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Executive summary

The Commonwealth provides funding to universities to improve the access, participation,
retention, and success of identified equity groups. Referred to as the widening participation
agenda, the explicit goal is to increase levels of university participation by students from
these underrepresented social groups to levels which reflect their representation in the
broader Australian population. This research was concerned with how well Australian
universities have performed against the widening participation agenda in relation to the
postgraduate cohort in the period 2006—16. The equity groups covered in the report are:
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students; low socioeconomic status (SES) students;
students with disability; students from non-English speaking backgrounds; students from
regional areas; and students from remote areas. Progress toward parity targets was
compared across the stages of the degree life cycle—access (commencing enrolment),
participation (continuing enrolment) and completion (graduation)—for undergraduate,
postgraduate coursework and postgraduate research student cohorts. These outcomes were
also considered by university group to identify the key trends in access to, participation in,
and completion of postgraduate study by students from different equity groups and how
these trends differed by university group and type of higher degree.

Key findings

How well have Australian universities performed against the widening participation agenda
for postgraduate students? The higher education sector has some work to do in reaching
parity targets for enrolments and completions in undergraduate, postgraduate coursework,
and postgraduate research for Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students, students
living with disability, students from regional areas, and low SES students. This research
shows the pattern across Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students, students living
with disability, and low SES students has been very similar in that there has been a slight
improvement in commencing and continuing enrolments and completions for undergraduate,
postgraduate coursework, and postgraduate research. However, this improvement has been
gradual and coming from a low baseline. The result is the representation of these three
equity groups has been well below parity targets. The only equity group to exceed parity
targets for enrolments and completions was postgraduate research students from a non-
English speaking background, while students from a remote area exceeded parity targets for
enrolments but not completions. In undergraduate and postgraduate coursework these two
equity groups met enrolment parity targets but fell short of those for completion.

There has been a slow improvement in access across the decade for most equity groups
without a corresponding improvement in completion. Of concern is the low level of
proportional completions, with completion rates for Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander
students, students with disability, and low SES student equity groups stagnant in most
cases, or marginally improving at best. Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students,
students with disability, and low SES students were three to four times less likely to
complete their degree than students from a non-English speaking background. These equity
groups require initiatives which not only support initial access, but which facilitate student
retention and, ultimately, successful degree completion.

To understand the penetration and impact of the widening participation agenda, it is
important to not only consider equity group performance at the sector-wide level but also to
consider the extent to which representation has occurred across different university
groupings. For example, the Group of Eight universities have the largest share of
postgraduate students thus underperformance on equity parity targets by these universities
has a considerable impact on sector-wide performance. Further, not all degrees are equal in
terms of their employability-enhancing potential. If equity groups are comparatively
overrepresented in certain universities—or groupings of universities—and underrepresented
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in more “prestigious” or elite universities, it may indicate a level of stratification and
structural disadvantage within the sector. The data provide some support for this view
with the Group of Eight, and to a lesser extent, Australian Technology Network university
groupings performing comparatively poorly against parity targets, except in the case of
students from a non-English speaking background. Further evidence of stratification can be
observed in the comparatively strong performance by Innovative Research Universities and
Regional Universities Network universities groupings on enrolments for most equity groups
and, to a lesser extent, completions for Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students and
low SES students. The impact of this unequal representation between, and within, university
groupings requires further investigation, as the data indicates regional and smaller
universities may be carrying a disproportionate burden in supporting students from equity
groups and may be making a greater contribution to remediating inequalities for low SES
students.

Implications and future directions

As postgraduate study becomes an expectation of employment advancement, a greater
understanding of the impact of postgraduate funding models, particularly costs to students,
is required so as not to further entrench disadvantage. Research and stronger policy
attention on the postgraduate cohort is needed, particularly in relation to disparities and the
causes and consequences of divergences between undergraduate and postgraduate
representation. The appropriateness of applying undergraduate equity targets to
postgraduate study also needs further consideration. The diversity of students in higher
education as a cohort measure cannot be assumed to be an indicator of equality within the
system. An understanding of the ways in which postgraduate equity groups are
heterogeneous and internally differentiated (for example, by gender) is crucial to achieving
wider participation. There is a pressing need to understand the effects of intersectional
disadvantage between and among equity groups, particularly for students who claim
membership of more than one equity group, and levels of exclusion within cohorts.

