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1. INTRODUCTION

As stated in the National Plan for Higher Education (2001), ‘…poor graduation and retention rates and high drop-out rates are unacceptable and represent a huge waste of resources, both financial and human”. For example, a national student drop-out rate of 20% implies about R1.3 billion in government subsidies is spent each year on students who do not complete their study programmes. This is also a tremendous loss of potential schooled workforce for the labour market. Moreover, the cost to those who drop-out, in terms of the moral and psychological damage associated with ‘failure’ is incalculable.’ 

Throughput rate is a good measure of the efficiency and effectiveness of an organization. It is important that throughput figures should be scrutinized on a yearly basis and that plans of action should be instituted to curb unnecessary dropout and to increase the rate and speed of throughput.
For a better understanding of the data to follow the reader is referred to relevant definitions on dropout that are stated in the Glossary at the end of this report.
2.
THROUGHPUT ON AN INTERNATIONAL LEVEL

According to Tinto (Noel et al, 1985:30) between 40 and 45% of all first-time entrants to all forms of higher education in the United States will eventually obtain four-year degrees. Of these, he alleges, an increasingly large share are taking more than four years of continuous enrolment to do so. Lourens (1999:3) states that, on average, 23% of first-time entering international students (from selected institutions only) enrolled in a 4-year programme, graduated after four years (minimum period) of study. According to information from 2 377 Higher Education Institutions in the USA 51.6% of students enrolled in four-year programmes graduated within five years (Higher Education Chronicle 17-02-2000). It appears as though the so-called standard form of college progression – taking four years to earn a four-year degree – is no longer the standard.
In an internet article recent figures released by Statistics SA (31 October 2007) show that, in SA, only 9.1% (as opposed to 30% in Europe and close to 40% in the USA) of people older than 20 complete diploma or degree programmes. Although this figure is up from 8.4% in 2001 universities are nevertheless producing far too few graduates to address the country’s skills gap. The blame for the big dropout of students is blamed on poor funding to the higher education sector (high class fees force students to drop out) and the lack of basic academic skills required for study at a university. Be as it may, the fact is that a dropout of more than 90% of our prospective skilled workforce (or failure to graduate) is an enormous drain on taxpayer money and prospective graduate economic work power, and should receive attention.
3. THROUGHPUT ON A NATIONAL LEVEL

Currently, the South African Higher Education Research and Development group (HERD-SA) are conducting, by means of a Kellogg’s grant, research amongst a number of participating South African institutions. In the following sections figures obtained from the Phase 1 (cohort study) and Phase 2 (predictors of dropout) will be discussed. Institutions’ data used and compared include the following:

Tshwane University of Technology

Central University of Technology

University of the Free State

University of Cape Town

Witwatersrand University

University of Johannesburg

North West University

In order to be able to make valid comparisons across the various institutions HERDSA studies were conducted using HEMIS data.

3.1 Cohort figures for TUT determined on a national level

According to figures obtained from the cohort studies (same students tracked over a period of seven years) from Phase I of the 2006 HERD-SA project (see Table 3/1), TUT displayed the highest dropout figures and lowest throughput rates for cohorts from years 2000 to 2003, as compared to the seven other institutions. Of these institutions two are universities of technology, one a comprehensive university and the others traditional academic universities. 

The average dropout percentage at TUT over the span of years 2000 to 2004 is 40%, as compared to the average of nine respondents’ (including TUT) of 23% in the HERD-SA study. The lowest dropout average in this study is 14% (North-West University) and the highest is that of TUT (40%).

Taken at the 4th year level it appears as though the throughput of graduates at TUT remains steady at 13% from 2000 to 2002 and then there is a drop to 8% in the 2003 cohort study at 4th year level. This also coincides with a high dropout of 48% during this year (2003). Could this just be because of a bad year, or perhaps the result of upheaval in the first year of the merger situation?

Another factor of concern at TUT is the fall in student numbers during the last few years. An investigation of the baseline enrolment figures 2000 – 2003 shows a steady increase in enrolment figures during this time period. Allowing for some minor fluctuations this is also generally the trend amongst the other institutions that took part in the HERD-SA study.

TABLE 3.1/1:   COHORT STATISTICS FOR TUT DETERMINED NATIONALLY (7 institutions)
	Entering term
	1st yr
	2nd yr
	3rd yr
	 4th yr
	 5th yr
	 6th yr
	 7th yr

