earlier:

delayed progression may increase cumulative exposure to attrition risk and compress

academic requirements into later years.

Importantly, these findings are not uniform across institutions or fields. Some

programmes exhibit neutral or even positive longer-run effects, and a subset demonstrate

later-stage increases in course-taking without corresponding performance erosion. This

heterogeneity indicates that extended progression does not mechanically produce adverse

outcomes. Rather, institutional design, curricular alignment, and implementation quality

appear central to determining whether early pedagogical support translates into sustained

academic readiness.

The similarity of treatment effects across NSFAS-funded and non-funded students

suggests that the negative long-run associations documented here are unlikely to be

driven primarily by funding exhaustion. Instead, the results point more strongly toward

institutional exposure dynamics – including pacing, sequencing, and transition into

mainstream coursework – as key mechanisms shaping outcomes.

These findings should be interpreted with appropriate caution. Although the matching

strategy substantially reduces bias arising from observable pre-entry differences, the

analysis cannot eliminate the possibility that unobserved characteristics influence both

ECP placement and academic trajectories. Estimates are therefore best understood as
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conditional impacts rather than definitive causal effects.

Nevertheless, several policy implications follow. First, the results do not support

the view that extending time to degree is, in itself, sufficient to improve completion

rates. Extended enrolment increases time in the system, but without consistent gains in

graduation. This suggests that the effectiveness of foundation provision depends critically

on the nature and quality of academic support, rather than on duration alone.

Second, the presence of substantial institutional heterogeneity implies that programme

design matters. Understanding why some institution–field combinations avoid late-stage

performance erosion while others do not should be a priority for both policy and practice.

Features such as the number and sequencing of foundational courses, credit structures,

articulation mechanisms, and pedagogical approaches warrant closer investigation.

Third, the findings underscore the importance of viewing ECPs as part of a broader

institutional ecosystem. Delayed progression interacts with funding rules, qualification

structures, and administrative timelines. If extended curricula create bottlenecks in

later years, reforms may need to focus not only on early support but also on smoothing

transitions into mainstream study.

More broadly, this report highlights the distinction between programme outcomes

and programme impact. Observing that ECP participants spend longer in the system or

graduate at lower rates does not, in itself, imply programme failure. Students enrolled in

ECPs enter with systematically different academic and socioeconomic backgrounds. The

relevant policy question is whether extended provision changes trajectories relative to

what would otherwise have occurred. The evidence presented here suggests that, under

the current policy environment, ECP enrolment alters the timing of progression and

increases exposure to the system, but does not, on average, generate higher completion

probabilities.

Future research should move beyond estimating average effects toward identifying

the programme characteristics associated with more favourable trajectories. Linking

institutional design features to impact heterogeneity – and incorporating richer measures

of pedagogical practice and student experience –would provide valuable guidance for
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strengthening foundation provision.

As South Africa continues to pursue equity and student success in higher education,

the challenge is not whether to support under-prepared students, but how to design

extended curricula that translate additional time and resources into sustained academic

gains. The evidence presented here suggests that achieving this goal requires attention

not only to access and duration, but to the institutional dynamics that shape progression

throughout the qualification pathway.
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Appendices

A Data Diagnostics and Measurement Validation

This appendix provides additional evidence supporting the credibility and internal consistency

of the administrative data used in the analysis. Given that HEMIS course-level foundation

indicators have not previously been used for large-scale research evaluation, these diagnostics are

particularly important.

A.1 Foundational course counts by institution and field

To assess the credibility of the course-level foundation indicator (element 091), Table A1 reports the

number of foundational courses by institution and broad CESM field, distinguishing credit-bearing

and non-credit-bearing courses.

Under the current policy framework, foundation provision in approved extended programmes

is required to be credit-bearing. Non-credit courses are therefore interpreted as legacy or

transitional provision approved under earlier regulatory arrangements.
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Table A1: Number of foundation courses by course field and credit-bearing status, 2022

Institution
type

SET COM HUM HEALTH EDUC All
fields

UCT TU 21 0 0 0 34 0 2 0 0 0 57
UFH TU 0 32 0 41 0 45 0 0 0 0 118
UFS TU 12 0 4 0 2 0 0 0 8 0 26
UKZN TU 0 18 0 1 0 15 0 0 0 3 37
UL TU 18 0 15 0 16 0 2 0 0 0 51
NWU TU 0 38 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 2 52
UP TU 39 0 4 0 5 0 0 0 2 0 50
RU TU 2 2 3 3 0 4 0 0 0 0 14
SU TU 10 0 2 0 7 0 0 0 1 0 20
UWC TU 201 0 163 0 302 0 264 0 107 0 1037
WITS TU 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4
SMU TU 16 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 19

UJ CU 101 0 30 0 18 0 0 0 1 0 150
NMU CU 56 0 32 0 24 0 0 0 0 0 112
UV CU 0 36 0 14 0 19 0 4 0 0 73
WSU CU 0 332 0 130 0 146 0 32 0 42 682
UZ CU 0 12 24 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 39

CPUT UoT 200 163 39 45 66 65 42 25 1 0 646
CUT UoT 17 0 22 0 4 0 3 0 1 0 47
DUT UoT 80 0 57 4 41 0 33 0 4 0 219
TSUT UoT 33 28 0 18 5 6 0 6 0 0 96
VUT UoT 48 13 39 3 18 1 0 0 2 0 124
MUT UoT 7 77 0 10 2 26 0 0 0 0 122

All 861 751 434 281 549 329 348 67 127 48 3795

Source: HEMIS 2022
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Table A2: Number of foundation courses by course year, 2022

Institution
type

Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 All
years

UCT TU 0 41 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 57
UFH TU 0 117 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 118
UFS TU 0 21 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26
UKZN TU 0 31 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 37
UL TU 24 13 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 51
NWU TU 0 49 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 52
UP TU 0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 50
RU TU 0 2 0 2 5 4 1 0 0 0 14
SU TU 0 10 4 0 0 2 4 0 0 0 20
UWC TU 0 249 283 312 140 30 22 0 0 1 1037
WITS TU 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
SMU TU 13 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19

UJ CU 22 97 24 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 150
NMU CU 0 108 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 112
UV CU 0 64 6 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 73
WSU CU 0 559 88 17 14 4 0 0 0 0 682
UZ CU 0 10 16 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 39

CPUT UoT 0 604 42 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 646
CUT UoT 12 24 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 47
DUT UoT 0 152 47 8 0 0 0 0 12 0 219
TSUT UoT 0 49 19 3 2 15 2 0 0 0 90
VUT UoT 0 40 24 20 20 20 0 0 0 0 124
MUT UoT 50 55 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 122

All 121 2355 623 370 194 75 32 0 12 7 3789

Source: HEMIS 2022

A.2 Foundational courses by course year

Table A2 reports foundational course counts by course year based on the first digit in the course

code (element 30). Foundation provision is expected to be concentrated in early years of study.

The distribution across course years therefore provides an additional validation check on coding

consistency.

B Institutional Anomalies and Cleaning Decisions

This section documents cohort–institution anomalies identified in the raw HEMIS ECP indicator

(element 106) and the corresponding adjustments applied in the main analysis.

The following cases were identified:

• LP 2015 cohort: Implausibly high ECP classification (87%). For this cohort, the

course-level foundation indicator was used in place of the student-level ECP indicator.

• UCT 2012 cohort: Anomalously high ECP share (52%). This cohort was excluded from

the analysis.

• VUT and UNISA: Unstable or implausible ECP reporting trends across years. These
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institutions were excluded from impact estimation.

• WITS, SPU, UMP: No ECP enrolment recorded during the analysis period. These

institutions were excluded from impact estimation.

These exclusions affect a small share of the overall sample and do not materially alter

system-wide patterns.

C Matching Diagnostics and Balance Assessment

This section presents diagnostics related to the propensity score matching procedure.

C.1 Covariate balance

Table A3: Summary of Covariate Balance by Institution Type and Field

Mean Median Min Max <20 N

SET TU 17.99 17.75 10.16 29.85 .73 11
SET CU 13.62 12.59 8.3 20.22 .8 5
SET UoT 11.9 10.11 6.81 19.06 1 5

COM TU 23.32 23.03 7.72 34.41 .3 10
COM CU 13.64 11.29 8.22 26.19 .8 5
COM UoT 18.21 13.8 8.62 34.91 .6 5

HUM TU 24.18 20.98 8.67 63.45 .3 10
HUM CU 17.98 18.01 9.2 28.39 .8 5
HUM UoT 34.69 24.48 13.57 76.23 .25 4

HLTH TU 46.95 42.68 21.21 81.23 0 4
HLTH CU 32.24 32.24 26.85 37.64 0 2
HLTH UoT 22.94 24.25 12.99 29.45 .2 5

EDU TU 29.4 31.13 21.41 35.66 0 3
EDU CU 12.45 12.45 12.45 12.45 1 1

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022; NSC 2011–2021; NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students enrolled in degree and diploma qualifications.
The B-statistic reports the mean absolute standardised difference in covariate means between treated and
matched control groups after matching. Values below 20 are typically considered acceptable balance.
Support

Balance is assessed within each institution–field cell using pstest after nearest-neighbour

matching. The reported B-statistic is the mean absolute standardised bias across covariates

(in percentage terms). Conventional guidelines treat values below 20 as indicating acceptable

balance. Common support is measured as the share of treated observations retained within the

region of overlap.

Table A3 summarises post-matching balance at the institution type–field level. The table

reports the mean and median B-statistic across institution–field cells, the range of B values, and
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the share and number of cells achieving the conventional threshold of B < 20.

Balance is generally strongest within SET programmes, where mean B-statistics are below

20 across all institution types and the majority of institution–field cells satisfy the conventional

threshold. In Commerce, balance remains acceptable within Comprehensive Universities (CUs)

and Universities of Technology (UoTs), but is achieved in a smaller proportion of Traditional

Universities (TUs). Greater variability is observed within Humanities, Health, and Education.

In particular, Health programmes — especially within TUs and CUs — exhibit higher mean

B-statistics and a lower share of cells meeting the conventional threshold.

Common support diagnostics indicate strong overlap between treated and control groups in

the vast majority of institution–field cells. The share of treated observations retained within the

region of common support is high across specifications, suggesting that matching does not rely

on extreme extrapolation.

Taken together, these diagnostics indicate that while matching substantially improves covariate

alignment in most contexts, residual imbalance remains in a subset of cells, particularly in smaller

or more specialised programme environments. The full set of institution–field balance and support

statistics are reported in Appendix Tables A6–A29., allowing readers to assess the credibility of

estimates at the individual cell level.

D Supplementary Trajectory Figures

This section presents additional student trajectory figures referenced in the main text.
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Figure A1: Student trajectories by ECP status – SET students only
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Figure A2: Student trajectories by ECP status – COM students only
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Figure A3: Student trajectories by ECP status – HEALTH students only
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Figure A4: Student trajectories by ECP status – HUM students only
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Figure A5: Student trajectories by ECP status – Students starting in three-year
programmes only

E Full Institution–Field Specific ATT Estimates

This section reports the full set of institution–field specific average treatment effects on the

treated (ATTs) for all outcomes discussed in the main text.

60



E.1 Year 1 Outcomes

Table A4: Matched results for CUs and UoTs: pass50

ATT SE VAR LB UB T
mean

C
mean

B-stat T N C N Support
%

CU UJ SET .05 .01 0 .02 .08 .93 .85 10.02 9254 4547 .94
CU UJ COM .03 .01 0 .01 .04 .95 .93 8.52 6838 4966 .95
CU UJ HUM .01 .01 0 -.02 .04 .92 .91 18.2 2421 1654 .92
CU NMU SET -.03 .02 0 -.07 .01 .85 .85 12.22 1452 1145 .93
CU NMU COM 0 .01 0 -.02 .03 .89 .88 9.29 3674 2364 .93
CU NMU HUM -.01 .04 0 -.08 .06 .85 .88 27.88 311 285 .89
CU NMU HLTH .09 .03 0 .02 .16 .97 .88 36.82 495 235 .99
CU UV SET .06 .01 0 .04 .09 .95 .9 11.13 2063 1541 .96
CU UV COM .12 .03 0 .07 .17 .99 .89 18.36 487 379 .96
CU UV HUM .03 .02 0 0 .06 .98 .95 22.91 536 454 .96
CU WSU SET .01 .01 0 -.02 .04 .88 .88 8.55 9407 3316 .91
CU WSU COM -.01 .01 0 -.04 .01 .92 .91 8.12 3091 2231 .95
CU WSU HUM -.03 .01 0 -.05 0 .93 .94 11.11 4252 2579 .96
CU WSU HLTH -.03 .02 0 -.07 .02 .92 .95 32.64 343 222 .96
CU WSU EDU .02 .01 0 0 .05 .97 .95 12.45 1674 778 .61
CU UZ SET .04 .02 0 0 .08 .92 .9 20.64 1868 1134 .96
CU UZ COM 0 .02 0 -.04 .03 .92 .91 16.45 1320 833 .96
CU UZ HUM -.02 .04 0 -.11 .06 .92 .8 13.24 289 176 .95

UoT CPUT SET .02 .01 0 -.01 .04 .88 .85 12.53 6856 3888 .88
UoT CPUT COM .05 .01 0 .02 .08 .9 .86 14.63 2482 1876 .86
UoT CPUT HUM .01 .02 0 -.03 .05 .9 .9 17.94 1256 782 .84
UoT CPUT HLTH .06 .03 0 .01 .12 .95 .86 21.52 771 491 .95
UoT CUT SET .04 .01 0 .01 .06 .88 .86 12.8 2597 1824 .92
UoT CUT COM -.04 .06 0 -.16 .09 .73 .71 28.72 135 127 .92
UoT CUT HUM -.04 .03 0 -.09 .02 .87 .9 26.55 417 324 .85
UoT CUT HLTH .01 .04 0 -.06 .08 .92 .93 29.95 269 209 .95
UoT DUT SET .07 .03 0 .02 .12 .92 .86 21.86 908 651 .91
UoT DUT COM -.01 .02 0 -.04 .03 .95 .94 21.49 2365 1426 .96
UoT DUT HUM .03 .02 0 -.01 .07 .95 .91 25.12 588 388 .91
UoT DUT HLTH -.03 .02 0 -.06 0 .94 .95 16.86 739 454 .94
UoT TSUT SET .03 .01 0 .01 .05 .91 .86 8.5 14169 7803 .92
UoT TSUT COM .13 .02 0 .1 .17 .83 .7 9.23 6562 3803 .9
UoT TSUT HUM -.13 .09 .01 -.3 .04 .67 .78 81.33 45 44 .85
UoT TSUT HLTH -.06 .03 0 -.12 0 .91 .97 28.93 255 191 .97
UoT MUT SET .04 .02 0 0 .08 .97 .94 11.86 2936 1675 .96
UoT MUT COM -.02 .02 0 -.05 .02 .94 .93 15.33 1334 825 .94
UoT MUT HLTH .05 .06 0 -.06 .17 1 .95 74.61 56 39 .97

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022; NSC 2011–2021; NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students enrolled in degree and diploma qualifications.
The B-statistic reports the mean absolute standardised difference in covariate means between treated and
matched control groups after matching. Values below 20 are typically considered acceptable balance.
Support % reports the percentage of treated observations retained within the region of common support.
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Table A5: Matched results for TU: pass50