Statistical analysis provides a broad-brush understanding of trends and overall performance.
However, achieving the widening participation agenda requires rigorous qualitative analysis
of issues facing specific cohorts of postgraduate students and institutions. Such research
would usefully span individual experiences and systemic disadvantage, particularly around
completions and in the context of the increasing neoliberalisation of universities. Important
areas of qualitative research could also productively include analysis of instances of
substantive and sustained success by focusing on the institutional context, expectations
and capacity of different university groupings to contribute to the widening participation
agenda. The differences in wealth and resources between universities has been noted to
have a perverse effect on the capacity of the sector to accommodate the learning needs of
non-traditional students; those institutions with the most resources and, arguably, the ability
to mobilise the resources required to support these students tend to have fewer of them as a
proportion of their student base. Similarly, larger proportions of equity group students attend
less wealthy or less well-resourced universities. A more nuanced understanding of the
impact of unequal equity representation on specific types of universities, such as regional
universities, is required. An exploration of the ways government funding models could be
used to support universities with high numbers and proportions of disadvantaged students is
required to ensure the success of these students.

Non-traditional students may be disproportionately susceptible to non-completion compared
to their peers. This research finds that postgraduate representation does not remain
consistent across the degree life cycle and there are sharp drop-offs in representation for
completions across all equity cohorts. The recruitment and participation of students from
equity target groups are not translating into completions. This suggests that the
infrastructure and support available for students once they access the institution may not be
sufficient to support successful completion. A potential risk going forward is that this pattern
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will be exacerbated if universities choose to target potential students based on their
percieved economic value and financial return on investment as some may perceive that the
investment required to support equity groups to success too great.

Equity groups which require a higher investment for a lower return, if a purely economic
metric was applied, may not be prioritised. This may see higher levels of investment in
certain student populations which are seen to provide a greater financial return on this
investment as cost-cutting and revenue independence continue to rise in importance. The
relative underperformance of equity group completion relative to participation suggests that
further advances for equity groups will be much harder to achieve without clearer analysis of
the key issues and solutions, accompanied by coordinated long-term implementation
strategies. A greater focus on supporting equity group representation, particularly in relation
to degree completion, is needed. As much of the literature on postgraduate attrition has
focused on research degrees, it is also important that a greater focus is placed on
understanding and managing attrition within postgraduate coursework programs of
study.

Grant-Smith, Irmer & Mayes 8



Equity in Australian postgraduate education

Since the 1990s, Australian government policy has sought to improve the proportional
representation of designated equity groups in higher education. Referred to as the widening
participation agenda, the explicit goal is to increase the participation of students from these
underrepresented social groups to levels which reflect their representation in the broader
Australian population. This effort has largely focused on widening participation in
undergraduate education and there has been less research and practice focus on the
postgraduate space, particularly in relation to postgraduate coursework students.

This research is concerned with how well Australian universities have performed against the
widening participation agenda in relation to the postgraduate cohort in the period 2006-16.
Progress toward parity targets set by the Commonwealth are compared across the stages of
the degree life cycle—access (commencing enrolment), participation (continuing enrolment)
and completion (graduation)—with a focus on postgraduate coursework and postgraduate
research student cohorts. Performance against parity targets is considered by university
group to identify the key trends in access to, participation in, and completion of postgraduate
study by students from different equity groups and how these differ by university grouping
and type of higher degree.

The widening participation agenda

The Australian Government nominated six groups as targets for equity planning in higher
education to remediate their historic exclusion and disadvantage. These groups are:
Indigenous Australians, people from socioeconomically disadvantaged backgrounds, people
from regional and remote areas, people with a disability, people from non-English speaking
backgrounds, and women in non-traditional areas of study. The Commonwealth provides
funding to universities to improve the access, participation, and completions of these
targeted equity groups based on the belief that the representation of equity groups within the
university student population should mirror their representation in the broader Australian
population (Gale & Parker 2013).