	2000 Baseline Enrolment
	11,699
	11,699
	11,699
	11,699
	11,699
	11,699
	11,699

	# Enrolment 
	11,699
	7,205
	4,502
	2,270
	895
	512
	315

	% Enrolment 
	100%
	62%
	38%
	19%
	8%
	4%
	3%

	# Drop outs 
	0
	4,021
	2,425
	1,506
	918
	148
	123

	% Drop outs 
	0%
	34%
	21%
	13%
	8%
	1%
	1%

	Cumulative Drop outs
	0
	4021
	6446
	7952
	8870
	9018
	9141

	% Cumulative Drop outs
	0%
	34%
	55%
	68%
	76%
	77%
	78%

	# Graduations
	0
	0
	0
	1887
	297
	164
	43

	% Graduations
	0%
	0%
	0%
	16%
	3%
	1%
	0.4%

	# Cumulative Graduations
	0
	0
	0
	1,887
	2,184
	2,348
	2,391

	% Cumulative Graduations
	0%
	0%
	0%
	16%
	19%
	20%
	20%

	2001 Baseline Enrolment
	14,972
	14,972
	14,972
	14,972
	14,972
	14,972
	14,972

	# Enrolment 
	14,972
	8,310
	5,233
	1,705
	970
	525
	0

	% Enrolment 
	100%
	56%
	35%
	11%
	6%
	4%
	0%

	# Drop outs
	0
	6,060
	2,941
	2,888
	308
	208
	0

	% Drop outs 
	0%
	40%
	20%
	19%
	2%
	1%
	0%

	Cumulative Drop outs
	0
	6060
	9001
	11889
	12197
	12405
	0

	% Cumulative Drop outs
	0%
	40%
	60%
	79%
	81%
	83%
	0%

	# Graduations
	0
	0
	0
	1910
	335
	76
	0

	% Graduations
	0%
	0%
	0%
	13%
	2%
	1%
	0.0%

	# Cumulative Graduations
	0
	0
	0
	1,910
	2,245
	2,321
	2,321

	% Cumulative Graduations
	0%
	0%
	0%
	13%
	15%
	16%
	16%

	2002 Baseline Enrolment
	13,460
	13,460
	13,460
	13,460
	13,460
	13,460
	13,460

	# Enrolment 
	13,460
	8,064
	2,855
	2,072
	1,215
	0
	0

	% Enrolment 
	100%
	60%
	21%
	15%
	9%
	0%
	0%

	# Drop outs
	0
	5,095
	4,873
	425
	442
	0
	0

	% Drop outs 
	0%
	38%
	36%
	3%
	3%
	0%
	0%

	Cumulative Drop outs
	0
	5095
	9968
	10393
	10835
	0
	0

	% Cumulative Drop outs
	0%
	38%
	74%
	77%
	80%
	0%
	0%

	# Graduations
	0
	0
	0
	1721
	159
	0
	0

	% Graduations
	0%
	0%
	0%
	13%
	1%
	0%
	0.0%

	# Cumulative Graduations
	0
	0
	0
	1,721
	1,880
	1,880
	1,880

	% Cumulative Graduations
	0%
	0%
	0%
	13%
	14%
	14%
	14%

	2003 Baseline Enrolment
	13,741
	13,741
	13,741
	13,741
	13,741
	13,741
	13,741

	# Enrolment 
	13,741
	4,258
	3,403
	2,401
	0
	0
	0

	% Enrolment 
	100%
	31%
	25%
	17%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	# Drop outs
	0
	6,567
	558
	441
	0
	0
	0

	% Drop outs 
	0%
	48%
	4%
	3%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Cumulative Drop outs
	0
	6567
	7125
	7566
	0
	0
	0

	% Cumulative Drop outs
	0%
	48%
	52%
	55%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	# Graduations
	0
	0
	0
	1084
	0
	0
	0

	% Graduations
	0%
	0%
	0%
	8%
	0%
	0%
	0.0%

	# Cumulative Graduations
	0
	0
	0
	1,084
	1,084
	1,084
	1,084

	% Cumulative Graduations
	0%
	0%
	0%
	8%
	8%
	8%
	8%


3.2 Predictors of dropout for TUT determined on a national level by means of the HERD-SA study

During Phase 2 of the HERD-SA project an attempt was made to determine the predictors (obtained from HEMIS data – and therefore excluded variables such as financial status) that gave the best indication of students who would be at risk of dropping out – a dropout profile versus a non-dropout profile. A logistical regression procedure was applied to 50 165 TUT student records. Because of the poor state of data capturing at TUT a number of additional cross tabulations and statistical measures and tests had to be performed to ensure that the results obtained were valid. It is also recommended that predictors be determined per faculty (or even department) as it is foreseen that prediction factors may vary from one faculty or department to the other – depending on the individual nature of the field of study.
Predictors, revealed by the above-mentioned techniques to be valid are portrayed, in order of importance, in Table 3.2/1. 

TABLE 3.2/1:  RISK FACTORS FOR DROPOUTS IN ORDER OF IMPORTANCE (0.05 level of significance)

	Order
	Variable
	Chi-Square
	P-Value

	1
	Course Pass Rate
	3723.8519
	<.0001

	2
	Year
	866.0059
	<.0001

	3
	CESM
	887.4592
	<.0001

	4
	Aggregate
	213.2313
	<.0001

	5
	Home Language
	198.5926
	<.0001

	6
	Course load
	130.1785
	<.0001

	7
	Race
	30.7732
	<.0001

	8
	Residence
	29.1875
	<.0001

	9
	Gender
	4.1356
	0.042


3.2.1
Lack of progress in first year
As can be seen from the figures in Table 3.2/1, by far the most important predictor (as opposed to matriculation aggregate, followed by type of matriculation, identified as the most important predictor of study success during a Lourens study at the erstwhile Technikon Pretoria) of dropout is the student’s (lack of) progress during the first year. It is therefore of the utmost importance that measures be instituted to identify students with academic problems during selection and as soon as possible during their first year of study for the necessary interventions to be made.

3.2.2
Biggest dropout during first year of study

The second predictor, namely, that students drop out during the first year of study is a world-wide phenomenon. At TUT this is also the case, and the indication (Table 3.1/1) is that in 2003 the percentage was particularly high (48%).

3.2.3 CESM category 

CESM categories at TUT, calculated with figures 2000 to 2003, with the highest dropout figure are ranked in order of highest dropout to lowest in Table 3.2.3/1. 

TABLE 3.2.3/1: CESM CATEGORIES AT TUT WITH THE HIGHEST DROPOUT FIGURES IN ORDER FROM HIGHEST TO LOWEST

	Rank 
	CESM
	Description
	Total number
	Dropout figure

	
	
	
	
	Number 
	%

	1
	16
	Mathematical sciences
	123
	86
	69.9%

	2
	12
	Languages, linguistics,  literature
	350
	211
	60.3%

	3
	22
	Social sciences/studies
	1 350
	755
	55.9%

	4
	21
	Public admin, social services
	1 350
	755
	55.9%

	5
	13
	Law
	1 066
	469
	44.0%

	6
	4
	Business, commerce, mgmt
	19 596
	8 495
	43.4%

	7
	6
	Computer science & data pros
	5 145
	2 227
	43.3%

	8
	20
	Psychology
	7
	3
	42.9%

	9
	11
	Industrial arts, trades, technology
	362
	151
	41.7%

	10
	3
	Arts & performing
	1 781
	718
	40.3%


CESM categories with the lowest dropout rates at TUT are Communication (20.9%), Architecture and Environmental Design (25.3%), as well as Home Economics (28.2%).