ATT SE VAR LB UB T
mean

C
mean

B-stat T N C N Support
%

TU UCT SET -.03 .02 0 -.07 0 .84 .85 16.33 2150 1305 .94
TU UCT COM -.02 .01 0 -.05 .01 .9 .92 24.55 1912 1040 .97
TU UCT HUM .02 .01 0 -.01 .05 .91 .9 21.29 2461 1222 .95
TU UCT HLTH -.07 .02 0 -.1 -.03 .93 1 32.23 282 231 .98
TU UFH SET .04 .02 0 .01 .07 .94 .9 13.9 2923 1371 .95
TU UFH COM .01 .02 0 -.02 .05 .91 .88 21.95 2313 1161 .93
TU UFH HUM .01 .02 0 -.03 .05 .95 .91 13.44 2110 1328 .96
TU UFH EDU .03 .03 0 -.03 .09 .97 .93 27.55 179 108 .92
TU UFS SET .03 .01 0 0 .05 .92 .9 31.95 8988 1933 .97
TU UFS COM .1 .01 0 .07 .12 .9 .8 25.14 7549 2687 .95
TU UFS HUM 0 .01 0 -.03 .03 .9 .9 19.86 6186 2705 .94
TU UFS EDU -.01 .01 0 -.03 .01 .93 .93 29.03 4036 1769 .96
TU UKZN SET .04 .02 0 0 .09 .93 .87 20.54 4642 1762 .97
TU UKZN COM .07 .02 0 .03 .12 .95 .89 19.79 1874 801 .97
TU UKZN HUM .03 .02 0 -.02 .08 .96 .91 19.72 3908 1551 .96
TU UL SET .03 .01 0 .01 .05 .89 .85 8.91 5858 3946 .93
TU UL COM .05 .02 0 .02 .08 .92 .89 23.51 1467 673 .96
TU UL HUM -.02 .02 0 -.05 .02 .95 .9 13.04 2360 1541 .96
TU NWU SET .03 .01 0 .01 .05 .93 .9 8.76 3211 2116 .96
TU NWU COM .03 .01 0 .01 .05 .91 .88 8.92 7325 4827 .96
TU NWU HUM 0 .03 0 -.06 .05 .84 .81 28.89 551 482 .92
TU UP SET .1 .01 0 .07 .12 .9 .81 12.42 7423 3701 .96
TU UP COM -.01 .02 0 -.04 .02 .92 .93 26.88 1957 812 .97
TU UP HUM -.09 .08 .01 -.24 .06 .8 .96 60.23 55 54 .9
TU RU SET .18 .04 0 .1 .25 .96 .78 31.2 466 266 .95
TU RU COM .07 .03 0 .02 .13 .95 .89 22.59 554 290 .99
TU RU HUM .12 .03 0 .06 .18 .93 .83 29.14 580 339 .91
TU SU SET .07 .02 0 .03 .11 .92 .85 19.06 901 704 .97
TU SU COM .03 .03 0 -.03 .08 .83 .81 32.4 837 481 .96
TU SU HUM .05 .02 0 .02 .09 .92 .86 25.65 1830 1042 .95
TU SU HLTH .01 .03 0 -.05 .07 .96 .97 40.79 117 77 .97
TU UWC SET 0 .01 0 -.02 .03 .91 .9 9.01 3121 1900 .88
TU UWC COM -.01 .01 0 -.03 .01 .95 .95 34.04 2585 786 .97
TU UWC HUM .09 .01 0 .06 .12 .92 .84 10.13 4318 2920 .9
TU UWC HLTH -.02 .03 0 -.07 .04 .96 .98 80.46 150 43 .81
TU UWC EDU .05 .02 0 0 .1 .96 .91 20.54 669 325 .92
TU SMU SET .03 .01 0 .01 .05 .97 .94 14.2 1426 860 .97
TU SMU HLTH .01 .01 0 -.01 .04 1 .99 27.29 67 56 1

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022; NSC 2011–2021; NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students enrolled in degree and diploma qualifications.
The B-statistic reports the mean absolute standardised difference in covariate means between treated and
matched control groups after matching. Values below 20 are typically considered acceptable balance.
Support % reports the percentage of treated observations retained within the region of common support.
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Table A6: Matched results for CUs and UoTs: sharepass

ATT SE VAR LB UB T
mean

C
mean

B-stat T N C N Support
%

CU UJ SET .08 .01 0 .06 .1 .87 .8 10.02 9254 4547 .94
CU UJ COM .06 .01 0 .04 .08 .9 .86 8.52 6838 4966 .95
CU UJ HUM .03 .01 0 .01 .05 .87 .84 18.2 2421 1654 .92
CU NMU SET -.01 .01 0 -.04 .01 .77 .77 12.22 1452 1145 .93
CU NMU COM .02 .01 0 0 .04 .84 .82 9.29 3674 2364 .93
CU NMU HUM 0 .02 0 -.04 .05 .79 .79 27.88 311 285 .89
CU NMU HLTH .11 .03 0 .06 .16 .92 .8 36.82 495 235 .99
CU UV SET .1 .01 0 .08 .12 .9 .8 11.13 2063 1541 .96
CU UV COM .15 .02 0 .11 .18 .93 .78 18.36 487 379 .96
CU UV HUM .04 .01 0 .02 .07 .92 .87 22.91 536 454 .96
CU WSU SET .01 .01 0 0 .03 .8 .79 8.55 9407 3316 .91
CU WSU COM -.01 .01 0 -.02 .01 .85 .85 8.12 3091 2231 .95
CU WSU HUM -.02 .01 0 -.04 -.01 .84 .85 11.11 4252 2579 .96
CU WSU HLTH -.09 .02 0 -.13 -.05 .85 .93 32.64 343 222 .96
CU WSU EDU .03 .01 0 .01 .05 .95 .92 12.45 1674 778 .61
CU UZ SET .04 .02 0 .01 .07 .86 .81 20.64 1868 1134 .96
CU UZ COM .04 .02 0 0 .07 .85 .85 16.45 1320 833 .96
CU UZ HUM .05 .04 0 -.02 .12 .88 .81 13.24 289 176 .95

UoT CPUT SET .05 .01 0 .03 .07 .83 .77 12.53 6856 3888 .88
UoT CPUT COM .05 .01 0 .03 .07 .85 .8 14.63 2482 1876 .86
UoT CPUT HUM .03 .02 0 0 .06 .86 .85 17.94 1256 782 .84
UoT CPUT HLTH -.01 .02 0 -.05 .03 .86 .84 21.52 771 491 .95
UoT CUT SET .01 .01 0 -.01 .03 .77 .76 12.8 2597 1824 .92
UoT CUT COM .04 .04 0 -.05 .12 .72 .69 28.72 135 127 .92
UoT CUT HUM -.01 .02 0 -.05 .03 .8 .81 26.55 417 324 .85
UoT CUT HLTH -.01 .03 0 -.06 .04 .84 .85 29.95 269 209 .95
UoT DUT SET .11 .02 0 .07 .14 .87 .76 21.86 908 651 .91
UoT DUT COM -.01 .02 0 -.04 .02 .87 .88 21.49 2365 1426 .96
UoT DUT HUM .03 .02 0 -.01 .06 .92 .89 25.12 588 388 .91
UoT DUT HLTH -.03 .01 0 -.06 0 .88 .9 16.86 739 454 .94
UoT TSUT SET .03 .01 0 .02 .05 .82 .79 8.5 14169 7803 .92
UoT TSUT COM .11 .01 0 .08 .13 .76 .65 9.23 6562 3803 .9
UoT TSUT HUM -.07 .07 .01 -.21 .07 .67 .76 81.33 45 44 .85
UoT TSUT HLTH -.05 .02 0 -.1 0 .83 .9 28.93 255 191 .97
UoT MUT SET .07 .02 0 .04 .1 .91 .84 11.86 2936 1675 .96
UoT MUT COM -.03 .02 0 -.07 0 .88 .91 15.33 1334 825 .94
UoT MUT HLTH .13 .05 0 .03 .22 .98 .91 74.61 56 39 .97

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022; NSC 2011–2021; NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students enrolled in degree and diploma qualifications.
The B-statistic reports the mean absolute standardised difference in covariate means between treated and
matched control groups after matching. Values below 20 are typically considered acceptable balance.
Support % reports the percentage of treated observations retained within the region of common support.
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Table A7: Matched results for TU: sharepass

ATT SE VAR LB UB T
mean

C
mean

B-stat T N C N Support
%

TU UCT SET -.03 .01 0 -.06 -.01 .75 .78 16.33 2150 1305 .94
TU UCT COM -.03 .01 0 -.05 -.01 .81 .85 24.55 1912 1040 .97
TU UCT HUM .01 .01 0 -.01 .03 .84 .84 21.29 2461 1222 .95
TU UCT HLTH -.27 .01 0 -.3 -.25 .71 .98 32.23 282 231 .98
TU UFH SET .04 .01 0 .02 .07 .88 .85 13.9 2923 1371 .95
TU UFH COM .06 .01 0 .03 .08 .85 .81 21.95 2313 1161 .93
TU UFH HUM .02 .02 0 -.01 .06 .89 .85 13.44 2110 1328 .96
TU UFH EDU -.07 .03 0 -.12 -.01 .84 .89 27.55 179 108 .92
TU UFS SET .01 .01 0 0 .03 .85 .84 31.95 8988 1933 .97
TU UFS COM .09 .01 0 .07 .11 .83 .72 25.14 7549 2687 .95
TU UFS HUM 0 .01 0 -.02 .01 .83 .85 19.86 6186 2705 .94
TU UFS EDU .01 .01 0 -.01 .03 .87 .87 29.03 4036 1769 .96
TU UKZN SET .07 .02 0 .04 .1 .87 .79 20.54 4642 1762 .97
TU UKZN COM .11 .02 0 .08 .15 .93 .78 19.79 1874 801 .97
TU UKZN HUM .09 .02 0 .05 .13 .9 .85 19.72 3908 1551 .96
TU UL SET .06 .01 0 .05 .07 .85 .78 8.91 5858 3946 .93
TU UL COM .03 .01 0 0 .06 .86 .83 23.51 1467 673 .96
TU UL HUM -.01 .01 0 -.03 .02 .91 .9 13.04 2360 1541 .96
TU NWU SET .03 .01 0 .02 .05 .85 .82 8.76 3211 2116 .96
TU NWU COM .03 .01 0 .01 .04 .84 .82 8.92 7325 4827 .96
TU NWU HUM -.01 .02 0 -.05 .03 .75 .77 28.89 551 482 .92
TU UP SET .12 .01 0 .1 .14 .85 .73 12.42 7423 3701 .96
TU UP COM .87 .83 26.88 1957 812 .97
TU UP HUM -.12 .05 0 -.22 -.01 .76 .86 60.23 55 54 .9
TU RU SET .2 .03 0 .15 .26 .95 .73 31.2 466 266 .95
TU RU COM .12 .02 0 .08 .15 .91 .8 22.59 554 290 .99
TU RU HUM .11 .02 0 .07 .16 .87 .76 29.14 580 339 .91
TU SU SET .08 .01 0 .05 .11 .86 .79 19.06 901 704 .97
TU SU COM .02 .02 0 -.03 .06 .76 .74 32.4 837 481 .96
TU SU HUM .04 .01 0 .02 .07 .84 .79 25.65 1830 1042 .95
TU SU HLTH .02 .03 0 -.03 .07 .96 .94 40.79 117 77 .97
TU UWC SET .03 .01 0 .01 .04 .85 .83 9.01 3121 1900 .88
TU UWC COM -.03 .01 0 -.05 -.01 .89 .92 34.04 2585 786 .97
TU UWC HUM .11 .01 0 .09 .12 .88 .78 10.13 4318 2920 .9
TU UWC HLTH -.2 .02 0 -.24 -.17 .78 .98 80.46 150 43 .81
TU UWC EDU .1 .02 0 .06 .14 .93 .83 20.54 669 325 .92
TU SMU SET .05 .01 0 .03 .07 .94 .89 14.2 1426 860 .97
TU SMU HLTH -.01 .02 0 -.05 .03 .98 .97 27.29 67 56 1

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022; NSC 2011–2021; NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students enrolled in degree and diploma qualifications.
The B-statistic reports the mean absolute standardised difference in covariate means between treated and
matched control groups after matching. Values below 20 are typically considered acceptable balance.
Support % reports the percentage of treated observations retained within the region of common support.
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Table A8: Matched results for CUs and UoTs: numcourses

ATT SE VAR LB UB T
mean

C
mean

B-stat T N C N Support
%

CU UJ SET -1.89 .13 .02 -2.14 -1.64 8.34 10.07 12.02 9686 4755 .99
CU UJ COM -1.88 .08 .01 -2.03 -1.73 7.26 9.06 8.22 7139 5179 .99
CU UJ HUM -1.36 .09 .01 -1.54 -1.19 6.65 8.12 14.74 2605 1789 .99
CU NMU SET -.75 .18 .03 -1.11 -.4 7.64 8.42 14.95 1546 1206 .99
CU NMU COM -1.68 .09 .01 -1.86 -1.51 6.43 8.2 11.29 3870 2499 .98
CU NMU HUM -1.7 .42 .18 -2.53 -.87 10.88 12.45 19.56 345 311 .99
CU NMU HLTH -.14 .31 .09 -.75 .46 10.78 10.68 37.64 499 236 .99
CU UV SET -.07 .09 .01 -.23 .1 11.83 11.86 12.59 2138 1573 1
CU UV COM -1.6 .1 .01 -1.79 -1.4 10.08 11.74 26.19 500 391 .98
CU UV HUM 1.06 .14 .02 .8 1.33 9.94 8.88 28.39 558 479 .99
CU WSU SET .03 .1 .01 -.16 .22 6.62 6.58 8.3 10078 3663 .98
CU WSU COM -.93 .11 .01 -1.14 -.72 7.27 8.15 9.51 3215 2293 .99
CU WSU HUM 1.54 .19 .04 1.17 1.91 11.32 9.76 9.2 4369 2642 .99
CU WSU HLTH -.07 .19 .04 -.45 .3 9.49 9.37 26.85 355 244 .99
CU WSU EDU -.98 .12 .01 -1.21 -.75 9.98 10.84 12.45 1719 805 .64
CU UZ SET 5.98 8.34 20.22 1929 1194 .99
CU UZ COM -.49 .08 .01 -.65 -.32 7.86 8.36 13.01 1368 838 .99
CU UZ HUM -3.39 .47 .22 -4.32 -2.47 6.63 9.56 18.01 303 186 1

UoT CPUT SET -3.62 .11 .01 -3.84 -3.39 5.8 9.5 9.86 7726 4394 .99
UoT CPUT COM -2.67 .1 .01 -2.87 -2.47 3.79 6.41 10.27 2826 2168 .98
UoT CPUT HUM -1.44 .09 .01 -1.61 -1.26 4.91 6.25 13.57 1470 930 .98
UoT CPUT HLTH -2.41 .28 .08 -2.95 -1.87 7.22 9.82 12.99 806 522 1
UoT CUT SET -1.91 .13 .02 -2.18 -1.65 8.63 10.75 13.64 2772 1931 .98
UoT CUT COM -3.89 .59 .35 -5.05 -2.73 9.5 13.14 34.91 143 125 .98
UoT CUT HUM -3.05 .17 .03 -3.37 -2.72 7.34 10.42 26.26 481 354 .98
UoT CUT HLTH -1.59 .55 .31 -2.67 -.5 10.38 11.82 24.25 280 213 .99
UoT DUT SET -2.19 .19 .04 -2.56 -1.81 7.56 9.82 19.06 987 703 .99
UoT DUT COM -1.33 .14 .02 -1.6 -1.05 8.22 9.59 23.46 2450 1472 1
UoT DUT HUM -.89 .18 .03 -1.24 -.54 5.8 6.9 22.71 641 422 .99
UoT DUT HLTH -1.38 .21 .04 -1.79 -.96 7.34 9.17 21.99 787 489 .99
UoT TSUT SET -3.24 .09 .01 -3.41 -3.07 5.41 8.48 6.81 15257 8432 .99
UoT TSUT COM -1.67 .09 .01 -1.85 -1.49 5.47 7.12 8.62 7191 4256 .99
UoT TSUT HUM .11 .71 .5 -1.28 1.5 8.28 8.4 76.23 53 52 1
UoT TSUT HLTH .35 .17 .03 .02 .68 7.24 7.04 29.45 261 209 .99
UoT MUT SET .38 .2 .04 -.01 .78 8.34 7.77 10.11 3029 1779 .99
UoT MUT COM 1.02 .1 .01 .82 1.22 6.59 5.54 13.8 1404 868 .99
UoT MUT HLTH 1.59 .7 .49 .21 2.96 9.6 8.24 26 58 42 1