The original equity targets were based on achieving proportional representation based on
census data (DEET 1990):
e Indigenous (target 2.2 per cent)
¢ low SES background (target 25 per cent)
e non-English speaking background, born overseas and less than 10 years living in
Australia (target 4.66 per cent)
o disability (target 8 per cent)
regional Australia (target 23.32 per cent)
e remote Australia (target 0.6 per cent).’

Although this expansion has been an explicit policy focus in Australia for more than 25
years, these targets have not been met for all equity groups (Chapman et al. 2015). As a
result, there has been an emphasis in recent years on further improving the participation of
Indigenous students (e.g., Behrendt et al. 2012) and students from a low socioeconomic
background (Bradley et al. 2008). The Review of Higher Education Access and Outcomes
for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander People: Final Report, Behrendt et al. (2012)
recommended enrolment parity targets based on the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
proportion of the full Australian working age (15—64 years of age) population as determined
by ABS Census data. Following this rationale, we calculate that the 2006 enrolment
(national) parity target of 2.2 per cent should rise to 3.3 per cent by 2016. The original
widening participation target of 25 per cent for students from a low SES background was

' Appendix 1 contains a full glossary of terms and definitions.
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based on achieving proportional representation based on Census data (DEET 1990). This
target has since been revised downwards to 20 per cent by 2020 as a recommendation of
the Bradley Review (Bradley et al. 2008).

While there has been a tranche of research focusing on the widening participation agenda
and equity in higher education, many studies do not distinguish between undergraduate and
postgraduate cohorts (e.g., Shah & Nair 2013; Singh & Mountford-Zimdars 2016). Those that
do distinguish between levels of study tend to focus on the undergraduate cohort (e.g.,
NCSEHE 2017a, 2017b, 2017c; Palmer, Bexley & James 2011; Testa & Egan 2014). Some
Australian research does focus on postgraduate students, and the support required to
sustain their participation in higher education (e.g., Grant-Smith & Gillett-Swan 2017; Grant-
Smith et al. 2017; Manathunga 2017). However, relative to undergraduate representation,
there has been significantly less scholarly and policy focus on the extent to which the
widening participation agenda has been achieved at the postgraduate level (Gale & Parker
2013). Equity outcomes are not routinely reported at the postgraduate level; instead
reporting is typically done at the aggregate (all students) and/or undergraduate level.

What attention there is to date on postgraduate study tends to focus almost exclusively on
increasing postgraduate research student numbers rather than those of coursework
students. Similarly, the literature on widening postgraduate participation tends to focus on
research students (e.g., McCulloch & Thomas 2013; Wakeling & Kyriacou 2010). Further,
much of the prior Australian-centred research on widening participation has focused on
overall progress toward targets without distinguishing between levels of study (e.g., Pitman
2017) with many focusing on single equity groups (e.g., Sladek & King 2016). Despite this,
Gale and Parker (2013) suggest that there is reliable evidence to suggest that inequalities
are more severe at the postgraduate level, particularly for research degrees.

Measuring the success of the widening participation agenda

Measuring the success of the widening participation agenda needs to focus beyond
measurement at the point of access; it is also important to measure outcomes in relation to
student (non)completion and graduate outcomes (Archer 2007). Vignoles and Murray (2016)
point to a need to look beyond widening participation as principally if not exclusively about
increasing the access of members of equity groups to higher education. Instead, they argue
for a greater understanding of how equity group students can be supported to participate
and succeed in terms of completion and labour market outcomes (Vignoles & Murray 2016).