3.2.4
Matriculation aggregate
The fourth predictor is the matriculation aggregate. As can be predicted, the lower the aggregate, the higher the dropout figure. This is also evident in the figures obtained for TUT as illustrated in Table 3.2.4/1 According to the figures obtained in the HERD-SA study, interestingly enough, the larger percentage of TUT students (and therefore also the larger number (43.1%) of dropouts) come from the ‘F’ aggregate grouping. However, figures assigned to the ‘F’ aggregate, are suspect and may be a result of data not captured on the system, or of ‘unknowns’ added to this aggregate? (Aggregate acted as a ‘catch-all’ category?) Although the second largest dropout figure (41.3%) is found amongst students with an ‘E’ matriculation aggregate, the second largest number of students (22.6%), enrolled at TUT are students with a ‘D’ matriculation aggregate. 
TABLE 3.2.4/1: AGGREGATE AND STUDENT DROPOUT

	Aggregate

symbol
	Non

dropout
	Dropout
	Total

	
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%

	F
	13 590
	56.9
	10 278
	43.1
	23 868
	47.6

	E
	5 124
	58.8
	3 598
	41.3
	8 722
	17.4

	D
	7 087
	62.5
	4 258
	37.5
	11 345
	22.6

	C
	3 296
	68 5
	1 514
	31.5
	4 810
	9.6

	B
	881
	72.9
	328
	27.1
	1 209
	2.4

	A
	161
	76.3
	50
	23.7
	211
	0.4

	TOTAL
	30 139
	
	20 26
	
	50 165
	


It is important for TUT to be realistic in terms of its market slice. Figures show that by far the majority of students at TUT come from the ‘D’ and lower aggregate. TUT should apply its energy and resources to assist these students optimally rather than waste energy and resources on the fewer than 15% of its students who might aspire to higher studies – studies that may be conducted at any of the other local universities. 

3.2.5
Home language
Home language is the fifth predictor of possible dropout on an institutional level. One problem that may confound the results found here is that students possibly indicated study language as their language instead of the mother tongue or language spoken at home. 

For the purpose of this report only the biggest language groupings are portrayed in Table 3.2.5/1. The remaining languages, that happened to be those spoken by black people, were grouped into the ‘Remaining black’ category. According to these figures dropout is the biggest amongst the Setswana (45.1%) and the ‘Remaining black’ (42.2%) language groups. The lower dropout figures are to be found amongst the Afrikaans (37.7%), English (38.7%) and ‘Other’ (39.4%) language groups. 

TABLE 3.2.5/1: HOME LANGUAGE AND DROPOUT
	Language
	Stayer
	Dropout
	Total

	
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%

	English
	13 010
	61.3
	8 223
	38.7
	21 233
	100

	Afrikaans
	4 154
	62.3
	2 510
	37.7
	6 664
	100

	Sesotho
	3 901
	60.0
	2 601
	40.0
	6 502
	100

	Setswana
	2 984
	54.9
	2 456
	45.1
	5 440
	100

	Remaining black
	4 707
	57.8
	3 336
	42.2
	8 043
	100

	Other
	1 383
	60.6
	900
	39.4
	2 283
	100

	
	30 139
	60.1
	20026
	39.9
	50 165
	100


3.2.6
Course load
As can be expected there is a correlation between course load and dropout. The dropout was biggest amongst respondents who took more subjects than their normal course load and smallest amongst those who took fewer subjects than the normal course load. 

3.2.7
Race
Generally speaking, the dropout figure did not differ all that much between the race groupings with dropout of 37.0% amongst Whites, 40.3% amongst Indians, 40.4% amongst Africans and 42.5% amongst Coloured people. 

3.2.8
Residence
According to figures obtained on this dimension it seems as though students who live in residence have a slightly less likelihood (37%) of dropping out that students who don’t live in residence (40.8%). It is possible that the reason for this may be found in the fact that students who stay in residence are relatively close to all classes, amenities and services, and that less time is spent on commuting to class and back – therefore more time available for studying.
3.2.9
Gender
Although minimal it appears as though female students have a slightly higher propensity (40.6%) for dropping out than their male counterparts (39.1%).
4. TUT COHORT STUDIES
Tables, in this section, were compiled with figures regarding first time entering students (enrolled for both diploma and degree courses) obtained from the ITS system by the MIS (Management Information Systems) unit of the directorate SMS in October 2007. 

Again, as it has the highest dropout of the years, figures of the second entering term (those who dropped out during the first year of study that are only reflected in the second year when they do not reregister) are used for comparison reasons.

For the sake of interest also the total number of leavers per year (see definitions in the Glossary at the end of this report) was calculated in all the following tables, in addition to the dropout number. The reader is reminded that, although this is a fair indication of the total number of students lost to the organization, it may be that a few of the students who cancelled (stop-outs) reregistered again the next year; and this number is not taken into account.

4.1 TUT dropout figures for the institution as a whole

This is probably the last study of this nature as the operational modus on the campuses is changing from multi-offerings per campus to single faculty offerings per campus in 2008.

The aim with this portion of the study is to determine the state of dropout over a number of years at TUT as a whole, including all the campuses and distant campuses. For this reason first time entering cohorts from year 2001 to 2006 were tracked to determine their study persistence. As the biggest dropout occurs during the first year of study (but is only picked up in the second year), the focus of this study is on figures of the second year entering students of the particular cohort.

To obtain the ‘total leaver’ the number of students who officially cancelled during the first year of study is added to the dropout figure that is determined during the second year of study when the student does not report back. The ‘total leaver’ figure gives the complete picture of the students that are lost to higher education – and therefore also to schooled careers (although it is possible that some of these students, and also dropouts, may return again at a later stage).