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022; NSC 2011–2021; NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students enrolled in degree and diploma qualifications.
The B-statistic reports the mean absolute standardised difference in covariate means between treated and
matched control groups after matching. Values below 20 are typically considered acceptable balance.
Support % reports the percentage of treated observations retained within the region of common support.
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Table A9: Matched results for TU: numcourses

ATT SE VAR LB UB T
mean

C
mean

B-stat T N C N Support
%

TU UCT SET -1.39 .07 .01 -1.54 -1.25 5.81 7.24 18.75 2280 1382 .99
TU UCT COM .22 .08 .01 .06 .37 8.95 8.58 21.26 1955 1075 1
TU UCT HUM .23 .06 0 .1 .35 7.77 7.54 20.68 2566 1288 .99
TU UCT HLTH -1.14 .16 .03 -1.46 -.83 6.81 7.9 21.21 288 254 1
TU UFH SET -.01 .07 .01 -.15 .14 9.32 9.36 14.54 3015 1417 .98
TU UFH COM -.14 .06 0 -.27 -.01 9.81 9.98 16.14 2430 1265 .98
TU UFH HUM -.5 .15 .02 -.78 -.21 9.91 10.27 14.66 2151 1351 .98
TU UFH EDU .01 .24 .06 -.46 .48 11.34 11.47 35.66 181 106 .93
TU UFS SET .09 .09 .01 -.08 .27 7.7 7.72 29.85 9204 2021 .99
TU UFS COM -1.82 .09 .01 -1.99 -1.65 6.6 8.54 21.61 7882 2858 .99
TU UFS HUM -1.68 .09 .01 -1.86 -1.5 5.98 7.79 20.74 6495 2836 .98
TU UFS EDU -2.19 .07 0 -2.32 -2.06 6.34 8.58 31.13 4163 1788 .99
TU UKZN SET -2.15 .13 .02 -2.4 -1.9 5.85 8.09 21.88 4758 1878 1
TU UKZN COM -2.89 .13 .02 -3.14 -2.64 5.49 8.34 19.56 1925 834 1
TU UKZN HUM 2.17 .13 .02 1.91 2.43 9.95 7.68 21.22 3990 1599 .98
TU UL SET -3.76 .04 0 -3.84 -3.67 6.28 10.03 10.34 6242 4213 1
TU UL COM .69 .11 .01 .46 .91 10.6 9.97 24.45 1511 700 .99
TU UL HUM -2.66 .1 .01 -2.86 -2.45 8.37 10.92 8.67 2426 1609 .98
TU NWU SET -3.32 .08 .01 -3.47 -3.17 6.62 9.99 10.16 3315 2190 .99
TU NWU COM -.74 .06 0 -.85 -.63 9.37 10.05 7.72 7518 4929 .99
TU NWU HUM -1.61 .15 .02 -1.91 -1.31 8.66 10.23 26.27 590 527 .98
TU UP SET -.01 .12 .01 -.24 .23 11.63 11.79 13.99 7678 3820 1
TU UP COM 10.82 12.44 30.97 1998 873 .99
TU UP HUM -2.61 .72 .52 -4.02 -1.19 8 11.34 63.45 61 61 1
TU RU SET -3.91 .12 .01 -4.15 -3.67 3.09 7.02 28.14 484 279 .99
TU RU COM -1.78 .19 .04 -2.16 -1.41 6.92 8.35 34.41 559 291 1
TU RU HUM -.45 .13 .02 -.71 -.19 4.34 4.84 27.03 614 369 .96
TU SU SET -1.84 .1 .01 -2.04 -1.64 7.9 9.75 19.58 922 728 1
TU SU COM -3.01 .12 .01 -3.24 -2.78 7.09 10 30.87 873 501 1
TU SU HUM -1.61 .09 .01 -1.79 -1.43 7.72 9.29 28.38 1902 1065 .99
TU SU HLTH .49 .2 .04 .1 .88 8.01 7.5 42.9 118 82 .98
TU UWC SET -4.82 .07 .01 -4.96 -4.68 4.02 9.02 12.87 3504 2113 .99
TU UWC COM -1.44 .07 .01 -1.59 -1.3 7.53 9.07 26.22 2633 801 .99
TU UWC HUM -3.25 .07 0 -3.38 -3.12 6 9.28 10.68 4692 3154 .98
TU UWC HLTH -3.96 .39 .15 -4.72 -3.2 6.07 10.05 81.23 151 47 .83
TU UWC EDU -4.47 .08 .01 -4.63 -4.3 4.03 8.69 21.41 704 361 .97
TU SMU SET -4.57 .08 .01 -4.72 -4.42 5.31 9.88 17.75 1469 875 1
TU SMU HLTH 2.57 .46 .21 1.66 3.47 10.1 7.36 42.46 67 53 1

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022; NSC 2011–2021; NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students enrolled in degree and diploma qualifications.
The B-statistic reports the mean absolute standardised difference in covariate means between treated and
matched control groups after matching. Values below 20 are typically considered acceptable balance.
Support % reports the percentage of treated observations retained within the region of common support.
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E.2 Year 2 Outcomes

Table A10: Matched results for CUs and UoTs: pass50_2

ATT SE VAR LB UB T
mean

C
mean

B-stat T N C N Support
%

CU UJ SET .01 .01 0 -.02 .04 .92 .92 11.95 7453 3648 .76
CU UJ COM .01 .01 0 -.01 .04 .94 .9 9.14 5504 4071 .76
CU UJ HUM 0 .01 0 -.02 .03 .94 .92 14.04 1873 1272 .71
CU NMU SET -.06 .02 0 -.09 -.02 .85 .91 16.5 1201 954 .77
CU NMU COM .02 .01 0 -.01 .05 .9 .87 11.11 2415 1683 .62
CU NMU HUM -.07 .03 0 -.14 -.01 .84 .9 25.28 272 245 .78
CU NMU HLTH .11 .04 0 .04 .18 .97 .85 39.58 461 200 .92
CU UV SET -.04 .01 0 -.06 -.01 .9 .93 12.01 1734 1263 .81
CU UV COM .03 .03 0 -.02 .09 .92 .9 28.04 410 317 .81
CU UV HUM -.09 .02 0 -.13 -.05 .87 .95 27.29 479 401 .86
CU WSU SET .02 .01 0 -.01 .04 .9 .92 8.89 7093 2478 .69
CU WSU COM .01 .01 0 -.02 .03 .94 .93 8.85 2458 1776 .76
CU WSU HUM 0 .01 0 -.02 .03 .94 .94 11.32 3658 2188 .83
CU WSU HLTH -.03 .01 0 -.06 0 .97 1 38.18 262 162 .73
CU WSU EDU 0 .02 0 -.03 .03 .97 .97 17.96 1207 461 .36
CU UZ SET .01 .02 0 -.03 .05 .92 .91 12.93 1599 974 .82
CU UZ COM -.03 .02 0 -.07 .01 .87 .92 17.85 1075 675 .78
CU UZ HUM .1 .05 0 .01 .2 .95 .94 17.69 266 156 .87

UoT CPUT SET .01 .01 0 -.02 .03 .9 .87 13.66 5242 2916 .67
UoT CPUT COM .05 .02 0 .02 .08 .92 .88 11.7 1932 1471 .67
UoT CPUT HUM -.01 .02 0 -.05 .03 .91 .93 18.72 913 579 .61
UoT CPUT HLTH .01 .02 0 -.04 .05 .96 .97 19.35 634 396 .78
UoT CUT SET -.02 .02 0 -.05 .02 .8 .83 12.47 1890 1337 .67
UoT CUT COM .02 .11 .01 -.2 .25 .78 .73 59.96 45 41 .31
UoT CUT HUM -.09 .04 0 -.16 -.01 .81 .9 35.16 296 235 .6
UoT CUT HLTH .05 .04 0 -.03 .13 .98 .85 37.06 171 133 .61
UoT DUT SET 0 .02 0 -.05 .05 .91 .91 19.59 752 541 .75
UoT DUT COM -.02 .02 0 -.06 .01 .92 .95 23.28 1949 1185 .79
UoT DUT HUM -.01 .02 0 -.06 .03 .96 .97 20.47 480 330 .74
UoT DUT HLTH -.01 .02 0 -.05 .03 .95 .96 23.6 618 365 .78
UoT TSUT SET .01 .01 0 -.01 .03 .91 .89 8.44 11258 6086 .73
UoT TSUT COM -.03 .01 0 -.06 -.01 .78 .82 7.67 5320 3154 .73
UoT TSUT HUM .09 .08 .01 -.07 .24 .91 .89 91.49 35 34 .66
UoT TSUT HLTH -.07 .03 0 -.12 -.01 .91 .98 31.94 224 177 .85
UoT MUT SET 0 .02 0 -.04 .05 .94 .92 11.93 2489 1473 .81
UoT MUT COM .05 .02 0 .01 .09 .98 .95 14.7 1088 680 .77
UoT MUT HLTH -.02 .05 0 -.11 .08 .96 .98 40.71 54 38 .93

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022; NSC 2011–2021; NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students enrolled in degree and diploma qualifications.
The B-statistic reports the mean absolute standardised difference in covariate means between treated and
matched control groups after matching. Values below 20 are typically considered acceptable balance.
Support % reports the percentage of treated observations retained within the region of common support.
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Table A11: Matched results for TU: pass50_2

ATT SE VAR LB UB T
mean

C
mean

B-stat T N C N Support
%

TU UCT SET -.03 .02 0 -.07 0 .85 .9 15.94 1720 1059 .75
TU UCT COM -.05 .02 0 -.08 -.01 .85 .9 20.91 1674 901 .85
TU UCT HUM -.01 .02 0 -.04 .02 .87 .9 24.8 2011 994 .77
TU UCT HLTH -.04 .02 0 -.08 0 .95 .98 35.22 246 213 .85
TU UFH SET -.03 .01 0 -.06 -.01 .91 .94 13.42 2486 1065 .81
TU UFH COM .08 .02 0 .04 .12 .91 .86 19.77 1708 860 .69
TU UFH HUM -.01 .03 0 -.06 .04 .93 .94 13.87 1825 1125 .83
TU UFH EDU -.04 .04 0 -.12 .05 .91 .94 33.98 169 99 .88
TU UFS SET 0 .01 0 -.03 .03 .88 .86 37.49 7386 1525 .79
TU UFS COM .01 .01 0 -.02 .03 .89 .87 28.25 6388 2155 .8
TU UFS HUM -.03 .02 0 -.06 0 .88 .91 21.37 4945 2181 .75
TU UFS EDU -.04 .01 0 -.06 -.02 .91 .94 29.26 3672 1571 .87
TU UKZN SET -.08 .02 0 -.11 -.04 .85 .93 20.53 3608 1403 .76
TU UKZN COM 0 .03 0 -.06 .05 .91 .93 17.15 1519 650 .79
TU UKZN HUM -.03 .02 0 -.08 .02 .93 .95 19.17 2878 1161 .71
TU UL SET 0 .01 0 -.02 .02 .92 .91 10.37 4882 3265 .78
TU UL COM 0 .02 0 -.03 .04 .94 .94 26.95 1187 549 .78
TU UL HUM -.03 .02 0 -.06 0 .95 .97 16.41 1980 1291 .8
TU NWU SET -.02 .01 0 -.04 0 .91 .91 10.91 2441 1551 .73
TU NWU COM .04 .01 0 .02 .05 .93 .9 10.76 5636 3698 .74
TU NWU HUM .05 .03 0 0 .11 .93 .89 32.67 415 365 .69
TU UP SET 0 .01 0 -.03 .02 .86 .85 12.95 5732 2902 .74
TU UP COM .03 .02 0 -.01 .06 .94 .89 25.74 1439 662 .72
TU UP HUM -.15 .1 .01 -.35 .04 .85 .91 62.99 33 33 .54
TU RU SET .09 .04 0 .01 .16 .89 .83 33.49 365 200 .74
TU RU COM .03 .03 0 -.04 .09 .89 .82 31.18 459 236 .82
TU RU HUM .08 .04 0 .01 .15 .87 .85 27.55 452 259 .71
TU SU SET .03 .02 0 -.01 .07 .9 .88 19.57 771 615 .83
TU SU COM -.03 .03 0 -.09 .03 .84 .87 32.2 680 385 .78
TU SU HUM -.03 .02 0 -.07 .01 .87 .91 19.78 1361 776 .71
TU SU HLTH -.02 .04 0 -.1 .06 .97 .97 53.47 113 77 .96
TU UWC SET .03 .01 0 .01 .06 .95 .9 15.25 2557 1580 .72
TU UWC COM .02 .02 0 -.01 .05 .93 .92 39.12 2161 654 .81
TU UWC HUM 0 .01 0 -.02 .03 .87 .85 12.24 3470 2312 .72
TU UWC HLTH -.01 .07 .01 -.15 .13 .96 .96 58.54 98 30 .54
TU UWC EDU .04 .02 0 -.01 .09 .96 .91 19.22 580 302 .8
TU SMU SET .05 .01 0 .02 .08 .97 .91 17.42 1235 748 .84
TU SMU HLTH 0 .07 0 -.13 .13 1 1 186.49 12 11 .16

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022; NSC 2011–2021; NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students enrolled in degree and diploma qualifications.
The B-statistic reports the mean absolute standardised difference in covariate means between treated and
matched control groups after matching. Values below 20 are typically considered acceptable balance.
Support % reports the percentage of treated observations retained within the region of common support.
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Table A12: Matched results for CUs and UoTs: sharepass_2

ATT SE VAR LB UB T
mean

C
mean

B-stat T N C N Support
%

CU UJ SET .01 .01 0 -.01 .03 .84 .84 11.95 7453 3648 .76
CU UJ COM .02 .01 0 0 .03 .88 .85 9.14 5504 4071 .76
CU UJ HUM .03 .01 0 .01 .06 .89 .87 14.04 1873 1272 .71
CU NMU SET -.04 .01 0 -.07 -.01 .76 .81 16.5 1201 954 .77
CU NMU COM .01 .01 0 -.02 .03 .83 .82 11.11 2415 1683 .62
CU NMU HUM -.09 .02 0 -.14 -.04 .75 .83 25.28 272 245 .78
CU NMU HLTH .1 .03 0 .05 .16 .92 .81 39.58 461 200 .92
CU UV SET -.04 .01 0 -.06 -.02 .79 .83 12.01 1734 1263 .81
CU UV COM 0 .02 0 -.04 .04 .81 .81 28.04 410 317 .81
CU UV HUM -.12 .02 0 -.15 -.09 .77 .89 27.29 479 401 .86
CU WSU SET 0 .01 0 -.02 .02 .82 .82 8.89 7093 2478 .69
CU WSU COM -.01 .01 0 -.03 .01 .86 .87 8.85 2458 1776 .76
CU WSU HUM .02 .01 0 0 .04 .87 .88 11.32 3658 2188 .83
CU WSU HLTH -.07 .02 0 -.11 -.04 .9 .97 38.18 262 162 .73
CU WSU EDU -.01 .01 0 -.03 .02 .95 .94 17.96 1207 461 .36
CU UZ SET .83 .81 12.93 1599 974 .82
CU UZ COM -.04 .02 0 -.07 -.01 .79 .83 17.85 1075 675 .78
CU UZ HUM .07 .04 0 -.01 .15 .87 .84 17.69 266 156 .87