While there is a lack of widely accepted definitions within the widening participation
literature, there is general agreement that participation needs to be considered across the
enrolment life cycle and that outcomes should be measured at different points. Accordingly,
we have defined Access as initial or commencing enrolment in a program of study,
measured as the number of equity group students commencing as a proportion of all
commencing domestic students. Participation is associated with continuing enrolment and
measured as the number of equity group students enrolled as a proportion of all ongoing
enrolments (i.e., those re-enrolling at an institution in a given year as a proportion of the
domestic students enrolled in the previous year, minus those students who have completed
their course). Together, these two measures—access and participation—can be considered
to represent participation in higher education. However, high rates of participation do not
necessarily mean that “issues of access and equity can be regarded as features of the past”
(Schuetze & Slowey 2002, p.314). As a result, several other measures can be used to
measure the impact and success of widening participation including completions and
graduate employment outcomes. Completion or graduation is concerned with the number of
students in an equity group who complete a program of study in a given year as a
percentage of completions by all domestic students.

Grant-Smith, Irmer & Mayes 10



Widening participation at the postgraduate level

In addition to its social and political advantages, the growing focus on postgraduate
education as an employability-enhancing strategy means that participation in postgraduate
education is increasingly important to broader equity goals and student outcomes.
Motivations for engaging in postgraduate study are diverse and include: seeking enhanced
employment opportunities, gaining recognition of life skills and work experience in a formal
qualification, personal development, and/or extending an intrinsic interest in the subject
matter (Leonard et al. 2005; Jamieson 2007; Ng et al. 2009). Importantly, the increasing
proportion of the workforce in possession of undergraduate qualifications has seen a
growing emphasis on participation in postgraduate education as providing a competitive
advantage in the jobs market (McCulloch & Thomas 2013). Indeed, it has been argued that
the expansion of university education “depreciates the value of [undergraduate] degrees in
the labour market” (Kariya 2011, p.91). Credential inflation caused by higher numbers of
individuals completing a degree has resulted in the need for individuals to upgrade
qualifications by accessing postgraduate education (Wakeling & Laurison 2017). As a result,

Expansion may serve only to create a clearer hierarchy of prestige among
institutions, in which social inequality continues to persist in the shadow of
celebrations of higher gross enrolment figures. If it is the case, credential inflation
with persistent social inequality in higher education may continue to be building
higher barriers, the higher this inflationary tide reaches, effectively most severely
restricting opportunities for success in the labour market for [those] from
disadvantaged families (Karyia 2011, p.92).

Although the massification of higher education is concerned with increasing the overall
number of students rather than any specific subset (Pitman 2017), a key legitimising
discourse that sustains it is that of social justice through equal access to higher education
opportunities. However, this may be in direct tension with the discourses of employability
that are beginning to dominate higher education as these “may perpetuate or even increase
the stratification of universities and the education they provide along class lines” (Boden &
Neveda 2010, p.38). Thus, as postgraduate study becomes an expectation of employment
advancement, a greater understanding of the impact of postgraduate funding models,
particularly costs to students, is required so as not to further entrench disadvantage.

The Australian Government provides loans and subsidies to relieve the cost of tertiary
education for some students to support their participation. Commonwealth supported places
are available where students are required to pay only part of the cost of tuition and the
government pays the balance. Other domestic students are full fee-paying (non-
Commonwealth supported) and do not receive any direct government contribution to the cost
of their education.? Some postgraduate degrees offer a limited number of Commonwealth
supported places based on merit, but most postgraduate courses do not have
Commonwealth supported places available. As a result, most domestic postgraduate
coursework students are charged the full cost of their course, with no Commonwealth
contribution. For postgraduate research students, the government-funded Research Training
Program provides funding for eligible domestic students to cover the cost of tuition fees for
the duration of an accredited course.

Postgraduate student employment outcomes data sourced through the 2016 Graduate
Outcomes Survey (QILT 2018) is provided for Indigenous students, students with disability,
and students from a non-English speaking background. Unsurprisingly, students with a
postgraduate research degree earn higher salaries compared to those with postgraduate
coursework or undergraduate degrees (Figure 1). Paradoxically, this benefit does not extend
to employment outcomes, with those graduating from postgraduate coursework degrees

2 Some domestic students can defer payment of their contribution through a loan under the Higher Education Loan Program.
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having better full-time employment outcomes (85.1 per cent) compared to those with a
research (80.1 per cent) or undergraduate (70.9 per cent) degree (Figure 2).