According to the figures in Table 4.1/1 it appears as though the dropout figure decreased from 2001 to 2003, and after a sudden surge to 27.3% in 2004, declined again somewhat. 

TABLE 4.1/1: COHORT STUDY: TUT DROPOUT % DURING 1ST YEAR OF STUDY

	2nd entering term
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006

	Baseline enrolment
	16 721
	14 526
	14 309
	15 488
	12 356
	11 589

	# Enrolments
	11 801
	10 464
	10 736
	10 829
	8 964
	8 591

	% Enrolment
	71
	72
	75
	70
	73
	74

	# Dropouts/year
	4 274
	3 382
	3 117
	4 229
	3 069
	2 738

	% Dropouts/year
(HERDSA percentage)
	25.6%
(40.0%)
	23.3%
(38.0%)
	21.8%
(48.0%)
	27.3%
	24.8%
	23.6%

	# Cancellations
	342
	390
	305
	378
	286
	238

	# Total leavers/year
	4 616
	3 772
	3 422
	4 607
	3 355
	2 976

	%Total leavers/year
	27.6%
	26.0%
	23.9%
	29.7%
	27.2%
	25.7%


An analysis of the graduation rate shows that between 19% and 24% of TUT’s students obtained their diplomas after the minimum time of three years between 2001 and 2004. Further investigation shows that between 33% and 38% of the students had graduated (degrees and diplomas) after the fourth year of study. According to the data obtained from ITS almost half of our students (48% of the 2001 cohort) are still in the system after the sixth year of study whereas the HERDSA study, conducted on HEMIS data, indicated percentages of between 8 and 20 for the period 2000 – 2003 (Table 3.1/1)

TUT figures (based on ITS data), as supplied in Table 4.1/1, compared with the figures obtained from the HERDSA studies (based on HEMIS data)  appear to differ considerably. This is a cause for concern as it may impact negatively on our subsidy – and differences of between 14% and 26% may amount to millions of Rand in subsidy lost to the institution.
A comparison of the dropout figure of 23,6% during 2001 to 2003 (pre-merger) as opposed to years 2004 to 2006 (post-merger) of 25,2% indicates an increase of almost two percent in dropout across the institution as a whole for the post-merger phase. Although this increase in the dropout figure in the post merger stage may also be attributable to other factors it is also possible that the merger and its resulting changes may have influenced the flow of students through the institution.

4.2 TUT dropout figures per campus

4.2.1 Pretoria campus
The Pretoria campus comprises of the Arcadia and Arts campuses in town, as well as the campus situated in Pretoria West.
TABLE 4.2.1/1: PRETORIA CAMPUS: 2ND ENTERING TERM
	Cohort/year
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006

	Baseline enrolment
	8 918
	6 940
	6 399
	6 657
	5 917
	5 506

	# Enrolment
	6 286
	5 109
	4 787
	4 841
	4 459
	4 215

	% Enrolment
	70%
	74%
	75%
	73%
	75%
	77%

	# Dropouts 
	2 207
	1 454
	1 371
	1 592
	1 313
	1 156

	% Dropouts 
	25%
	21%
	21%
	24%
	22%
	21%

	# Cancellations in 1st year
	203
	215
	160
	184
	147
	129

	# Total leavers 
	2 410
	1 669
	1 531
	1 776
	1 460
	1 285

	% Total leavers
	27%
	24%
	24%
	27%
	25%
	23%


One of the first observations regarding Table 4.2.1 is the drop in student numbers (baseline enrolment figures). Although there are some variations in the dropout figure over years the dropout figure nevertheless appears to remain reasonably stable over years 2001 to 2006.  

Another observation here is that dropout figures for the years 2001 to 2003 (before the merger) as compared with the figures of years 2004 to 2006 (after the merger) appear more or less the same and one could possibly assume that the merger at the Pretoria campus did not appear to have a big (negative) effect on dropout of students.
4.2.2
Soshanguve campus
TABLE 4.2.2/1: SOSHANGUVE CAMPUS: 2ND ENTERING TERM

	Cohort/year
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006

	Baseline enrolment
	3 263
	3 661
	4 191
	4 199
	3 794
	3 333

	# Enrolment
	2 501
	2 811
	3 202
	3 043
	2 658
	2 445

	% Enrolment
	77%
	77%
	76%
	72%
	70%
	73%

	# Dropouts 
	640
	711
	874
	1 044
	1 016
	808

	% Dropouts 
	20%
	19%
	21%
	25%
	27%
	24%

	# Cancellations in 1st year
	59
	60
	79
	102
	89
	70

	# Total leavers 
	699
	771
	953
	1 146
	1 105
	878

	% Total leavers 
	21%
	21%
	23%
	27%
	29%
	26%


According to the figures displayed in Table 4.2.2/1 the total leaver figure at the Soshanguve campus has, generally speaking, shown a rise from the year 2001 to the year 2006. The before-the-merger (2001 - 2003) average percentage of 21,7%, as compared to the after-the-merger (2004 -2006) average of 27,3% indicates that the latter total leaver figure is much higher than the former. Although other factors may also be responsible for this increase in the total leaver figure, it is also possible that the upheaval of the merger also had an effect on student dropout.

4.2.3 Ga-Rankuwa campus

TABLE 4.2.3/1: GARANKUWA CAMPUS: 2ND ENTERING TERM

	Cohort/year
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006

	Baseline enrolment
	1 530
	1 580
	1 313
	1 494
	810
	782

	# Enrolment
	1 200
	981
	975
	1 076
	578
	582

	% Enrolment
	78%
	62%
	74%
	72%
	71%
	74%

	# Dropouts
	303
	555
	310
	403
	212
	187

	% Dropouts 
	20%
	35%
	24%
	27%
	26%
	24%

	# Cancellations
	29
	43
	26
	15
	22
	15

	# Total leavers
	332
	598
	336
	418
	234
	202

	% Total leavers 
	22%
	38%
	26%
	28%
	29%
	26%


The drop, generally, in the base-line enrolment at Ga-Rankuwa is noticeable.