UoT CPUT SET .04 .01 0 .02 .06 .84 .81 13.66 5242 2916 .67
UoT CPUT COM .05 .01 0 .03 .08 .86 .81 11.7 1932 1471 .67
UoT CPUT HUM -.01 .02 0 -.04 .02 .87 .89 18.72 913 579 .61
UoT CPUT HLTH .01 .02 0 -.03 .04 .93 .89 19.35 634 396 .78
UoT CUT SET -.03 .01 0 -.05 0 .72 .74 12.47 1890 1337 .67
UoT CUT COM -.01 .08 .01 -.17 .16 .67 .66 59.96 45 41 .31
UoT CUT HUM -.09 .03 0 -.14 -.03 .72 .8 35.16 296 235 .6
UoT CUT HLTH .06 .03 0 0 .12 .89 .8 37.06 171 133 .61
UoT DUT SET .03 .02 0 0 .07 .87 .82 19.59 752 541 .75
UoT DUT COM -.02 .02 0 -.05 .01 .86 .89 23.28 1949 1185 .79
UoT DUT HUM -.02 .02 0 -.06 .02 .89 .89 20.47 480 330 .74
UoT DUT HLTH -.02 .02 0 -.05 .01 .9 .89 23.6 618 365 .78
UoT TSUT SET .02 .01 0 0 .03 .82 .8 8.44 11258 6086 .73
UoT TSUT COM -.01 .01 0 -.03 .02 .72 .74 7.67 5320 3154 .73
UoT TSUT HUM -.03 .07 0 -.16 .1 .81 .83 91.49 35 34 .66
UoT TSUT HLTH -.06 .02 0 -.11 -.02 .86 .95 31.94 224 177 .85
UoT MUT SET .06 .02 0 .03 .1 .85 .81 11.93 2489 1473 .81
UoT MUT COM .09 .02 0 .06 .12 .93 .85 14.7 1088 680 .77
UoT MUT HLTH .01 .04 0 -.07 .08 .95 .94 40.71 54 38 .93

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022; NSC 2011–2021; NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students enrolled in degree and diploma qualifications.
The B-statistic reports the mean absolute standardised difference in covariate means between treated and
matched control groups after matching. Values below 20 are typically considered acceptable balance.
Support % reports the percentage of treated observations retained within the region of common support.
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Table A13: Matched results for TU: sharepass_2

ATT SE VAR LB UB T
mean

C
mean

B-stat T N C N Support
%

TU UCT SET -.03 .01 0 -.05 0 .76 .79 15.94 1720 1059 .75
TU UCT COM -.06 .01 0 -.09 -.03 .77 .83 20.91 1674 901 .85
TU UCT HUM -.03 .01 0 -.05 -.01 .81 .84 24.8 2011 994 .77
TU UCT HLTH -.04 .02 0 -.07 0 .92 .95 35.22 246 213 .85
TU UFH SET -.01 .01 0 -.03 .01 .86 .86 13.42 2486 1065 .81
TU UFH COM .08 .01 0 .05 .1 .85 .78 19.77 1708 860 .69
TU UFH HUM -.01 .02 0 -.06 .03 .88 .87 13.87 1825 1125 .83
TU UFH EDU -.12 .04 0 -.19 -.05 .8 .84 33.98 169 99 .88
TU UFS SET 0 .01 0 -.02 .02 .8 .8 37.49 7386 1525 .79
TU UFS COM .04 .01 0 .02 .06 .81 .78 28.25 6388 2155 .8
TU UFS HUM -.02 .01 0 -.04 0 .81 .85 21.37 4945 2181 .75
TU UFS EDU -.03 .01 0 -.05 -.01 .84 .88 29.26 3672 1571 .87
TU UKZN SET -.03 .02 0 -.07 0 .77 .81 20.53 3608 1403 .76
TU UKZN COM -.03 .02 0 -.07 .01 .82 .83 17.15 1519 650 .79
TU UKZN HUM 0 .02 0 -.04 .04 .86 .85 19.17 2878 1161 .71
TU UL SET .01 .01 0 0 .03 .88 .85 10.37 4882 3265 .78
TU UL COM .01 .01 0 -.02 .04 .87 .87 26.95 1187 549 .78
TU UL HUM -.02 .01 0 -.04 0 .89 .93 16.41 1980 1291 .8
TU NWU SET -.02 .01 0 -.04 0 .84 .84 10.91 2441 1551 .73
TU NWU COM .04 .01 0 .03 .05 .86 .83 10.76 5636 3698 .74
TU NWU HUM .04 .02 0 0 .08 .84 .83 32.67 415 365 .69
TU UP SET .02 .01 0 0 .03 .79 .76 12.95 5732 2902 .74
TU UP COM .04 .01 0 .01 .07 .86 .83 25.74 1439 662 .72
TU UP HUM -.09 .07 0 -.21 .04 .8 .88 62.99 33 33 .54
TU RU SET .07 .03 0 .01 .13 .82 .77 33.49 365 200 .74
TU RU COM .07 .02 0 .02 .12 .82 .76 31.18 459 236 .82
TU RU HUM .07 .03 0 .02 .13 .8 .76 27.55 452 259 .71
TU SU SET .01 .02 0 -.02 .04 .83 .81 19.57 771 615 .83
TU SU COM -.04 .02 0 -.08 0 .76 .81 32.2 680 385 .78
TU SU HUM -.04 .01 0 -.06 -.01 .79 .85 19.78 1361 776 .71
TU SU HLTH .03 .03 0 -.03 .09 .97 .94 53.47 113 77 .96
TU UWC SET .04 .01 0 .02 .06 .89 .85 15.25 2557 1580 .72
TU UWC COM .01 .01 0 -.02 .03 .88 .87 39.12 2161 654 .81
TU UWC HUM 0 .01 0 -.02 .02 .81 .81 12.24 3470 2312 .72
TU UWC HLTH -.14 .04 0 -.22 -.05 .81 .95 58.54 98 30 .54
TU UWC EDU .04 .02 0 0 .08 .89 .86 19.22 580 302 .8
TU SMU SET .08 .01 0 .05 .1 .94 .87 17.42 1235 748 .84
TU SMU HLTH .02 .07 .01 -.12 .16 .99 .96 186.49 12 11 .16

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022; NSC 2011–2021; NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students enrolled in degree and diploma qualifications.
The B-statistic reports the mean absolute standardised difference in covariate means between treated and
matched control groups after matching. Values below 20 are typically considered acceptable balance.
Support % reports the percentage of treated observations retained within the region of common support.
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Table A14: Matched results for CUs and UoTs: numcourses_2

ATT SE VAR LB UB T
mean

C
mean

B-stat T N C N Support
%

CU UJ SET .11 .14 .02 -.16 .38 8.39 8.58 10.84 7749 3790 .79
CU UJ COM -.54 .08 .01 -.7 -.39 8.57 8.99 7.56 5675 4134 .79
CU UJ HUM -.6 .11 .01 -.82 -.38 6.74 7.43 14.51 1944 1334 .74
CU NMU SET 1.61 .18 .03 1.25 1.96 8.89 7.47 15.91 1278 1010 .82
CU NMU COM 1.27 .12 .01 1.04 1.5 8.89 7.63 10.05 2502 1696 .64
CU NMU HUM -.82 .33 .11 -1.45 -.18 9.92 10.39 31.58 284 257 .81
CU NMU HLTH .94 .43 .19 .09 1.78 10.8 9.91 38.95 464 203 .92
CU UV SET 2.68 .13 .02 2.43 2.93 11.95 9.27 14.07 1753 1277 .82
CU UV COM 2.78 .21 .04 2.38 3.19 12.36 9.42 30.16 414 323 .81
CU UV HUM 3.1 .16 .03 2.78 3.42 11.67 8.67 23.53 486 408 .87
CU WSU SET .56 .09 .01 .38 .73 5.96 5.32 8.67 7464 2602 .73
CU WSU COM -.45 .13 .02 -.71 -.19 7.41 7.81 8.59 2514 1839 .77
CU WSU HUM .21 .17 .03 -.13 .54 8.7 8.62 12.03 3754 2251 .85
CU WSU HLTH -.59 .39 .15 -1.36 .18 7.54 7.82 44.46 268 174 .75
CU WSU EDU -1.55 .15 .02 -1.84 -1.26 7.24 9 17.38 1228 463 .37
CU UZ SET 7.17 8.08 18.18 1640 989 .84
CU UZ COM -.04 .12 .01 -.27 .19 8.17 8.23 19.71 1114 692 .81
CU UZ HUM -3.24 .53 .29 -4.29 -2.2 7.38 9.31 22.45 284 174 .93

UoT CPUT SET -1.64 .14 .02 -1.91 -1.37 6.21 7.85 10.94 5661 3166 .73
UoT CPUT COM -2.06 .11 .01 -2.28 -1.85 3.87 6.09 10.83 2143 1603 .75
UoT CPUT HUM -1.37 .13 .02 -1.62 -1.11 4.87 6.26 16.93 1023 657 .68
UoT CPUT HLTH .39 .25 .06 -.09 .87 7.42 6.63 26.43 653 413 .81
UoT CUT SET -.71 .16 .02 -1.01 -.4 7.62 8.18 12.59 2046 1466 .73
UoT CUT COM -3.5 .83 .68 -5.12 -1.88 6.19 10.16 58.99 59 56 .41
UoT CUT HUM 1.61 .22 .05 1.18 2.03 8.24 6.7 21.48 310 253 .63
UoT CUT HLTH -.06 .78 .61 -1.59 1.47 10.73 10.71 41.8 175 146 .62
UoT DUT SET -1.23 .29 .08 -1.79 -.67 8.61 9.93 21.34 787 574 .79
UoT DUT COM 1.68 .24 .06 1.21 2.15 10.62 9.25 17.04 1989 1198 .81
UoT DUT HUM -1.07 .23 .05 -1.52 -.63 5.91 7.07 18.66 505 344 .78
UoT DUT HLTH -2.01 .29 .09 -2.59 -1.43 8.14 10.25 25.28 629 380 .79
UoT TSUT SET -.02 .13 .02 -.28 .24 7.25 7.22 9.21 12001 6511 .78
UoT TSUT COM -1.16 .09 .01 -1.33 -.99 6.19 7.28 8.19 5774 3371 .79
UoT MUT SET 1.26 .3 .09 .67 1.85 9.41 8.13 11.55 2554 1492 .83
UoT MUT COM 1.09 .11 .01 .88 1.3 6.78 5.55 13.48 1113 698 .79
UoT MUT HLTH 3.37 .68 .47 2.03 4.71 10.43 7.09 62.32 54 38 .93

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022; NSC 2011–2021; NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students enrolled in degree and diploma qualifications.
The B-statistic reports the mean absolute standardised difference in covariate means between treated and
matched control groups after matching. Values below 20 are typically considered acceptable balance.
Support % reports the percentage of treated observations retained within the region of common support.
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Table A15: Matched results for TU: numcourses_2

ATT SE VAR LB UB T
mean

C
mean

B-stat T N C N Support
%

TU UCT SET -.76 .1 .01 -.96 -.56 6.54 7.18 17.66 1826 1126 .8
TU UCT COM -.83 .09 .01 -1.01 -.66 7.39 8.42 20.47 1740 920 .88
TU UCT HUM .86 .07 .01 .71 1 7.72 6.8 24.45 2145 1049 .83
TU UCT HLTH -.18 .19 .04 -.56 .2 5.65 5.75 28.53 253 219 .87
TU UFH SET -.28 .13 .02 -.53 -.04 8.97 9.41 16.65 2553 1120 .83
TU UFH COM -.53 .12 .01 -.77 -.3 9.91 10.38 24.48 1788 905 .72
TU UFH HUM -1.63 .24 .06 -2.1 -1.17 8.35 10.41 14.69 1870 1133 .85
TU UFH EDU -1.84 .36 .13 -2.54 -1.14 9.58 10.63 39.7 171 98 .88
TU UFS SET -.24 .09 .01 -.43 -.06 7.55 7.58 33.26 7653 1661 .82
TU UFS COM -1.06 .08 .01 -1.21 -.9 7.78 8.75 25.57 6633 2228 .83
TU UFS HUM -1.3 .13 .02 -1.55 -1.06 6.77 8.18 19.79 5179 2250 .78
TU UFS EDU -2.32 .09 .01 -2.5 -2.14 7.38 9.65 31.28 3792 1573 .9
TU UKZN SET -1.23 .17 .03 -1.57 -.89 6.36 8.09 21.37 3828 1475 .8
TU UKZN COM .95 .16 .03 .63 1.27 9.26 8.24 23.93 1549 679 .8
TU UKZN HUM -1.88 .18 .03 -2.23 -1.53 6.44 8.17 20.14 2959 1232 .73
TU UL SET -1.7 .09 .01 -1.88 -1.52 6.48 8.27 12.19 5096 3361 .81
TU UL COM 1.29 .18 .03 .94 1.63 10.55 9.07 27.07 1213 550 .8
TU UL HUM .82 .17 .03 .49 1.15 8.46 7.52 14.89 2024 1328 .82
TU NWU SET -4.79 .11 .01 -5.01 -4.57 5.95 10.57 10.94 2542 1582 .76
TU NWU COM .31 .07 0 .18 .44 9.97 9.68 10.35 5754 3839 .76
TU NWU HUM .38 .2 .04 -.02 .77 10.04 9.69 32.32 426 379 .71
TU UP SET -1.39 .11 .01 -1.61 -1.16 8.61 10.18 13.66 6008 3045 .78
TU UP COM -.56 .16 .02 -.87 -.25 9.6 10.18 31.74 1452 684 .72
TU UP HUM -1.73 .8 .65 -3.3 -.15 7.53 8.9 85.17 40 40 .66
TU RU SET -.09 .15 .02 -.39 .2 5.8 6.03 32.63 385 220 .78
TU RU COM -.47 .18 .03 -.82 -.12 7.36 7.78 27.73 468 241 .83
TU RU HUM -1.34 .15 .02 -1.64 -1.04 4 5.24 37.24 502 288 .79
TU SU SET -.68 .17 .03 -1.01 -.34 8.96 9.67 22.22 792 619 .86
TU SU COM .1 .16 .02 -.21 .4 8.84 8.66 28.12 703 397 .8
TU SU HUM -1.56 .16 .03 -1.88 -1.25 8.49 9.97 28.74 1412 786 .74
TU SU HLTH 1.76 .38 .15 1 2.51 8.67 6.83 49.6 115 75 .97
TU UWC SET -2.46 .1 .01 -2.66 -2.26 5.2 7.64 17.61 2738 1660 .78
TU UWC COM .51 .08 .01 .36 .67 8.31 7.88 41.53 2211 657 .83
TU UWC HUM -.84 .1 .01 -1.04 -.64 8.56 9.4 9.73 3741 2490 .78
TU UWC HLTH -2.77 .25 .06 -3.26 -2.29 7.08 9.92 76.55 102 32 .56
TU UWC EDU -2.1 .17 .03 -2.43 -1.77 5.73 7.4 21.63 598 303 .83
TU SMU SET -1.49 .15 .02 -1.79 -1.2 5.54 7.05 16.81 1260 778 .85
TU SMU HLTH -.18 1.22 1.5 -2.58 2.22 4.5 4.64 135.18 12 11 .16