100,000
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> 80,000
®©
w 70,000
n
)
£ 60,000
% 50,000
=]
- 40,000
©
< 30,000
20,000
10,000
0
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rg Student with disability English speaking All students
Strait Islander student
backgroun
mundergraduate 59,200 57,700 55,000 57,990
m postgraduate coursework 82,200 73,100 70,000 80,000
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Figure 1. Employment outcomes (mean full-time salary)
Source: Graduate Outcomes Survey 2016 (QILT 2018)
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m postgraduate research 71.3 66.2 80.1

Figure 2. Employment outcomes (% in full-time employment) 3
Source: Graduate Outcomes Survey 2016 (QILT 2018)

Why focus on institutional differences in widening participation?

Expanding access to higher education can have the perverse consequence whereby
individuals now require a degree from an elite institution to be competitive in the labour
market. Kariya (2011, p.89) cautions, based on the Japanese experience, that “as the
number of degree holders increases the new marker of excellence in higher education is
higher- (and higher-) ranking institutions”. Indeed, policies of massification

assume an equality of institution, where a degree from one university has the
same value (in terms of economic and cultural capital) as the others. The reality
is that mass higher education systems contain within them elite groupings, which
tend to be much more restrictive in their selection and admission practices,

3 Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander postgraduate research figure not available.
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leading to even greater levels of under-representation than the sector as a whole
(Pitman 2017, p.41).

As a result, research which has focused on institutional levels of achievement has tended to
focus on the performance and actions of individual elite institutions or elite institutions as a
group (e.g., Peacock, Sellar & Lingard 2014; Pitman 2017; Singh & Mountford-Zimdars
2016). An exception is Shah and Nair (2013) who focused on private for-profit institutions,
but which did not distinguish between levels of study. A key contribution of this report is thus
its focus on postgraduate students, with attention to degree type, and its focus beyond elite
groups to comparing levels of achievement across university groupings.

Schuetze and Slowey (2002, p.313) note that “[w]ith expansion and change in higher
education some non-traditional groups have increased in number arguably to a point where
they have come to form a ‘new majority’ in higher education — at least in certain types of
institutions or programs”. But these shifts have not been equal and “the effect of government
policy on addressing disadvantage in higher education becomes dissipated at great levels of
disaggregation” (Pitman 2017, p.40). Thus, while expanding access to higher education has
resulted in the inclusion of some previously excluded or underrepresented non-traditional
students, the stratification of Australian universities “belies the egalitarian social justice
imprimatur of expanded access, and reproduces some broader patterns of social
differentiation in wealth, class, gender, age and ethnicity” (Testa & Egan 2014, p.230). Burke
(2017, p.7) agrees that current approaches to widening participation fail “to acknowledge and
redress entrenched historical and structural inequalities as well as the discursive, cultural,
and symbolic dimensions of education disadvantage”. To understand the penetration and
impact of the widening participation agenda it is therefore important not only to consider
which equity groups have increased representation in raw numbers but to also consider the
extent this has occurred in different types of universities (Schuetze & Slowey 2002, p.313).

The most applied Australian system of University Groups* (Moodie 2010) is based on four
groups: Group of Eight (Go8), Australian Technology Network (ATN), Regional Universities
Network (RUN), and Innovative Research Universities (IRU). The remaining 15 Australian
universities, covering a mix of public and private universities, are considered non-aligned.
Each Australian university group has a specific history, priorities and emphases which are
shared within the group and shape how the widening participation agenda manifests within
groups and across the higher education sector. The four key university groupings have
between 70 and 75 per cent of total postgraduate commencing and ongoing enrolments, and
postgraduate completions. However, the distributions are uneven with the Go8 dominating
all stages (Figure 3).