Total leaver percentages at the Ga-Rankuwa campus are generally high and appear to follow a rather erratic pattern of ups and downs. The before-the-merger total leaver percentage of 28,6% is actually higher than the after-the-merger percentage of 27,6%. The one ‘stand-out’ percentage of 38%, obtained in 2002 may be to be blamed for this phenomenon. A few more year’s tracking might be needed to determine a upward or downward swing in the dropout figure at this campus.

4.2.4 
eMalahleni campus
TABLE 4.2.4/1: EMALAHLENI CAMPUS: 2ND ENTERING TERM

	Cohort/year
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006

	Baseline enrolment
	426
	460
	671
	573
	527
	582

	# Enrolment
	308
	344
	505
	386
	378
	422

	% Enrolment
	72%
	75%
	75%
	67%
	72%
	73%

	# Dropouts 
	117
	110
	155
	180
	140
	151

	% Dropouts 
	27%
	24%
	23%
	31%
	27%
	26%

	# Cancellations in 1st year
	1
	6
	12
	7
	10
	11

	# Total leavers 
	118
	116
	167
	187
	150
	162

	% Total leavers
	28%
	25%
	25%
	33%
	29%
	28%


Generally in the high bracket, the dropout and total leaver percentage peaked in 2004. It is doubtful if the merger would have affected this institution, yet the average percentage of 30% total leaver post merger is much higher than the 26% pre-merger. 

4.2.5 Nelspruit campus

The total leaver and dropout averages of 32% and 30,7% respectively, at Nelspruit campus, are a cause for concern. There appears to be quite some variation between the dropout and total leaver figures. It may be the result of erratic or inconsistent data inputting. 
TABLE 4.2.5/1: NELSPRUIT: 2ND ENTERING TERM

	Cohort/year
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006

	Baseline enrolment
	532
	446
	524
	531
	565
	645

	# Enrolment
	331
	305
	384
	370
	392
	425

	% Enrolment
	62%
	68%
	73%
	70%
	69%
	66%

	# Dropouts 
	192
	138
	135
	156
	166
	213

	% Dropouts 
	36%
	31%
	26%
	29%
	29%
	33%

	# Cancellations during 1st year
	6
	4
	8
	6
	8
	6

	# Total leavers
	198
	142
	143
	162
	174
	219

	% Total leavers
	37%
	32%
	27%
	31%
	31%
	34%


It is suggested that a close look be kept on the dropout and total leaver percentages at this campus.

4.2.6 Polokwane campus

As can be seen from the percentages illustrated in Table 4.2.6/1 a great number of students appeared to have dropped out in 2004. Again, it is possible that the fluctuations may be the result of the reliability of the data and data inputting techniques. 

Although, in the case of this campus, merger factors can not necessarily be held accountable it is nevertheless evident that the dropout and leaver average percentages of the post merger years (2004 -2006) are considerably higher (35% and 36% respectively) than during the pre-merger years (2001 – 2003) which were 25% and 27% respectively. The high dropout and leaver figure in the latter years is a cause for concern and should be watched. 

Table 4.2.6/1: POLOKWANE CAMPUS

	Cohort/year
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006

	Baseline enrolment
	385
	458
	480
	483
	456
	513

	# Enrolment
	283
	329
	359
	273
	302
	355

	% Enrolment
	74%
	72%
	75%
	57%
	66%
	69%

	# Dropouts 
	100
	121
	117
	203
	150
	156

	% Dropouts
	26%
	26%
	24%
	42%
	33%
	30%

	# Cancellations in 1st year
	2
	7
	5
	7
	4
	2

	# Total leavers 
	102
	128
	122
	210
	154
	158

	% Total leavers
	27%
	28%
	25%
	44%
	34%
	31%


4.2.7 Other campuses
Other campuses refer to distance education institutions, such as Azalea, that had been accredited to offer TUT courses.

TABLE 4.2.7/1: OTHER CAMPUSES

	Entering term
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006

	Baseline enrolment
	1 491
	818
	732
	1 551
	287
	228

	# Enrolment
	780
	494
	525
	840
	197
	147

	% Enrolment
	52%
	60%
	72%
	54%
	69%
	64%

	# Dropouts per year
	655
	225
	155
	651
	72
	67

	% Dropouts per year
	44%
	28%
	21%
	42%
	25%
	29%

	# Cancellations in 1st year
	20
	51
	16
	9
	6
	5

	# Total leavers 
	675
	276
	171
	660
	78
	72

	% Total leavers 
	45%
	34%
	23%
	43%
	27%
	32%


The severe drop in the baseline enrolment, as portrayed in Table 4.2.7/1, is the result of a Department of Education instruction that distance education at residential institutions be phased out – and is how it is being managed at TUT.  Although high dropout figures are usually associated with distance education the high percentages dropout, total leaver, associated with 2001 (namely 44%and 45% respectively) and 2004 (42% and 43%) come as a bit of a surprise as it appears as though almost half of the enrolled students dropped out during the first year of study. As TUT does not have much influence over this issue, and as programmes offered by other institution are being phased out, the suggestion is that this be disregarded.
4.3 Pre and post merger under-graduate dropout figures compared

For the purpose of these tables figures pertaining to the dropout during the first year, (but featuring only in the second year and therefore referred to internationally as second year dropout), and the cancellation figure during the first year of study were combined as ‘Total leavers’ and used for comparison purposes. The reason for using dropout and cancellation figures combined is, because these are the number of students who actually left during the particular year and are therefore lost to the institution and the future labour market. 
TABLE 4.3/1: COHORT STUDY: CAMPUSES COMPARED: 2001 – 2003 (premerger)