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022; NSC 2011–2021; NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students enrolled in degree and diploma qualifications.
The B-statistic reports the mean absolute standardised difference in covariate means between treated and
matched control groups after matching. Values below 20 are typically considered acceptable balance.
Support % reports the percentage of treated observations retained within the region of common support.
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E.3 Year 3 Outcomes

Table A16: Matched results for CUs and UoTs: pass50_3

ATT SE VAR LB UB T
mean

C
mean

B-stat T N C N Support
%

CU UJ SET -.01 .01 0 -.04 .02 .91 .91 11.09 6193 2962 .63
CU UJ COM -.01 .01 0 -.03 .01 .92 .92 9.54 4552 3328 .63
CU UJ HUM -.01 .01 0 -.04 .02 .94 .93 14.28 1555 1097 .59
CU NMU SET -.09 .02 0 -.13 -.05 .82 .9 20.9 994 789 .64
CU NMU COM -.02 .02 0 -.06 .02 .84 .86 10.87 1662 1208 .43
CU NMU HUM -.04 .03 0 -.1 .02 .9 .93 33.37 224 202 .64
CU NMU HLTH .07 .03 0 .01 .13 .97 .93 44.96 433 171 .86
CU UV SET -.04 .02 0 -.07 -.01 .89 .93 16.85 1433 1038 .67
CU UV COM -.04 .03 0 -.1 .03 .9 .93 18.1 340 264 .67
CU UV HUM -.06 .02 0 -.09 -.02 .91 .96 23.48 416 350 .75
CU WSU SET -.02 .01 0 -.05 0 .91 .9 9.87 5881 2009 .58
CU WSU COM .02 .02 0 -.01 .05 .93 .92 13.46 1931 1424 .59
CU WSU HUM -.02 .01 0 -.04 .01 .94 .95 11.65 3321 1950 .75
CU WSU HLTH -.03 .02 0 -.06 0 .97 1 39.65 217 123 .61
CU WSU EDU -.04 .02 0 -.09 0 .98 .99 26.82 848 186 .16
CU UZ SET -.05 .02 0 -.09 -.01 .9 .95 16.12 1386 810 .71
CU UZ COM -.04 .03 0 -.1 .02 .86 .88 12.83 928 600 .67
UoT CPUT SET -.01 .01 0 -.04 .02 .91 .9 15.13 4170 2371 .54

UoT CPUT COM -.01 .02 0 -.04 .02 .89 .88 8.61 1603 1182 .56
UoT CPUT HUM -.01 .02 0 -.05 .03 .94 .96 23.71 734 460 .49
UoT CPUT HLTH .01 .02 0 -.03 .05 .96 .96 23.18 568 338 .7
UoT CUT SET -.06 .02 0 -.09 -.02 .82 .87 20.41 1466 1033 .52
UoT CUT HUM -.11 .04 0 -.19 -.03 .78 .89 37.4 211 173 .43
UoT CUT HLTH .06 .04 0 -.03 .14 .93 .92 45.3 165 131 .58
UoT DUT SET -.03 .02 0 -.08 .02 .9 .89 15.52 668 489 .67
UoT DUT COM -.04 .02 0 -.07 0 .92 .95 24.25 1516 986 .62
UoT DUT HUM .04 .02 0 0 .08 .97 .96 18.83 440 309 .68
UoT DUT HLTH -.02 .02 0 -.05 .02 .96 .96 25.06 548 358 .69
UoT TSUT SET -.04 .01 0 -.06 -.02 .88 .92 9.23 9838 5290 .64
UoT TSUT COM -.03 .01 0 -.06 0 .84 .88 5.29 4738 2865 .65
UoT TSUT HUM -.1 .09 .01 -.28 .08 .87 .94 77.55 31 30 .58
UoT TSUT HLTH -.05 .02 0 -.1 -.01 .94 1 34.86 208 166 .79
UoT MUT SET .01 .03 0 -.04 .06 .92 .87 12.24 2088 1259 .68
UoT MUT COM -.06 .02 0 -.1 -.02 .91 .96 14.04 981 622 .7
UoT MUT HLTH -.02 .04 0 -.09 .06 .96 .98 57.07 54 41 .93

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022; NSC 2011–2021; NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students enrolled in degree and diploma qualifications.
The B-statistic reports the mean absolute standardised difference in covariate means between treated and
matched control groups after matching. Values below 20 are typically considered acceptable balance.
Support % reports the percentage of treated observations retained within the region of common support.
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Table A17: Matched results for TU: pass50_3

ATT SE VAR LB UB T
mean

C
mean

B-stat T N C N Support
%

TU UCT SET -.06 .02 0 -.09 -.02 .84 .89 19.11 1403 886 .61
TU UCT COM -.02 .02 0 -.05 .02 .87 .88 24.93 1461 760 .74
TU UCT HUM -.03 .02 0 -.06 0 .89 .93 29.78 1642 800 .63
TU UCT HLTH -.1 .03 0 -.16 -.05 .89 .99 24.76 192 162 .66
TU UFH SET -.01 .02 0 -.04 .02 .91 .91 16.05 2130 925 .69
TU UFH COM -.02 .02 0 -.06 .02 .89 .9 19.52 1325 637 .53
TU UFH HUM 0 .03 0 -.06 .06 .94 .96 17.08 1617 993 .74
TU UFH EDU -.19 .05 0 -.28 -.1 .79 .95 25.09 155 86 .81
TU UFS SET -.04 .01 0 -.07 -.02 .85 .9 39.29 6323 1353 .68
TU UFS COM -.01 .01 0 -.04 .01 .88 .89 26.11 5539 1813 .7
TU UFS HUM -.04 .02 0 -.08 -.01 .87 .9 25.36 3732 1539 .57
TU UFS EDU -.01 .01 0 -.04 .01 .93 .95 21.97 3281 1291 .78
TU UKZN SET -.04 .02 0 -.08 0 .84 .87 26.57 2930 1167 .62
TU UKZN COM .03 .03 0 -.02 .09 .9 .89 21.32 1358 597 .71
TU UKZN HUM 0 .03 0 -.06 .05 .93 .92 21.32 2292 1017 .57
TU UL SET 0 .01 0 -.02 .01 .92 .93 9.74 4218 2776 .67
TU UL COM .02 .02 0 -.02 .07 .94 .91 32.7 910 397 .6
TU UL HUM -.04 .01 0 -.06 -.01 .94 .98 9.85 1730 1123 .7
TU NWU SET -.03 .01 0 -.05 0 .9 .94 12.41 2073 1298 .62
TU NWU COM 0 .01 0 -.02 .02 .9 .9 10.38 4648 3163 .61
TU NWU HUM .02 .03 0 -.04 .07 .93 .91 31.32 334 297 .56
TU UP SET -.09 .01 0 -.11 -.07 .79 .87 18.1 4839 2448 .63
TU UP COM -.05 .02 0 -.09 0 .87 .92 37.89 1176 539 .59
TU UP HUM -.07 .09 .01 -.24 .1 .86 .86 85.32 28 28 .46
TU RU SET .04 .05 0 -.05 .13 .87 .82 34.61 287 169 .59
TU RU COM .02 .04 0 -.06 .1 .83 .82 32.17 389 202 .69
TU RU HUM .02 .03 0 -.04 .09 .88 .85 40.72 369 210 .58
TU SU SET -.06 .02 0 -.1 -.01 .87 .93 22.55 680 549 .74
TU SU COM -.02 .03 0 -.08 .04 .87 .89 33.86 585 309 .67
TU SU HUM -.08 .02 0 -.12 -.04 .84 .91 25.54 1119 647 .58
TU SU HLTH .02 .03 0 -.03 .07 .99 .97 53.69 113 79 .96
TU UWC SET .01 .01 0 -.01 .04 .93 .92 10.53 2220 1341 .63
TU UWC COM -.03 .02 0 -.06 .01 .89 .93 35.7 1786 537 .67
TU UWC HUM -.04 .01 0 -.06 -.01 .88 .9 12.99 2908 1910 .61
TU UWC HLTH -.03 .04 0 -.11 .05 .94 1 111.28 47 9 .21
TU UWC EDU -.04 .02 0 -.09 .01 .91 .91 29.79 558 261 .77
TU SMU SET -.05 .02 0 -.08 -.01 .9 .95 11.79 997 598 .68
TU SMU HLTH 0 .04 0 -.08 .08 1 1 84.65 12 11 .16

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022; NSC 2011–2021; NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students enrolled in degree and diploma qualifications.
The B-statistic reports the mean absolute standardised difference in covariate means between treated and
matched control groups after matching. Values below 20 are typically considered acceptable balance.
Support % reports the percentage of treated observations retained within the region of common support.
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Table A18: Matched results for CUs and UoTs: sharepass_3

ATT SE VAR LB UB T
mean

C
mean

B-stat T N C N Support
%

CU UJ SET -.04 .01 0 -.06 -.02 .82 .85 11.09 6193 2962 .63
CU UJ COM -.03 .01 0 -.05 -.01 .85 .87 9.54 4552 3328 .63
CU UJ HUM -.02 .01 0 -.05 .01 .88 .9 14.28 1555 1097 .59
CU NMU SET -.07 .01 0 -.1 -.04 .75 .83 20.9 994 789 .64
CU NMU COM -.05 .01 0 -.08 -.02 .76 .8 10.87 1662 1208 .43
CU NMU HUM -.07 .03 0 -.12 -.02 .81 .85 33.37 224 202 .64
CU NMU HLTH .03 .03 0 -.02 .09 .91 .89 44.96 433 171 .86
CU UV SET -.06 .01 0 -.09 -.04 .79 .86 16.85 1433 1038 .67
CU UV COM -.03 .03 0 -.08 .02 .82 .85 18.1 340 264 .67
CU UV HUM -.1 .02 0 -.13 -.07 .81 .91 23.48 416 350 .75
CU WSU SET -.01 .01 0 -.03 .01 .83 .85 9.87 5881 2009 .58
CU WSU COM .03 .01 0 0 .05 .87 .85 13.46 1931 1424 .59
CU WSU HUM -.01 .01 0 -.03 .01 .88 .89 11.65 3321 1950 .75
CU WSU HLTH -.06 .01 0 -.09 -.03 .93 .98 39.65 217 123 .61
CU WSU EDU -.02 .02 0 -.06 .03 .96 .96 26.82 848 186 .16
CU UZ SET -.05 .01 0 -.08 -.02 .82 .87 16.12 1386 810 .71
CU UZ COM -.08 .02 0 -.12 -.04 .79 .87 12.83 928 600 .67
UoT CPUT SET -.02 .01 0 -.04 0 .83 .84 15.13 4170 2371 .54

UoT CPUT COM -.01 .01 0 -.03 .02 .83 .84 8.61 1603 1182 .56
UoT CPUT HUM -.02 .02 0 -.05 .01 .89 .91 23.71 734 460 .49
UoT CPUT HLTH -.02 .02 0 -.05 .02 .91 .92 23.18 568 338 .7
UoT CUT SET -.05 .01 0 -.08 -.03 .73 .79 20.41 1466 1033 .52
UoT CUT COM -.23 .15 .02 -.53 .06 .66 .88 88.2 14 13 .1
UoT CUT HUM -.14 .03 0 -.2 -.08 .7 .83 37.4 211 173 .43
UoT CUT HLTH .04 .03 0 -.03 .1 .86 .82 45.3 165 131 .58
UoT DUT SET .06 .02 0 .02 .1 .86 .84 15.52 668 489 .67
UoT DUT COM -.04 .01 0 -.07 -.01 .86 .9 24.25 1516 986 .62
UoT DUT HUM 0 .02 0 -.03 .03 .92 .93 18.83 440 309 .68
UoT DUT HLTH -.01 .02 0 -.04 .02 .92 .9 25.06 548 358 .69
UoT TSUT SET -.05 .01 0 -.07 -.04 .78 .82 9.23 9838 5290 .64
UoT TSUT COM -.02 .01 0 -.04 0 .78 .79 5.29 4738 2865 .65
UoT TSUT HUM -.02 .07 0 -.16 .12 .81 .84 77.55 31 30 .58
UoT TSUT HLTH -.04 .02 0 -.09 0 .91 .95 34.86 208 166 .79
UoT MUT SET .04 .02 0 0 .07 .81 .8 12.24 2088 1259 .68
UoT MUT COM -.03 .02 0 -.07 .01 .84 .87 14.04 981 622 .7
UoT MUT HLTH .01 .04 0 -.07 .09 .93 .92 57.07 54 41 .93

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022; NSC 2011–2021; NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students enrolled in degree and diploma qualifications.
The B-statistic reports the mean absolute standardised difference in covariate means between treated and
matched control groups after matching. Values below 20 are typically considered acceptable balance.
Support % reports the percentage of treated observations retained within the region of common support.
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Table A19: Matched results for TU: sharepass_3

ATT SE VAR LB UB T
mean

C
mean

B-stat T N C N Support
%

TU UCT SET -.05 .01 0 -.07 -.02 .76 .82 19.11 1403 886 .61
TU UCT COM -.04 .01 0 -.07 -.02 .79 .85 24.93 1461 760 .74
TU UCT HUM -.04 .01 0 -.07 -.02 .83 .87 29.78 1642 800 .63
TU UCT HLTH -.13 .02 0 -.17 -.09 .82 .97 24.76 192 162 .66
TU UFH SET -.03 .01 0 -.06 -.01 .85 .87 16.05 2130 925 .69
TU UFH COM -.03 .02 0 -.06 .01 .82 .85 19.52 1325 637 .53
TU UFH HUM -.04 .02 0 -.09 0 .87 .92 17.08 1617 993 .74
TU UFH EDU -.18 .03 0 -.24 -.12 .73 .89 25.09 155 86 .81
TU UFS SET -.07 .01 0 -.09 -.05 .77 .82 39.29 6323 1353 .68
TU UFS COM -.01 .01 0 -.03 .01 .81 .81 26.11 5539 1813 .7
TU UFS HUM -.03 .01 0 -.06 -.01 .8 .85 25.36 3732 1539 .57
TU UFS EDU -.03 .01 0 -.05 -.02 .87 .91 21.97 3281 1291 .78
TU UKZN SET -.05 .02 0 -.09 -.02 .76 .85 26.57 2930 1167 .62
TU UKZN COM 0 .02 0 -.04 .05 .81 .79 21.32 1358 597 .71
TU UKZN HUM .01 .02 0 -.03 .06 .85 .85 21.32 2292 1017 .57
TU UL SET -.01 .01 0 -.03 0 .86 .88 9.74 4218 2776 .67
TU UL COM .02 .02 0 -.01 .06 .89 .87 32.7 910 397 .6
TU UL HUM -.05 .01 0 -.08 -.03 .9 .95 9.85 1730 1123 .7
TU NWU SET -.05 .01 0 -.07 -.03 .81 .86 12.41 2073 1298 .62
TU NWU COM -.02 .01 0 -.03 0 .83 .84 10.38 4648 3163 .61
TU NWU HUM -.01 .02 0 -.06 .03 .84 .86 31.32 334 297 .56
TU UP SET -.06 .01 0 -.08 -.05 .72 .8 18.1 4839 2448 .63
TU UP COM .78 .82 37.89 1176 539 .59
TU UP HUM -.03 .07 0 -.16 .1 .81 .8 85.32 28 28 .46
TU RU SET -.01 .03 0 -.07 .06 .8 .8 34.61 287 169 .59
TU RU COM .07 .03 0 .01 .12 .77 .73 32.17 389 202 .69
TU RU HUM .02 .03 0 -.03 .08 .82 .81 40.72 369 210 .58
TU SU SET -.04 .02 0 -.08 -.01 .81 .83 22.55 680 549 .74
TU SU COM -.03 .02 0 -.08 .01 .79 .83 33.86 585 309 .67
TU SU HUM -.11 .02 0 -.14 -.08 .76 .87 25.54 1119 647 .58
TU SU HLTH .02 .03 0 -.04 .08 .94 .92 53.69 113 79 .96
TU UWC SET .01 .01 0 -.01 .03 .87 .86 10.53 2220 1341 .63
TU UWC COM -.05 .02 0 -.08 -.02 .83 .89 35.7 1786 537 .67
TU UWC HUM -.03 .01 0 -.05 -.01 .82 .85 12.99 2908 1910 .61
TU UWC HLTH -.19 .05 0 -.28 -.1 .79 1 111.28 47 9 .21
TU UWC EDU -.04 .02 0 -.08 0 .87 .92 29.79 558 261 .77
TU SMU SET -.03 .01 0 -.06 0 .86 .89 11.79 997 598 .68
TU SMU HLTH -.01 .05 0 -.11 .1 .97 .97 84.65 12 11 .16