RUN
Access (commencing enrolments) 7 =14 15 36 26 2 IRU
ATN
Retention (continuing enrolments) 7 =18 14 39 28 2 GOo8
Non-aligned Public
Graduations (completions) 7 =13 16 38 24 2

Non-aligned private

Figure 3. Postgraduate cohort composition by university group (%), 2016
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)

4 Marginson (1997) presents an alternative typology of Australian universities based on shared characteristics rather than
formal group membership — Sandstone Universities established prior to 1987 which with the exception of the inclusion of the
University of Tasmania reflects Go8 membership; Universities of Technology comprised of the largest former colleges of
advanced education and which aligns with ATN membership; Wannabe Sandstones which include the remaining pre-1987
universities (most IRU institutions would belong to this category); and New Universities which include the remaining post-1987
institutions (most RUN institutions would belong to this category). In their study of student diversity in university selection,
Palmer, Bexley and James (2011) advance an alternative typology — Go8; Universities of Technology (ATN + Swinburne
University of Technology); IRU member universities; Former New Generation Member Universities Metro; Former New
Generation Member Universities Regional; Non Affiliated Metro Universities; Non Affiliated Regional Universities.
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Group of Eight universities grouping

The Go8 universities enjoy the largest accumulation of academic, cultural and
socioeconomic capital and status of all Australian universities (Moodie 2010). The Go8
includes all "sandstone" universities (except the university of Tasmania [UTas]) and the
three Australian "red brick" universities (Australian National University [ANU], Monash
University and the University of New South Wales [UNSW]). In terms of national-level status
and reputation, Go8 universities are elite institutions which can be compared to Russell
Group universities in the United Kingdom (UK) and Ivy League universities in the United
States of America (USA). Together, Go8 universities attract more than 25 per cent of all
Australian university students and one-third of international students in Australia (Go8 n.d.a).
The Go8 enrols more than one-third of all postgraduate students, receives two-thirds of all
research funding, and awards half of all research doctorates in Australia (Go8 n.d.a, b). Go8
universities command the largest market share of all postgraduate students of all university
groups across access, ongoing enrolments and completions. All Go8 universities are in the
top 10 universities with the highest course fees in Australia, which suggests students are
prepared to pay a premium to attend them (Norton & Cherastidtham 2015).

The University of Melbourne (UNIMELB)’s "Melbourne Model" is a significant point of
difference in the sector. Under this model, education at the undergraduate level focuses on
broad skill development through a generalist degree followed, if desired, by a two-year
professional masters degree offered through graduate schools (James & McPhee 2012).
Although there are several entry and exit points in this structure, career choices are deferred
until students complete their undergraduate degrees. This has financial implications for
students and the university (James & McPhee 2012) due to the emphasis on a "3 + 2" year
timeframe and because postgraduate fees are less regulated than undergraduate fees. Its
relative dominance in the postgraduate statistics is likely influenced by its adoption of this
model.

ATN universities grouping

The ATN universities were typically first established as technical institutes in capital cities
and designated as universities post-1987 (Moodie 2010). The five ATN universities—
Queensland University of Technology (QUT)®, University of Technology Sydney (UTS),
RMIT University, the University of South Australia (UniSA) and Curtin University—
emphasise their "real world" orientation and industry partnerships. All ATN universities were
ranked in the world’s top 50 universities under 50 years old in the 2017 QS university
rankings. ATN universities educate more than 20 per cent of all Australian university
students and 22 per cent of international students in Australia (ATN 2017). In the
postgraduate education space, ATN universities account for approximately 15 per cent of all
enrolments and completions.

RUN universities grouping

The RUN is an alliance of six regionally headquartered universities: CQUniversity,
Federation University Australia, Southern Cross University (SCU), the University of New
England (UNE), the University of Southern Queensland (USQ), and the University of the
Sunshine Coast (USC). Half of the six RUN universities are based in Queensland. RUN
universities have a comparatively small postgraduate student base accounting for less than
7 per cent of all postgraduate completions and less than one in 10 of all postgraduate
enrolments.