	2nd entering term
	2001
	2002
	2003

	Campus
	Pta 
	Sosh
	GaR
	Total
	Pta
	Sosh
	GaR
	Total
	Pta
	Sosh
	GaR
	Total

	Baseline enrolment
	8 918
	3 263
	1 530
	13 711
	6 940
	3 661
	1 580
	12 181
	6 399
	4 191
	1 313
	11 903

	# Enrolments
	6 286
	2 501
	1 200 
	9 987
	5 109
	2 811
	981
	8 901
	4 787
	3 202
	975
	8 964

	% Enrolment
	70%
	77%
	78%
	75%
	74%
	77%
	62%
	71%
	75%
	76%
	74%
	75%

	# Dropouts/year
	2 207
	640
	303
	3 150
	1 454
	711
	555
	2 720
	1 371
	874
	310
	2 555

	% Dropouts/year
	25%
	20%
	20%
	22%
	21%
	19%
	35%
	22%
	21%
	21%
	24%
	22%

	# Cancellations
	203
	59
	29
	87
	215
	60
	43
	318
	160
	79
	26
	265

	# Total leavers
	2  410
	699
	332
	3 237
	1 669
	771
	598
	3 038
	1 531
	953
	336
	2 820

	%Total leavers
	27%
	21%
	22%
	24%
	24%
	21%
	38%
	25%
	24%
	23%
	26%
	24%


According to the figures supplied in Tables 4.3/1 and 4.3/2 the ‘total leaver’ percentage, although with slight fluctuations, centered around 24.5% over the six years of the study. Of the three campuses GaRankuwa has the highest total leaver figure (27,5%) with a questionably high drop out percentage of students (38%) in 2002. The Pretoria campus shows an encouraging progressive lessening in the total leaver figure from 27% in 2001 to 22% in 2006. The reverse tendency, that is relative increases in the total leaver figures, seems to be in evidence at the Soshanguve and GaRankuwa campuses over the same period.

One of the notable things, on analyzing the two Tables (4.3/1 and 4.3/2) is the apparent drop in cancelled student numbers after the merger at all three campuses. This could, however, be due to administration upheavals (and resultant non-recording of cancelled students) after the merger. 

TABLE 4.3/2: CAMPUSES COMPARED: 2ND YEAR OF COHORT: (POST- MERGER)
	2nd entering term 
	2004
	2005
	2006

	Campus
	Pta
	Sosh
	GaR
	Total*
	Pta
	Sosh
	GaR
	Total
	Pta
	Sosh
	GaR
	Total

	Baseline enrolment
	6 657
	4 199
	1 494
	12 350
	5 917
	3 794
	810
	10 521
	5 506
	3 333
	782
	9 621

	# Enrolments
	4 841
	3 043
	1 076
	8 960
	4 459
	2 658
	578
	7 695
	4 215
	2 445
	582
	7 242

	%Enrolment
	73
	72
	72
	72
	75  
	70
	71
	72
	77
	73
	74
	75

	# Dropouts/year
	1 592
	1 044
	403
	3 039
	1 313 
	1 016
	212
	2 541
	1 156
	808
	187
	2 151

	% Dropouts/year
	24%
	25%
	27%
	25%
	22%
	27%
	26%
	25%
	21%
	24%
	24%
	23%

	# Cancellations
	70
	48
	17
	135
	26
	15
	3
	44
	25
	9
	2
	36

	# Total leavers
	1 662
	1 092
	420
	3 174
	1 339
	1 031
	215
	2 585
	1 181
	817
	189
	2 187

	% Total leavers
	25%
	26%
	28%
	26%
	23%
	27%
	27%
	26%
	22%
	25%
	24%
	23%


*   Total:  refers to the total of the Pretoria campuses only (excluding other & distant campuses)

Comparing the pre-merger and post-merger figures of all the Pretoria campuses, in Table 4.3/2, it appears as though there has been only a slight increase in the total leaver percentage, from 24,3% in the pre-merger (2001 – 2003), to 25% in the post-merger (2004 – 2006) phase. It would therefore appear as though the Pretoria campuses of the institution, mostly implicated in the merger, so far weathered the changes associated with mergers quite well.

Looking at the percentages of the three campuses individually it is evident that the Pretoria campus dropout figure actually dropped from 25% in the pre-merger to 23,3% in the post-merger phase, as did the GaRankuwa campus from 28,7% in the premerger to 26,7% in the period after the merger (in the latter instance the out of proportionally high dropout figure of 35% or total leaver figure of 38% obtained in  2002 may have skewed the average figure obtained). Soshanguve campus is the only one of the three where a substantial increase of 4,3%, from 21.7% in the total pre-merger to a post-merger leaver figure (26%) was obtained. The increase in the total leaver figure may have been aggravated by the fact that the campuses were expected, in the post merger phase to write the same examinations despite the fact that curricula and text books had not yet been successfully aligned.