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022; NSC 2011–2021; NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students enrolled in degree and diploma qualifications.
The B-statistic reports the mean absolute standardised difference in covariate means between treated and
matched control groups after matching. Values below 20 are typically considered acceptable balance.
Support % reports the percentage of treated observations retained within the region of common support.
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Table A20: Matched results for CUs and UoTs: numcourses_3

ATT SE VAR LB UB T
mean

C
mean

B-stat T N C N Support
%

CU UJ SET .42 .16 .03 .11 .73 7.72 7.55 11.44 6437 3097 .66
CU UJ COM 1.62 .08 .01 1.47 1.76 8.87 7.23 9.39 4696 3432 .65
CU UJ HUM .58 .11 .01 .38 .79 6.71 6.05 13.43 1602 1121 .61
CU NMU SET 1.9 .18 .03 1.54 2.26 8.26 6.39 18.12 1075 837 .69
CU NMU COM 1.13 .15 .02 .85 1.42 7.97 6.96 15.2 1768 1289 .45
CU NMU HUM .56 .36 .13 -.15 1.27 9.87 9.76 28.25 236 214 .67
CU NMU HLTH 3.01 .67 .44 1.7 4.31 12.89 10.16 43.29 443 183 .88
CU UV SET 2.18 .14 .02 1.92 2.45 9.97 7.96 13.56 1465 1060 .69
CU UV COM 2.01 .25 .06 1.52 2.5 10.15 8.26 21.68 344 271 .68
CU UV HUM 1.73 .21 .04 1.33 2.14 9.81 8.24 18.06 425 361 .76
CU WSU SET 1.23 .1 .01 1.03 1.43 6.35 5.11 14.14 6227 2085 .61
CU WSU COM .72 .15 .02 .41 1.02 7.46 6.89 8.83 1984 1487 .61
CU WSU HUM 1.64 .15 .02 1.34 1.93 8.79 7.19 10.36 3392 2012 .77
CU WSU HLTH .91 .36 .13 .2 1.62 8.32 7.41 42.44 224 123 .63
CU WSU EDU -.08 .28 .08 -.62 .47 6.94 6.42 19.16 857 199 .16
CU UZ SET -.19 .14 .02 -.47 .09 7.71 8.26 16.23 1425 848 .73
CU UZ COM .42 .12 .01 .19 .65 8.39 7.83 16.12 974 623 .71
CU UZ HUM -1.39 .49 .24 -2.36 -.42 7.48 8.88 24.07 141 88 .46

UoT CPUT SET .14 .16 .03 -.17 .45 6.87 6.36 12.85 4589 2597 .59
UoT CPUT COM .18 .11 .01 -.05 .4 5.67 5.54 9.68 1736 1300 .61
UoT CPUT HUM -.4 .18 .03 -.75 -.05 5.79 6.17 20.48 807 503 .54
UoT CPUT HLTH -.05 .22 .05 -.47 .38 7.6 7.27 21.73 584 354 .72
UoT CUT SET .77 .15 .02 .48 1.06 7.81 7.01 20.02 1639 1155 .58
UoT CUT COM .24 1.16 1.35 -2.04 2.51 7 6.82 110.14 17 17 .12
UoT CUT HUM .37 .26 .07 -.13 .87 6.8 6.38 25.73 231 195 .47
UoT CUT HLTH .41 .79 .62 -1.14 1.95 10.27 8.84 40.33 167 120 .59
UoT DUT SET 1.79 .32 .1 1.17 2.41 10.1 8.03 17.97 704 506 .71
UoT DUT COM 1.18 .34 .11 .52 1.84 10.14 8.68 28.56 1560 1037 .63
UoT DUT HUM -.25 .25 .06 -.74 .24 5.65 6.12 17.28 451 310 .7
UoT DUT HLTH .1 .25 .06 -.4 .6 8.69 8.63 23.57 562 337 .71
UoT TSUT SET 1.82 .11 .01 1.6 2.04 7.01 5.49 9.01 10384 5530 .68
UoT TSUT COM -.53 .1 .01 -.73 -.33 5.98 6.79 7.81 5117 3027 .7
UoT TSUT HUM -.81 .94 .88 -2.65 1.03 6.32 7.39 67.3 31 30 .58
UoT TSUT HLTH 1 .24 .06 .52 1.47 6.59 5.63 21.77 218 172 .83
UoT MUT SET 1.42 .25 .06 .92 1.91 8.17 6.32 12.89 2155 1296 .7
UoT MUT COM 1.56 .16 .03 1.25 1.87 6.42 5.06 13.77 1013 642 .72
UoT MUT HLTH 3.28 .52 .27 2.26 4.3 9.54 6.46 30.36 54 37 .93

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022; NSC 2011–2021; NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students enrolled in degree and diploma qualifications.
The B-statistic reports the mean absolute standardised difference in covariate means between treated and
matched control groups after matching. Values below 20 are typically considered acceptable balance.
Support % reports the percentage of treated observations retained within the region of common support.
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Table A21: Matched results for TU: numcourses_3

ATT SE VAR LB UB T
mean

C
mean

B-stat T N C N Support
%

TU UCT SET -.4 .14 .02 -.67 -.13 6.83 7.17 18.31 1502 922 .66
TU UCT COM -.26 .09 .01 -.44 -.09 7.27 7.56 23.66 1536 810 .78
TU UCT HUM .68 .08 .01 .52 .84 6.89 6.25 29.44 1731 836 .67
TU UCT HLTH -.41 .24 .06 -.89 .06 5.39 5.84 33.04 205 172 .7
TU UFH SET -1.21 .17 .03 -1.54 -.87 8.66 9.5 11.34 2183 945 .71
TU UFH COM -.47 .19 .04 -.84 -.11 9.99 10.36 23.97 1363 655 .55
TU UFH HUM .3 .33 .11 -.34 .95 9.6 9.4 12.62 1650 998 .75
TU UFH EDU 1.93 .44 .19 1.06 2.79 11.42 9.53 41.25 163 89 .86
TU UFS SET -.14 .11 .01 -.35 .07 8.24 8.38 33.58 6648 1406 .71
TU UFS COM .08 .1 .01 -.12 .27 8.52 8.29 25.92 5764 1842 .72
TU UFS HUM -.16 .16 .02 -.47 .14 8.08 8.6 24.79 3912 1570 .59
TU UFS EDU .33 .09 .01 .16 .51 9.62 9.26 27.3 3378 1318 .8
TU UKZN SET -.41 .18 .03 -.76 -.07 7.28 7.39 26.67 3110 1210 .65
TU UKZN COM -.1 .26 .07 -.61 .41 8.1 8.01 24.77 1388 586 .72
TU UKZN HUM -.56 .23 .05 -1.01 -.11 7.3 8.12 21.44 2354 1042 .58
TU UL SET -.46 .1 .01 -.66 -.26 7.47 8.09 12.53 4349 2892 .69
TU UL COM 2.03 .21 .05 1.61 2.45 9.58 7.56 40.41 920 416 .61
TU UL HUM 1.3 .19 .03 .94 1.67 7.45 6.33 9.54 1763 1130 .72
TU NWU SET .8 .13 .02 .55 1.05 9.83 9.05 11.71 2147 1340 .65
TU NWU COM -.46 .08 .01 -.62 -.31 9.11 9.6 10.68 4759 3168 .63
TU NWU HUM -.19 .22 .05 -.63 .25 9.22 9.66 32.88 339 296 .57
TU UP SET .49 .11 .01 .29 .7 9.45 8.91 18.02 5077 2545 .66
TU UP COM 1.06 .2 .04 .66 1.46 9.55 8.43 43.4 1201 545 .6
TU UP HUM .26 .93 .86 -1.55 2.08 7.82 7.5 55.49 34 34 .56
TU RU SET .14 .25 .06 -.34 .63 5.58 5.37 30.27 305 174 .63
TU RU COM 1.36 .28 .08 .82 1.91 7.89 6.58 35.21 395 208 .7
TU RU HUM -.55 .28 .08 -1.1 0 4.27 4.98 33.2 407 219 .64
TU SU SET -.14 .18 .03 -.5 .22 8.68 8.88 22.91 709 555 .77
TU SU COM .37 .23 .05 -.09 .83 7.73 7.53 32.79 598 320 .68
TU SU HUM .73 .19 .04 .36 1.1 9.69 9.05 24.65 1167 668 .61
TU SU HLTH 1.03 .32 .1 .4 1.65 6.86 5.83 38.02 115 72 .97
TU UWC SET -.22 .12 .01 -.46 .01 6.52 6.77 13.99 2329 1390 .66
TU UWC COM .15 .11 .01 -.07 .36 8.79 8.6 37.48 1841 551 .69
TU UWC HUM -.04 .11 .01 -.26 .17 8.95 9 10 3092 2041 .65
TU UWC HLTH -1.09 .98 .97 -3.02 .84 7.8 9.09 94.97 49 9 .22
TU UWC EDU 1.45 .18 .03 1.1 1.79 8.48 6.86 26.12 571 285 .79
TU SMU SET -.69 .19 .04 -1.06 -.31 5.92 6.54 11.12 1040 630 .71
TU SMU HLTH -1.64 1.44 2.06 -4.45 1.18 5.83 7.45 108.54 12 11 .16

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022; NSC 2011–2021; NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students enrolled in degree and diploma qualifications.
The B-statistic reports the mean absolute standardised difference in covariate means between treated and
matched control groups after matching. Values below 20 are typically considered acceptable balance.
Support % reports the percentage of treated observations retained within the region of common support.
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E.4 Long-Run Outcomes

Table A22: Matched results for CUs and UoTs: gradinnplus1

ATT SE VAR LB UB T
mean

C
mean

B-stat T N C N Support
%

CU UJ SET -.17 .02 0 -.2 -.13 8.34 10.07 12.02 9686 4755 .99
CU UJ COM -.18 .02 0 -.22 -.15 7.26 9.06 8.22 7139 5179 .99
CU UJ HUM -.1 .02 0 -.15 -.06 6.65 8.12 14.74 2605 1789 .99
CU NMU SET -.28 .02 0 -.32 -.23 7.64 8.42 14.95 1546 1206 .99
CU NMU COM -.23 .02 0 -.26 -.2 6.43 8.2 11.29 3870 2499 .98
CU NMU HUM -.05 .05 0 -.14 .04 10.88 12.45 19.56 345 311 .99
CU NMU HLTH -.17 .05 0 -.28 -.07 10.78 10.68 37.64 499 236 .99
CU UV SET -.3 .02 0 -.33 -.26 11.83 11.86 12.59 2138 1573 1
CU UV COM -.12 .04 0 -.2 -.04 10.08 11.74 26.19 500 391 .98
CU UV HUM -.31 .04 0 -.39 -.24 9.94 8.88 28.39 558 479 .99
CU WSU SET -.15 .02 0 -.18 -.11 6.62 6.58 8.3 10078 3663 .98
CU WSU COM -.11 .02 0 -.14 -.08 7.27 8.15 9.51 3215 2293 .99
CU WSU HUM -.11 .02 0 -.15 -.06 11.32 9.76 9.2 4369 2642 .99
CU WSU HLTH -.09 .06 0 -.2 .02 9.49 9.37 26.85 355 244 .99
CU WSU EDU -.01 .02 0 -.05 .03 9.98 10.84 12.45 1719 805 .64
CU UZ SET -.17 .03 0 -.23 -.11 5.98 8.34 20.22 1929 1194 .99
CU UZ COM -.23 .03 0 -.29 -.17 7.86 8.36 13.01 1368 838 .99
CU UZ HUM -.21 .07 0 -.34 -.08 6.63 9.56 18.01 303 186 1

UoT CPUT SET -.15 .02 0 -.19 -.12 5.8 9.5 9.86 7726 4394 .99
UoT CPUT COM -.15 .02 0 -.19 -.11 3.79 6.41 10.27 2826 2168 .98
UoT CPUT HUM -.18 .02 0 -.23 -.13 4.91 6.25 13.57 1470 930 .98
UoT CPUT HLTH -.15 .04 0 -.23 -.08 7.22 9.82 12.99 806 522 1
UoT CUT SET -.18 .02 0 -.21 -.15 8.63 10.75 13.64 2772 1931 .98
UoT CUT COM -.02 .03 0 -.08 .04 9.5 13.14 34.91 143 125 .98
UoT CUT HUM -.27 .04 0 -.34 -.2 7.34 10.42 26.26 481 354 .98
UoT CUT HLTH .01 .05 0 -.1 .11 10.38 11.82 24.25 280 213 .99
UoT DUT SET -.06 .03 0 -.13 .01 7.56 9.82 19.06 987 703 .99
UoT DUT COM -.23 .03 0 -.29 -.17 8.22 9.59 23.46 2450 1472 1
UoT DUT HUM -.2 .04 0 -.28 -.12 5.8 6.9 22.71 641 422 .99
UoT DUT HLTH -.27 .04 0 -.35 -.2 7.34 9.17 21.99 787 489 .99
UoT TSUT SET -.25 .02 0 -.28 -.21 5.41 8.48 6.81 15257 8432 .99
UoT TSUT COM -.08 .02 0 -.12 -.05 5.47 7.12 8.62 7191 4256 .99
UoT TSUT HUM -.23 .11 .01 -.44 -.01 8.28 8.4 76.23 53 52 1
UoT TSUT HLTH -.41 .06 0 -.52 -.29 7.24 7.04 29.45 261 209 .99
UoT MUT SET -.11 .03 0 -.16 -.06 8.34 7.77 10.11 3029 1779 .99
UoT MUT COM -.3 .04 0 -.37 -.22 6.59 5.54 13.8 1404 868 .99
UoT MUT HLTH -.05 .12 .01 -.28 .18 9.6 8.24 26 58 42 1

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022; NSC 2011–2021; NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students enrolled in degree and diploma qualifications.
The B-statistic reports the mean absolute standardised difference in covariate means between treated and
matched control groups after matching. Values below 20 are typically considered acceptable balance.
Support % reports the percentage of treated observations retained within the region of common support.
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Table A23: Matched results for TU: gradinnplus1