5 QUT made the decision to leave the ATN in 2018. However, because it was an ATN member in the years covered by this
study and is typical included in categorisations of Universities of Technology (Marginson 1997, Palmer et al. 2011) it is included
in the analysis as such.
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IRU universities grouping

The Innovative Research Universities (IRU)—Charles Darwin University (CDU), Flinders
University, Griffith University, James Cook University (JCU), La Trobe University, Murdoch
University, and Western Sydney University (UWS)—were founded in the 1960s and 70s and
sometimes called 'gumtree’ or verdant universities because many were adjacent to native
bushland. These universities contributed to a broader effort to expand and reform tertiary
education in Australia. Together the seven IRU universities account for close to one in eight
completions and just over one in 10 of all postgraduate enrolments.

Non-aligned universities grouping

There are twelve non-aligned public universities—Australian Catholic University (ACU),
Batchelor Institute of Indigenous Higher Education (Batchelor), Charles Sturt University
(CSU), Deakin University, Edith Cowan University (ECU), Macquarie University, Swinburne
University of Technology, the University of Newcastle (UON), the University of Canberra, the
University of Tasmania (UTas), the University of Wollongong (UOW), and Victoria University
(VicMelb). There are four non-aligned private universities—Bond University, the University of
Divinity (UDivinity), Notre Dame University and Torrens University Australia.
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Study approach

This research is concerned with how Australian universities have performed against the
widening participation agenda in relation to the postgraduate cohort in the period 2006-16. It
examines the achievement of widening participation goals for selected key equity groups
according to university group.®

This research addresses two key research questions:
1. What are the key trends in access to, participation in, and successful completion of
postgraduate study by students from different equity groups?
2. How do these trends differ by university group?

As illustrated in Figure 4 the approach adopted in this study allows the identification of trends
and levels of achievement against equity indicators in relation to commencing enrolments
(access), ongoing enrolments (participation), graduations (completions).

Aboriginal &/or Torres Strait Islander
Low SES background

From regional/remote Australia
Non-English speaking background
Living with disability

* Access — commencing enrolments
* Retention — continuing enrolments
» Completion — graduation

ATTENDED Non-aligned private

Non-aligned public

* Group of 8
UNIVERSITY \ |
GROUP .

« Postgraduate coursework
* Postgraduate research

Figure 4. Study approach

Analysis of widening participation trends

Using student data from the selected higher education statistics data (DET 2016), the
quantitative analysis focuses on identifying equity trends in postgraduate enrolment,
participation and completion outcomes using descriptive statistics. The analysis also
identifies the variance of these factors within, and between, university groupings to highlight
patterns within groups and broader trends within Australian higher education.

The sample includes postgraduate students undertaking a coursework or research-based
postgraduate degree, and undergraduate students. References to postgraduate students in
this report refer to students studying any postgraduate course (taught and research) while
references to postgraduate research students refer only to those postgraduate students
undertaking higher degrees by research (e.g., Masters by Research and PhDs).

6 A full glossary and list of acronyms and terms used in this report are provided in Appendix 1.
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An undergraduate degree is a higher education qualification at Level 7 of the Australian
Qualifications Framework (AQF). The most common undergraduate qualification is a three-
year bachelor degree’. As shown in Figure 5, based on AQF levels, a postgraduate degree
is a higher education qualification located at Level 8 (Graduate Certificate), Level 9 (Masters
degree) or Level 10 (doctoral degree) of the AQF. These qualifications include taught
programs of study (coursework) and research-based degrees where research constitutes at
least two-thirds of the course of study and makes an original contribution to the field of

research and/or practice.
Gmbﬂo&ﬁ&mk
Grodvate D«f»lomq

W\oskrs d
seq

ma?me :Qrk)
@é][&w e

Figure 5. Typical postgraduate qualifications based on AQF level

The sample is restricted to domestic students, that is, students with Australian citizenship,
or Australian permanent residency (holders of all categories of permanent residency visas,
including humanitarian visas), or New Zealand citizenship. It does not consider international
students, these being students holding temporary residency visa status in Australia,
permanent residency visa status in New Zealand, or residency or citizenship of any other
country.