TABLE 4.3/3:
PRETORIA CAMPUS AVERAGE %’s COMPARED: 2ND YEAR DROPOUTS: 
PRE VERSUS POST MERGER

	2nd entering term
	Premerger

2001 - 2003
	Postmerger

2004 - 2006

	Campus
	Pta
	Sosh
	Ga-R
	Total 
	Pta
	Sosh
	Ga-R
	Total 

	Baseline enrolment
	22 257
	11 115
	4 423
	37 795
	18 080
	11 326
	3 086
	32 492

	# Enrolments
	16 182
	8 514
	3 156
	27 852
	13 515
	8 146
	2 236
	23 897

	# Dropouts/year
	5 032
	2 225
	1 168
	8 425
	4 061
	2 868
	802
	7 731

	% Dropouts
	22,6%
	20,0%
	26,4%
	22,3%
	22,5%
	25,3%
	26,0%
	23,8%

	# Cancellations
	578
	198
	98
	874
	121
	72
	22
	215

	# Total leavers
	5 610
	2 423
	1 266
	9 299
	4 182
	2 940
	824
	7 946

	% Total leavers
	25,2
	21,0%
	28,%
	24,6%
	23,1%
	26,0%
	26,7%
	24,5%


4.4 Post graduate dropout figures 

4.4.1
Institutional figures

The total institutional (inclusive of satellite and ‘other’ campuses) figures for post graduate studies at TUT have been included in Table 4.4.1/1. According to figures for the institution as a whole provided here, it appears as though there had been a steady increase in the enrolment of post-graduate students in the pre-merger phase; totaling 2 251 for the years 2001 – 2003.  Coupled with this relatively high enrolment figure, though, is an equally high dropout rate of almost half of the students enrolled during this period. The reasons for the increased post-graduate student numbers, as well as the high dropout may be found in enrolments done by external institutions ‘affiliated’ to the erstwhile technikons as so-called distance education providers. This was especially so at the Education Department of the erstwhile Technikon Pretoria (currently all DE studies are being phased out). The equally high dropout rate in post graduate studies (of about 50%) may also be ascribed to the lack of commitment or lack of expertise of certain affiliated ‘providers’; as well as the fact of off-campus (self-directed) study which many students find difficult to engage and persevere in.

TABLE 4.4.1/1: INSTITUTIONAL POST GRADUATE PERCENTAGES
	2nd entering term
	Pre-merger
	Post-merger

	
	2001
	2002
	2003
	Sub total
	2004
	2005
	2006
	Sub total

	Baseline enrolment
	443
	646
	1 162
	2 251
	475
	425
	311
	1 211

	# Enrolments
	294
	386
	421
	1 101
	299
	305
	152
	756

	# Dropouts/year
	115
	233
	629
	977
	139
	73
	61
	273

	% Dropouts/year
	26%
	36%
	54%
	43%
	29%
	17%
	20%
	23%

	# Cancellations
	16
	24
	104
	144
	19
	17
	20
	56

	# Total leavers
	131
	257
	733
	1 121
	158
	90
	81
	329

	% Total leavers
	30%
	40%
	63%
	50%
	33%
	21%
	26%
	27%


*Inst total: TUT in totality including distant and ‘other’ enrolments

Enrolments in post-graduate studies during the post-merger phase (a total of 1211) were far fewer than in the pre-merger phase (2251), but it appears as though a substantially smaller percentage of post-merger students (27%) were ‘lost’ to the institution than pre-merger students (50%). This factor may also be related to students enrolled at so-called affiliated distance education institutions. 

4.4.2
Post graduate figures compared
As can be seen from the figures obtained in Tables 4.4.2/1and 4.4.2/2, generally, post-graduate pre-merger enrolment figures appear substantially higher than post-merger enrolments. There seems to be a downward trend in post-graduate enrolment figures over the period of time, although this might need to be confirmed by studying the trend over a longer period of time. In the case of the erstwhile Technikon Pretoria it may attributable to the phasing out of so-called distance education studies, especially in the field of teacher education studies.

TABLE 4.4.2/1: POST GRADUATE %: PRETORIA CAMPUSES: PRE - MERGER

	Pre-merger

2nd entering term
	2001
	2002
	2003

	Campus
	Pta 
	Sosh
	Ga-R
	Pta
	Sosh
	GaR
	Pta
	*Sosh
	Ga-R

	Baseline enrolm
	294
	56
	0
	274
	66
	2
	308
	
	1

	# Enrolments
	188
	43
	0
	187
	34
	2
	211
	
	1

	# Dropouts/year
	77
	8
	0
	70
	24
	0
	70
	
	0

	% Dropouts/year
	26%
	14%
	0
	26%
	36%
	0%
	23%
	
	0%

	# Cancellations
	15
	1
	0
	20
	2
	0
	14
	
	0

	# Total leavers
	92
	9
	0
	90
	26
	0
	84
	
	0

	%Total leavers
	31%
	16%
	0
	33%
	39%
	0%
	27%
	
	0%


* Figures obtained for Soshanguve 2003 were unreliable
Regarding dropout and total leavers, it appears as though the figures obtained for the institutions across the board are generally high (as compared with under-graduate figures). What is rather heartening is the fact that dropout and total leaver figures seem to taper down somewhat, especially in 2005 and 2006 – although this needs to be confirmed by a longer time span of tracking. The reasons for this may be found in the fact that the upheaval of the merger had begun to settle. Or perhaps that, with the phasing out of the ‘distance education’ affiliated institutions post-graduate students experienced more ‘stability’ and were receiving better study guidance.  

TABLE 4.4.2/2: POST GRADUATE %: PRETORIA CAMPUSES: POST- MERGER

	Post-merger

2nd entering term
	2004
	2005
	2006

	Campus
	Pta 
	Sosh
	Ga-R
	Pta
	Sosh
	Ga-R
	Pta
	Sosh
	Ga-R

	Baseline enrolm
	232
	34
	0
	189
	2
	4
	193
	81
	0

	# Enrolments
	138
	21
	0
	124
	1
	4
	110
	16
	0

	# Dropouts/year
	62
	11
	0
	29
	1
	0
	39
	18
	0

	% Dropouts/year
	27%
	32%
	0%
	15%
	50%
	0%
	20%
	22%
	0%

	# Cancellations
	13
	2
	0
	11
	0
	0
	9
	3
	0

	# Total leavers
	75
	13
	0
	40
	0
	0
	48
	21
	0

	%Total leavers
	32%
	38%
	0%
	21%
	50%
	0%
	25%
	26%
	0%


5. MAIN FINDINGS

· TUT dropout figures compare poorly with those abroad and with universities that took part in the national HERDSA study
· Viability, correctness of data seems a problem. Definitions and inputting should be standardized across the institution and be aligned to national and international trends.
· One of the greatest predictors of dropout at TUT is student progress (or lack of) in the first year
· Although not the greatest predictor, there is nevertheless a correlation between matriculation aggregate and student dropout. The lower the symbol, the bigger the dropout. 
· The language factor is a predictor of dropout
· There is an increase in under-graduate dropout figure of 2% in the post merger phase at TUT as a whole
· Dropout figures at Distant Campuses are a cause for concern especially during the post merger phase
· Post graduate enrolments have declined over the period 2000 to 2006 but, the dropout figure has dropped quite substantially.
6. RECOMMENDATIONS