ATT SE VAR LB UB T
mean

C
mean

B-stat T N C N Support
%

TU UCT SET -.17 .02 0 -.2 -.13 5.81 7.24 18.75 2280 1382 .99
TU UCT COM -.12 .02 0 -.17 -.07 8.95 8.58 21.26 1955 1075 1
TU UCT HUM -.11 .02 0 -.15 -.07 7.77 7.54 20.68 2566 1288 .99
TU UCT HLTH -.42 .05 0 -.51 -.33 6.81 7.9 21.21 288 254 1
TU UFH SET -.2 .03 0 -.25 -.15 9.32 9.36 14.54 3015 1417 .98
TU UFH COM -.07 .02 0 -.11 -.03 9.81 9.98 16.14 2430 1265 .98
TU UFH HUM -.16 .05 0 -.25 -.07 9.91 10.27 14.66 2151 1351 .98
TU UFS SET -.28 .02 0 -.32 -.25 7.7 7.72 29.85 9204 2021 .99
TU UFS COM -.12 .01 0 -.15 -.09 6.6 8.54 21.61 7882 2858 .99
TU UFS HUM -.33 .02 0 -.37 -.3 5.98 7.79 20.74 6495 2836 .98
TU UFS EDU -.19 .02 0 -.23 -.16 6.34 8.58 31.13 4163 1788 .99
TU UKZN SET -.26 .03 0 -.31 -.21 5.85 8.09 21.88 4758 1878 1
TU UKZN COM -.11 .04 0 -.19 -.03 5.49 8.34 19.56 1925 834 1
TU UKZN HUM -.09 .03 0 -.15 -.02 9.95 7.68 21.22 3990 1599 .98
TU UL SET -.19 .02 0 -.22 -.16 6.28 10.03 10.34 6242 4213 1
TU UL COM -.11 .03 0 -.16 -.05 10.6 9.97 24.45 1511 700 .99
TU UL HUM -.19 .03 0 -.24 -.14 8.37 10.92 8.67 2426 1609 .98
TU NWU SET -.22 .02 0 -.25 -.18 6.62 9.99 10.16 3315 2190 .99
TU NWU COM -.19 .01 0 -.21 -.16 9.37 10.05 7.72 7518 4929 .99
TU NWU HUM -.17 .04 0 -.24 -.1 8.66 10.23 26.27 590 527 .98
TU UP SET -.22 .01 0 -.25 -.19 11.63 11.79 13.99 7678 3820 1
TU UP COM -.21 .02 0 -.26 -.16 10.82 12.44 30.97 1998 873 .99
TU UP HUM -.38 .1 .01 -.57 -.19 8 11.34 63.45 61 61 1
TU RU SET -.11 .05 0 -.2 -.02 3.09 7.02 28.14 484 279 .99
TU RU COM -.18 .04 0 -.26 -.1 6.92 8.35 34.41 559 291 1
TU RU HUM -.07 .04 0 -.16 .01 4.34 4.84 27.03 614 369 .96
TU SU SET -.21 .03 0 -.27 -.15 7.9 9.75 19.58 922 728 1
TU SU COM -.11 .03 0 -.17 -.04 7.09 10 30.87 873 501 1
TU SU HUM -.22 .02 0 -.26 -.17 7.72 9.29 28.38 1902 1065 .99
TU SU HLTH -.31 .08 .01 -.46 -.16 8.01 7.5 42.9 118 82 .98
TU UWC SET -.18 .02 0 -.21 -.14 4.02 9.02 12.87 3504 2113 .99
TU UWC COM -.25 .03 0 -.3 -.2 7.53 9.07 26.22 2633 801 .99
TU UWC HUM -.16 .02 0 -.19 -.13 6 9.28 10.68 4692 3154 .98
TU UWC HLTH -.22 .08 .01 -.37 -.06 6.07 10.05 81.23 151 47 .83
TU UWC EDU -.15 .04 0 -.24 -.07 4.03 8.69 21.41 704 361 .97
TU SMU SET -.09 .03 0 -.14 -.04 5.31 9.88 17.75 1469 875 1
TU SMU HLTH .04 .05 0 -.05 .14 10.1 7.36 42.46 67 53 1

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022; NSC 2011–2021; NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students enrolled in degree and diploma qualifications.
The B-statistic reports the mean absolute standardised difference in covariate means between treated and
matched control groups after matching. Values below 20 are typically considered acceptable balance.
Support % reports the percentage of treated observations retained within the region of common support.
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Table A24: Matched results for CUs and UoTs: everdrop

ATT SE VAR LB UB T
mean

C
mean

B-stat T N C N Support
%

CU UJ SET -.02 .02 0 -.06 .01 8.34 10.07 12.02 9686 4755 .99
CU UJ COM .05 .02 0 .02 .08 7.26 9.06 8.22 7139 5179 .99
CU UJ HUM -.01 .02 0 -.06 .03 6.65 8.12 14.74 2605 1789 .99
CU NMU SET .11 .02 0 .07 .15 7.64 8.42 14.95 1546 1206 .99
CU NMU COM .04 .01 0 .02 .07 6.43 8.2 11.29 3870 2499 .98
CU NMU HUM .12 .04 0 .04 .2 10.88 12.45 19.56 345 311 .99
CU NMU HLTH .01 .05 0 -.09 .1 10.78 10.68 37.64 499 236 .99
CU UV SET .04 .02 0 .01 .07 11.83 11.86 12.59 2138 1573 1
CU UV COM 0 .03 0 -.07 .07 10.08 11.74 26.19 500 391 .98
CU UV HUM .07 .02 0 .03 .12 9.94 8.88 28.39 558 479 .99
CU WSU SET .02 .02 0 -.01 .06 6.62 6.58 8.3 10078 3663 .98
CU WSU COM .01 .02 0 -.02 .04 7.27 8.15 9.51 3215 2293 .99
CU WSU HUM .05 .02 0 .02 .09 11.32 9.76 9.2 4369 2642 .99
CU WSU HLTH .01 .04 0 -.07 .09 9.49 9.37 26.85 355 244 .99
CU WSU EDU 0 .02 0 -.03 .03 9.98 10.84 12.45 1719 805 .64
CU UZ SET 0 .02 0 -.04 .05 5.98 8.34 20.22 1929 1194 .99
CU UZ COM .02 .03 0 -.03 .07 7.86 8.36 13.01 1368 838 .99
CU UZ HUM .06 .06 0 -.05 .18 6.63 9.56 18.01 303 186 1

UoT CPUT SET -.01 .02 0 -.04 .02 5.8 9.5 9.86 7726 4394 .99
UoT CPUT COM .01 .02 0 -.02 .04 3.79 6.41 10.27 2826 2168 .98
UoT CPUT HUM .04 .03 0 -.02 .09 4.91 6.25 13.57 1470 930 .98
UoT CPUT HLTH -.05 .04 0 -.12 .02 7.22 9.82 12.99 806 522 1
UoT CUT SET .09 .02 0 .06 .12 8.63 10.75 13.64 2772 1931 .98
UoT CUT COM .09 .04 0 .01 .18 9.5 13.14 34.91 143 125 .98
UoT CUT HUM .17 .04 0 .1 .24 7.34 10.42 26.26 481 354 .98
UoT CUT HLTH .05 .04 0 -.03 .14 10.38 11.82 24.25 280 213 .99
UoT DUT SET .04 .03 0 -.03 .1 7.56 9.82 19.06 987 703 .99
UoT DUT COM .03 .03 0 -.02 .08 8.22 9.59 23.46 2450 1472 1
UoT DUT HUM .08 .04 0 0 .16 5.8 6.9 22.71 641 422 .99
UoT DUT HLTH .15 .03 0 .08 .21 7.34 9.17 21.99 787 489 .99
UoT TSUT SET .01 .02 0 -.02 .04 5.41 8.48 6.81 15257 8432 .99
UoT TSUT COM .01 .02 0 -.03 .05 5.47 7.12 8.62 7191 4256 .99
UoT TSUT HUM .26 .11 .01 .06 .47 8.28 8.4 76.23 53 52 1
UoT TSUT HLTH .21 .05 0 .11 .32 7.24 7.04 29.45 261 209 .99
UoT MUT SET -.01 .03 0 -.06 .05 8.34 7.77 10.11 3029 1779 .99
UoT MUT COM .07 .03 0 .01 .13 6.59 5.54 13.8 1404 868 .99
UoT MUT HLTH .02 .09 .01 -.16 .2 9.6 8.24 26 58 42 1

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022; NSC 2011–2021; NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students enrolled in degree and diploma qualifications.
The B-statistic reports the mean absolute standardised difference in covariate means between treated and
matched control groups after matching. Values below 20 are typically considered acceptable balance.
Support % reports the percentage of treated observations retained within the region of common support.
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Table A25: Matched results for TU: everdrop

ATT SE VAR LB UB T
mean

C
mean

B-stat T N C N Support
%

TU UCT SET .08 .02 0 .04 .11 5.81 7.24 18.75 2280 1382 .99
TU UCT COM 0 .02 0 -.03 .03 8.95 8.58 21.26 1955 1075 1
TU UCT HUM .01 .02 0 -.02 .04 7.77 7.54 20.68 2566 1288 .99
TU UCT HLTH .17 .04 0 .1 .25 6.81 7.9 21.21 288 254 1
TU UFH SET -.01 .02 0 -.05 .03 9.32 9.36 14.54 3015 1417 .98
TU UFH COM -.02 .02 0 -.06 .02 9.81 9.98 16.14 2430 1265 .98
TU UFH HUM .01 .04 0 -.06 .09 9.91 10.27 14.66 2151 1351 .98
TU UFS SET .04 .02 0 0 .08 7.7 7.72 29.85 9204 2021 .99
TU UFS COM -.05 .02 0 -.08 -.02 6.6 8.54 21.61 7882 2858 .99
TU UFS HUM .03 .02 0 -.01 .06 5.98 7.79 20.74 6495 2836 .98
TU UFS EDU .03 .01 0 0 .06 6.34 8.58 31.13 4163 1788 .99
TU UKZN SET .1 .03 0 .04 .15 5.85 8.09 21.88 4758 1878 1
TU UKZN COM -.08 .03 0 -.13 -.02 5.49 8.34 19.56 1925 834 1
TU UKZN HUM -.04 .03 0 -.09 .02 9.95 7.68 21.22 3990 1599 .98
TU UL SET .07 .01 0 .05 .09 6.28 10.03 10.34 6242 4213 1
TU UL COM -.05 .02 0 -.1 -.01 10.6 9.97 24.45 1511 700 .99
TU UL HUM .09 .03 0 .04 .15 8.37 10.92 8.67 2426 1609 .98
TU NWU SET .06 .02 0 .03 .09 6.62 9.99 10.16 3315 2190 .99
TU NWU COM 0 .01 0 -.02 .02 9.37 10.05 7.72 7518 4929 .99
TU NWU HUM .06 .03 0 0 .12 8.66 10.23 26.27 590 527 .98
TU UP SET .05 .02 0 .02 .09 11.63 11.79 13.99 7678 3820 1
TU UP COM 10.82 12.44 30.97 1998 873 .99
TU UP HUM .43 .1 .01 .23 .62 8 11.34 63.45 61 61 1
TU RU SET 0 .05 0 -.1 .09 3.09 7.02 28.14 484 279 .99
TU RU COM -.01 .04 0 -.09 .07 6.92 8.35 34.41 559 291 1
TU RU HUM -.04 .04 0 -.11 .04 4.34 4.84 27.03 614 369 .96
TU SU SET .07 .03 0 .02 .13 7.9 9.75 19.58 922 728 1
TU SU COM .04 .03 0 -.03 .11 7.09 10 30.87 873 501 1
TU SU HUM .06 .02 0 .02 .1 7.72 9.29 28.38 1902 1065 .99
TU SU HLTH -.03 .07 .01 -.17 .12 8.01 7.5 42.9 118 82 .98
TU UWC SET .04 .02 0 .01 .07 4.02 9.02 12.87 3504 2113 .99
TU UWC COM .04 .02 0 .01 .07 7.53 9.07 26.22 2633 801 .99
TU UWC HUM -.02 .02 0 -.05 .01 6 9.28 10.68 4692 3154 .98
TU UWC HLTH .02 .07 0 -.1 .15 6.07 10.05 81.23 151 47 .83
TU UWC EDU .04 .04 0 -.04 .12 4.03 8.69 21.41 704 361 .97
TU SMU SET -.05 .02 0 -.09 -.01 5.31 9.88 17.75 1469 875 1
TU SMU HLTH .01 .03 0 -.04 .07 10.1 7.36 42.46 67 53 1

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022; NSC 2011–2021; NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students enrolled in degree and diploma qualifications.
The B-statistic reports the mean absolute standardised difference in covariate means between treated and
matched control groups after matching. Values below 20 are typically considered acceptable balance.
Support % reports the percentage of treated observations retained within the region of common support.
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Table A26: Matched results for CUs and UoTs: evergrad

ATT SE VAR LB UB T
mean

C
mean

B-stat T N C N Support
%

CU UJ SET -.08 .02 0 -.12 -.05 8.34 10.07 12.02 9686 4755 .99
CU UJ COM -.09 .02 0 -.13 -.06 7.26 9.06 8.22 7139 5179 .99
CU UJ HUM -.08 .02 0 -.12 -.04 6.65 8.12 14.74 2605 1789 .99
CU NMU SET -.18 .02 0 -.23 -.13 7.64 8.42 14.95 1546 1206 .99
CU NMU COM -.18 .02 0 -.21 -.15 6.43 8.2 11.29 3870 2499 .98
CU NMU HUM -.03 .04 0 -.11 .05 10.88 12.45 19.56 345 311 .99
CU NMU HLTH -.1 .05 0 -.2 .01 10.78 10.68 37.64 499 236 .99
CU UV SET -.13 .02 0 -.17 -.09 11.83 11.86 12.59 2138 1573 1
CU UV COM .03 .04 0 -.06 .11 10.08 11.74 26.19 500 391 .98
CU UV HUM -.17 .04 0 -.24 -.1 9.94 8.88 28.39 558 479 .99
CU WSU SET -.07 .02 0 -.11 -.03 6.62 6.58 8.3 10078 3663 .98
CU WSU COM -.04 .02 0 -.07 0 7.27 8.15 9.51 3215 2293 .99
CU WSU HUM -.05 .02 0 -.09 -.01 11.32 9.76 9.2 4369 2642 .99
CU WSU HLTH -.01 .05 0 -.12 .1 9.49 9.37 26.85 355 244 .99
CU WSU EDU 0 .02 0 -.04 .04 9.98 10.84 12.45 1719 805 .64
CU UZ SET -.07 .03 0 -.12 -.02 5.98 8.34 20.22 1929 1194 .99
CU UZ COM -.09 .03 0 -.14 -.03 7.86 8.36 13.01 1368 838 .99
CU UZ HUM -.24 .07 0 -.37 -.11 6.63 9.56 18.01 303 186 1