6.1
STANDARDIZE AND SECURE THE INPUTTING OF DATA

One of the frustrating aspects of working with TUT figures is that, depending on the system used, ITS, MIS or HEMIS, figures vary greatly. It is of utmost importance that a system of inputting data correctly, and standardizing the definitions and methods of inputting, be embarked on at the institution – also to enable cross-checks to be made. Decisions are only as good as the facts are on which they are based. Erroneous decisions regarding enrolments, dropouts and total leavers may have dire financial implications for TUT whose subsidy allocation is dependent on correct data processing (e.g. a few R million per year is lost to the institution because of late or retroactive registrations).

6.2
EARLY IDENTIFICATION OF STUDENTS WHO FAIL TO PROGRESS

To counteract dropout, as was learnt from the HERDSA project, it is of the utmost importance that measures be instituted to identify students with academic problems during selection and as soon as possible during their first year of study for the necessary interventions to be made. The current system of risk profiling done by Student Development Support is a good start, but perhaps this should be made compulsory (in certain instances? For example all students with aggregates lower than N)

6.3 COMMUNICATION

Only about 8% of the total population of South Africa speaks English as a first language. Most students at TUT study in the second language. The problem is compounded in that the majority of lecturers at TUT also teach in the second language. This means that the ‘message’ may be ‘warped’ by both the sender and the receiver. It is urged that, apart from using aggregate in the English subject for Matric, ‘communication’ as a module also becomes part of the curriculum. It would also be prudent to train lecturers in communication skills such as volume, grammar, pronunciation and the use of non-verbal language to enhance the spoken language. 
6.4 DISTANT CAMPUSES

Although currently still part of TUT, distant campuses function, to a great extent, independently. One would have thought that mergers would not have had a big effect on their functioning. Yet it appears as though the post merger dropout figures at Emahlahleni and especially Polokwane have increased substantially. At Nelspruit the dropout figure is generally high although it has not shown a substantial increase. 

It might be that change or lack of supervision from ‘Headquarters’ in the form of Management, Heads of Department and even lecturers interacting with distant campuses may lay at the bottom of the problem. 

It is necessary to determine from the DoE when the new Mpumalanga National Institute of Higher Education is envisaged in order to make a decision on the management of the satellites.  In the interim it is suggested that supervisory management structures regarding distant campuses are improved whilst financial and academic viability studies are conducted to see if the distant campuses are profitable at all – or how much they are actually costing TUT, or contributing to TUT finances.

6.5
PRETORIA CAMPUSES COMPARED TO FACULTY SPECIFIC COHORT STUDIES

As the situation is set to change to one faculty per campus it is envisaged that the operations on campuses will change and it is deemed that to make comparisons and recommendations at this stage will serve little purpose.

In future cohort research studies should be faculty specific rather than campus bound.  
 6.6
POST- GRADUATE STUDY GUIDANCE

Post graduate students have potential to be a great source of revenue to the institution. It is however, necessary to determine the number of students per research professor or other lecturing staff (breakeven point) to make this a financially viable proposition.

The post graduate dropout decreased somewhat in the last two years, 2005 and 2006. This seems to do with the phasing out of ‘distance education’ and the fact that our post graduate students are obtaining better study guidance/supervision. Study guidance is an art and apart from a doctorate qualification, training in the art of supervising post graduate study should be made compulsory. From actual training and lessons in supervisory skills, to an ‘internship’ of being a co-supervisor should be followed before being allowed to supervise independently.

It would be interesting to know how many potential post graduates are lost through lecturers who feel they are not adequate to supervise the specific topic, disinterest and unwillingness to add to their work load, and students who are lost because of hassles with enrolment procedures. 

6.7      MACRO APPROACH

TUT’s massive dropout figure needs a coherent and integrated approach. This may be taken care of by the endeavour to analyze dropout from all angles that is currently happening under the auspices of the Throughput Committee. It is foreseen that it might entail policy changes, training, research, RPL and other measures – that these all work together to address dropout optimally.
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GLOSSARY 
Baseline Enrolment: Number of first-time entering National Diploma and BTech degree students in the initial year of study (cohort of students to be followed in subsequent years). This number will stay constant for every year EXCEPT in cases where a specific qualification moved from one faculty to another. 

# Enrolment: the number of students (of the baseline enrolment/cohort) enrolled for a National Diploma or B-Tech degree in the year under consideration.

% Enrolment: the number of students (of the baseline enrolment/cohort) enrolled for a National Diploma or B-Tech degree in the year under consideration, expressed as a percentage of the baseline cohort.

# Transfers: the number of students (of the baseline enrolment/cohort) enrolled for a National Diploma or B-Tech degree in the year under consideration that transferred from the qualification they were registered for in the initial year (first year) to another qualification.

# Dropouts: the number of students (of the baseline enrolment/cohort) who did not reregister (enroll) neither cancelled their studies officially, nor did not graduate.

% Dropouts: the number of dropouts (as defined previously) expressed as a percentage of the baseline cohort. 

# Cancellations: the number of students (of the baseline cohort) who officially cancelled their National Diploma or B-Tech degree studies at the Technikon in the year under consideration.

# Graduates: the cumulative number of National Diploma and B-Tech graduates (of the baseline cohort) who received a qualification within or before the specified year.

% Graduates: cumulative number of graduates (as defined previously) expressed as a percentage of baseline enrolment/cohort.
Total dropout: number of students who did not reregister, including those who did officially cancel their studies and who did not graduate – therefore, the trained contingent that are potentially ‘lost’ to the labour market.
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