UoT CPUT SET -.09 .02 0 -.12 -.05 5.8 9.5 9.86 7726 4394 .99
UoT CPUT COM -.05 .02 0 -.09 -.02 3.79 6.41 10.27 2826 2168 .98
UoT CPUT HUM -.09 .03 0 -.14 -.04 4.91 6.25 13.57 1470 930 .98
UoT CPUT HLTH -.07 .04 0 -.14 .01 7.22 9.82 12.99 806 522 1
UoT CUT SET -.14 .02 0 -.18 -.11 8.63 10.75 13.64 2772 1931 .98
UoT CUT COM -.04 .03 0 -.1 .03 9.5 13.14 34.91 143 125 .98
UoT CUT HUM -.22 .04 0 -.29 -.14 7.34 10.42 26.26 481 354 .98
UoT CUT HLTH .07 .06 0 -.04 .19 10.38 11.82 24.25 280 213 .99
UoT DUT SET .02 .03 0 -.05 .09 7.56 9.82 19.06 987 703 .99
UoT DUT COM -.09 .03 0 -.15 -.03 8.22 9.59 23.46 2450 1472 1
UoT DUT HUM -.14 .04 0 -.21 -.06 5.8 6.9 22.71 641 422 .99
UoT DUT HLTH -.18 .03 0 -.25 -.12 7.34 9.17 21.99 787 489 .99
UoT TSUT SET -.11 .02 0 -.14 -.07 5.41 8.48 6.81 15257 8432 .99
UoT TSUT COM -.02 .02 0 -.06 .02 5.47 7.12 8.62 7191 4256 .99
UoT TSUT HUM -.19 .11 .01 -.41 .03 8.28 8.4 76.23 53 52 1
UoT TSUT HLTH -.14 .05 0 -.24 -.04 7.24 7.04 29.45 261 209 .99
UoT MUT SET -.08 .03 0 -.14 -.02 8.34 7.77 10.11 3029 1779 .99
UoT MUT COM -.18 .03 0 -.24 -.11 6.59 5.54 13.8 1404 868 .99
UoT MUT HLTH .03 .09 .01 -.15 .22 9.6 8.24 26 58 42 1

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022; NSC 2011–2021; NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students enrolled in degree and diploma qualifications.
The B-statistic reports the mean absolute standardised difference in covariate means between treated and
matched control groups after matching. Values below 20 are typically considered acceptable balance.
Support % reports the percentage of treated observations retained within the region of common support.
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Table A27: Matched results for TU: evergrad

ATT SE VAR LB UB T
mean

C
mean

B-stat T N C N Support
%

TU UCT SET -.09 .02 0 -.13 -.05 5.81 7.24 18.75 2280 1382 .99
TU UCT COM -.05 .02 0 -.1 0 8.95 8.58 21.26 1955 1075 1
TU UCT HUM -.06 .02 0 -.1 -.02 7.77 7.54 20.68 2566 1288 .99
TU UCT HLTH -.3 .05 0 -.4 -.2 6.81 7.9 21.21 288 254 1
TU UFH SET -.09 .02 0 -.14 -.05 9.32 9.36 14.54 3015 1417 .98
TU UFH COM -.06 .02 0 -.1 -.02 9.81 9.98 16.14 2430 1265 .98
TU UFH HUM -.06 .04 0 -.14 .02 9.91 10.27 14.66 2151 1351 .98
TU UFS SET -.15 .02 0 -.18 -.11 7.7 7.72 29.85 9204 2021 .99
TU UFS COM -.02 .02 0 -.05 .01 6.6 8.54 21.61 7882 2858 .99
TU UFS HUM -.25 .02 0 -.28 -.21 5.98 7.79 20.74 6495 2836 .98
TU UFS EDU -.15 .02 0 -.19 -.11 6.34 8.58 31.13 4163 1788 .99
TU UKZN SET -.16 .03 0 -.21 -.1 5.85 8.09 21.88 4758 1878 1
TU UKZN COM -.06 .04 0 -.14 .01 5.49 8.34 19.56 1925 834 1
TU UKZN HUM -.08 .03 0 -.15 -.01 9.95 7.68 21.22 3990 1599 .98
TU UL SET -.09 .01 0 -.11 -.06 6.28 10.03 10.34 6242 4213 1
TU UL COM -.03 .03 0 -.09 .02 10.6 9.97 24.45 1511 700 .99
TU UL HUM -.1 .03 0 -.15 -.05 8.37 10.92 8.67 2426 1609 .98
TU NWU SET -.13 .02 0 -.17 -.1 6.62 9.99 10.16 3315 2190 .99
TU NWU COM -.1 .01 0 -.12 -.07 9.37 10.05 7.72 7518 4929 .99
TU NWU HUM -.13 .04 0 -.2 -.06 8.66 10.23 26.27 590 527 .98
TU UP SET -.16 .02 0 -.19 -.13 11.63 11.79 13.99 7678 3820 1
TU UP COM -.14 .03 0 -.19 -.09 10.82 12.44 30.97 1998 873 .99
TU UP HUM -.36 .09 .01 -.54 -.18 8 11.34 63.45 61 61 1
TU RU SET -.06 .05 0 -.16 .03 3.09 7.02 28.14 484 279 .99
TU RU COM -.05 .04 0 -.12 .03 6.92 8.35 34.41 559 291 1
TU RU HUM .01 .04 0 -.06 .09 4.34 4.84 27.03 614 369 .96
TU SU SET -.06 .03 0 -.12 -.01 7.9 9.75 19.58 922 728 1
TU SU COM -.05 .04 0 -.12 .02 7.09 10 30.87 873 501 1
TU SU HUM -.13 .02 0 -.17 -.09 7.72 9.29 28.38 1902 1065 .99
TU SU HLTH -.3 .08 .01 -.46 -.14 8.01 7.5 42.9 118 82 .98
TU UWC SET -.09 .02 0 -.12 -.05 4.02 9.02 12.87 3504 2113 .99
TU UWC COM -.07 .03 0 -.13 -.01 7.53 9.07 26.22 2633 801 .99
TU UWC HUM -.05 .02 0 -.09 -.02 6 9.28 10.68 4692 3154 .98
TU UWC HLTH -.2 .08 .01 -.35 -.05 6.07 10.05 81.23 151 47 .83
TU UWC EDU -.11 .04 0 -.19 -.04 4.03 8.69 21.41 704 361 .97
TU SMU SET -.08 .03 0 -.13 -.03 5.31 9.88 17.75 1469 875 1
TU SMU HLTH .04 .05 0 -.06 .14 10.1 7.36 42.46 67 53 1

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022; NSC 2011–2021; NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students enrolled in degree and diploma qualifications.
The B-statistic reports the mean absolute standardised difference in covariate means between treated and
matched control groups after matching. Values below 20 are typically considered acceptable balance.
Support % reports the percentage of treated observations retained within the region of common support.
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Table A28: Matched results for CUs and UoTs: numyrenrol

ATT SE VAR LB UB T
mean

C
mean

B-stat T N C N Support
%

CU UJ SET .53 .08 .01 .37 .69 8.34 10.07 12.02 9686 4755 .99
CU UJ COM .58 .06 0 .47 .69 7.26 9.06 8.22 7139 5179 .99
CU UJ HUM .31 .08 .01 .15 .47 6.65 8.12 14.74 2605 1789 .99
CU NMU SET .53 .08 .01 .37 .68 7.64 8.42 14.95 1546 1206 .99
CU NMU COM .27 .05 0 .17 .37 6.43 8.2 11.29 3870 2499 .98
CU NMU HUM .94 .13 .02 .68 1.2 10.88 12.45 19.56 345 311 .99
CU NMU HLTH .9 .14 .02 .62 1.17 10.78 10.68 37.64 499 236 .99
CU UV SET .47 .08 .01 .32 .63 11.83 11.86 12.59 2138 1573 1
CU UV COM .3 .16 .02 -.01 .61 10.08 11.74 26.19 500 391 .98
CU UV HUM .63 .11 .01 .4 .85 9.94 8.88 28.39 558 479 .99
CU WSU SET .47 .08 .01 .32 .62 6.62 6.58 8.3 10078 3663 .98
CU WSU COM .11 .05 0 .01 .21 7.27 8.15 9.51 3215 2293 .99
CU WSU HUM .29 .07 .01 .15 .43 11.32 9.76 9.2 4369 2642 .99
CU WSU HLTH .29 .14 .02 .01 .57 9.49 9.37 26.85 355 244 .99
CU WSU EDU .08 .05 0 -.03 .19 9.98 10.84 12.45 1719 805 .64
CU UZ SET .53 .09 .01 .36 .7 5.98 8.34 20.22 1929 1194 .99
CU UZ COM .56 .09 .01 .38 .73 7.86 8.36 13.01 1368 838 .99
CU UZ HUM .06 .06 0 -.05 .18 6.63 9.56 18.01 303 186 1

UoT CPUT SET .36 .06 0 .24 .49 5.8 9.5 9.86 7726 4394 .99
UoT CPUT COM .35 .06 0 .23 .46 3.79 6.41 10.27 2826 2168 .98
UoT CPUT HUM .49 .08 .01 .33 .65 4.91 6.25 13.57 1470 930 .98
UoT CPUT HLTH .62 .12 .01 .38 .85 7.22 9.82 12.99 806 522 1
UoT CUT SET .46 .07 0 .32 .59 8.63 10.75 13.64 2772 1931 .98
UoT CUT COM .25 .15 .02 -.03 .53 9.5 13.14 34.91 143 125 .98
UoT CUT HUM .43 .12 .02 .18 .67 7.34 10.42 26.26 481 354 .98
UoT CUT HLTH .57 .2 .04 .19 .96 10.38 11.82 24.25 280 213 .99
UoT DUT SET .61 .11 .01 .39 .83 7.56 9.82 19.06 987 703 .99
UoT DUT COM .67 .06 0 .54 .79 8.22 9.59 23.46 2450 1472 1
UoT DUT HUM .52 .11 .01 .31 .73 5.8 6.9 22.71 641 422 .99
UoT DUT HLTH .19 .11 .01 -.01 .4 7.34 9.17 21.99 787 489 .99
UoT TSUT SET .43 .06 0 .3 .55 5.41 8.48 6.81 15257 8432 .99
UoT TSUT COM .4 .08 .01 .24 .56 5.47 7.12 8.62 7191 4256 .99
UoT TSUT HUM .83 .4 .16 .05 1.61 8.28 8.4 76.23 53 52 1
UoT TSUT HLTH .73 .19 .04 .35 1.11 7.24 7.04 29.45 261 209 .99
UoT MUT SET .45 .08 .01 .28 .61 8.34 7.77 10.11 3029 1779 .99
UoT MUT COM .85 .1 .01 .65 1.05 6.59 5.54 13.8 1404 868 .99
UoT MUT HLTH .6 .25 .06 .11 1.09 9.6 8.24 26 58 42 1

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022; NSC 2011–2021; NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students enrolled in degree and diploma qualifications.
The B-statistic reports the mean absolute standardised difference in covariate means between treated and
matched control groups after matching. Values below 20 are typically considered acceptable balance.
Support % reports the percentage of treated observations retained within the region of common support.
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Table A29: Matched results for TU: numyrenrol

ATT SE VAR LB UB T
mean

C
mean

B-stat T N C N Support
%

TU UCT SET .5 .06 0 .38 .63 5.81 7.24 18.75 2280 1382 .99
TU UCT COM .41 .08 .01 .26 .55 8.95 8.58 21.26 1955 1075 1
TU UCT HUM .38 .06 0 .27 .49 7.77 7.54 20.68 2566 1288 .99
TU UCT HLTH .31 .15 .02 .01 .61 6.81 7.9 21.21 288 254 1
TU UFH SET .53 .09 .01 .35 .7 9.32 9.36 14.54 3015 1417 .98
TU UFH COM .26 .07 .01 .13 .4 9.81 9.98 16.14 2430 1265 .98
TU UFH HUM .07 .16 .02 -.24 .38 9.91 10.27 14.66 2151 1351 .98
TU UFS SET .25 .06 0 .14 .37 7.7 7.72 29.85 9204 2021 .99
TU UFS COM .51 .06 0 .39 .63 6.6 8.54 21.61 7882 2858 .99
TU UFS HUM .2 .08 .01 .05 .35 5.98 7.79 20.74 6495 2836 .98
TU UFS EDU .47 .04 0 .39 .56 6.34 8.58 31.13 4163 1788 .99
TU UKZN SET .64 .11 .01 .43 .86 5.85 8.09 21.88 4758 1878 1
TU UKZN COM .47 .08 .01 .32 .62 5.49 8.34 19.56 1925 834 1
TU UKZN HUM .32 .09 .01 .15 .49 9.95 7.68 21.22 3990 1599 .98
TU UL SET .44 .06 0 .33 .55 6.28 10.03 10.34 6242 4213 1
TU UL COM .38 .08 .01 .23 .54 10.6 9.97 24.45 1511 700 .99
TU UL HUM .78 .11 .01 .55 1 8.37 10.92 8.67 2426 1609 .98
TU NWU SET .51 .06 0 .39 .63 6.62 9.99 10.16 3315 2190 .99
TU NWU COM .29 .04 0 .2 .37 9.37 10.05 7.72 7518 4929 .99
TU NWU HUM .27 .11 .01 .05 .48 8.66 10.23 26.27 590 527 .98
TU UP SET .6 .06 0 .47 .72 11.63 11.79 13.99 7678 3820 1
TU UP COM .35 .08 .01 .2 .5 10.82 12.44 30.97 1998 873 .99
TU UP HUM 1.33 .35 .12 .65 2.01 8 11.34 63.45 61 61 1
TU RU SET .58 .15 .02 .3 .87 3.09 7.02 28.14 484 279 .99
TU RU COM .54 .15 .02 .24 .83 6.92 8.35 34.41 559 291 1
TU RU HUM .3 .15 .02 .01 .59 4.34 4.84 27.03 614 369 .96
TU SU SET 1.02 .11 .01 .81 1.23 7.9 9.75 19.58 922 728 1
TU SU COM .18 .13 .02 -.08 .43 7.09 10 30.87 873 501 1
TU SU HUM .54 .07 .01 .39 .68 7.72 9.29 28.38 1902 1065 .99
TU SU HLTH .44 .23 .05 0 .88 8.01 7.5 42.9 118 82 .98
TU UWC SET .39 .06 0 .26 .51 4.02 9.02 12.87 3504 2113 .99
TU UWC COM .51 .08 .01 .35 .67 7.53 9.07 26.22 2633 801 .99
TU UWC HUM .52 .05 0 .42 .63 6 9.28 10.68 4692 3154 .98
TU UWC HLTH .15 .17 .03 -.18 .49 6.07 10.05 81.23 151 47 .83
TU UWC EDU .48 .11 .01 .26 .69 4.03 8.69 21.41 704 361 .97
TU SMU SET .8 .07 .01 .66 .95 5.31 9.88 17.75 1469 875 1
TU SMU HLTH .33 .24 .06 -.14 .8 10.1 7.36 42.46 67 53 1

Data sources: HEMIS 2012–2022; NSC 2011–2021; NSFAS 2012–2022.
Sample: South African students enrolled in degree and diploma qualifications.
The B-statistic reports the mean absolute standardised difference in covariate means between treated and
matched control groups after matching. Values below 20 are typically considered acceptable balance.
Support % reports the percentage of treated observations retained within the region of common support.
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F Supplementary Literature Table

Table A30: Empirical Studies Evaluating ECP/AD Programmes

Study Years Context Method Main Findings

Edwards, 2000 1997 UCT,
Microeconomics

OLS, RLS AD students performed
comparably to repeat
mainstream students.

Smith and
Edwards, 2007

2001–2002 UCT,
Economics

Multivariate
OLS

AD students outperformed in
structured assessments.

Smith and
Ranchhod, 2012

2000–2005 UCT,
Economics

OLS,
Heckman

Positive early effects; later
effects attenuated.

Smith, 2012 1999–2005 UCT,
Economics

OLS, Probit,
Heckman

Significant gains for African
students.

Smith, 2013 1999–2005 UCT,
Chemistry

Multivariate
OLS

AD students outperformed by
approximately 15 pp.

Smith, Case, and
Van Walbeek,
2014

1999–2003 UCT, Multiple
faculties

Logit No significant graduation
effect once controls included.

Smith, 2009 1999–2002 UCT,
Commerce

PSM Higher graduation rates for
AD students relative to
matched peers.

Bengesai and
Amusa, 2024

2014–2016 UKZN, BCom IPTW Higher progression and
graduation odds (conditional
on articulation).

Note: Table adapted from Hoossen (2025).
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