The student equity data was obtained by request through the Department of Education,
Skills and Employment. Because the publicly available Higher Education Statistics data does
not isolate postgraduate data for student equity groups, a bespoke request was made for a
postgraduate dataset. Two main datasets were requested for the years ranging from 2006 to
2016. The first dataset included both commencing and ongoing student enrolments. The
second dataset covered student completions.

Each dataset included the number of students by degree type for each Australian university,
the total number of students, and the number of students who were reported as belonging to
one of the equity groups foregrounded in our study. Identifiers in this dataset included:
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander identification

living with disability

low SES background

non-English speaking background

regional

remote.

The methods and frequency of Census data collected by the Australian Bureau of Statistics
require that the student data associated with low SES status and remote or regional
residential location are sourced differently. The student data for low SES, remote areas and
regional location for the years from 2006 to 2010 are sourced from the 2006 Census data,
the years from 2011 to 2015 are sourced from the 2011 Census data, and the 2016 student
data is sourced from the 2016 Census data.

7 Although AQF Level 8, a Bachelor Honours Degree is considered an undergraduate level of study.
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Only Table A institutions® are included in the analysis. Other institutions—that is, non-Table
A and Table B institutions—are non-university higher education institutions and were
removed before analysis. University groups were used to explore similarities in the
achievement of the widening participation agenda between like institutions. Descriptive
statistics present actual numbers of commencing postgraduate students (enrolments), and
completions as well as the proportions of postgraduate students within these equity groups
as percentages of all postgraduate students. Data is presented in this report for each
university and as combined figures for groupings of universities for the year 2016. Where
available trends data for the period 2006 to 2016 is also presented for the total postgraduate
cohort.

The literature referred to in this report largely focuses on the Australian experience of
widening participation but also considers the experiences of other Anglophone countries
such as Ireland, New Zealand and the United Kingdom where there has also been a strong
emphasis on widening participation and where experiences have been similar (Schuetze &
Slowery 2002).

A note on data limitations

Research has shown that significant numbers of students do not disclose personal details
that would identify them as belonging to an equity group (Kusevskis-Hayes, Clark &
Wilkinson, n.d) and the decision to disclose or not to disclose can be understood to be
strategic. For example, the disclosure of disability may be related to several factors including
the extent to which an institution is perceived to be disability friendly (Jacklin 2011). This
non-disclosure may impact the accuracy of data collected and universities’ capacities to plan
for and resource support services. More importantly, this non-disclosure may result in
students not receiving support services and accommodations for which they are eligible, and
which could increase their likelihood of academic success and degree completion. Non-
disclosure may impact actual numbers and proportions reported here as these students will
not be accounted for.

Cardak et al. (2017) note strong growth in students with a regional commencing permanent
home address and metropolitan term address. Thus, while undergraduate students, due to
their relative youth, may be inclined to maintain a regional home base, this is unlikely to be
the case for students undertaking research higher degrees that require on-campus
attendance for most of the year. This is likely to impact the number of students with a
regional permanent home address for segments of the postgraduate cohort and may reflect
the extent of participation of students from regional and remote areas.

Within equity groups, participation at the level of discipline (and professions) is a further
nuance that requires attention in the widening participation agenda (Behrendt et al. 2012)
but is beyond the scope of this study. Similarly, it must be recognised that each of the equity
groups is not a homogenous entity: that is each group addressed here can be internally
differentiated for example by sexuality and gender or by cross-group memberships. Again,
this level of fine-grain analysis is beyond the scope of this study.

Segmenting the data potentially provides greater insights into different patterns of results for
sub-populations, which are obscured at the aggregate level. However, segmentation of the
data results in smaller cell sizes. This increases the proportion of cells that have a cell size
of less than five, which, consistent with the conditions of the data request, cannot be
reported. The number of cases in these cells could be 1, 2, 3, or 4. Any modelling assigning
a value to these cells introduces measurement error. If these cells are then aggregated, this
measurement error is further compounded. We have assigned a value of 2 to cells which

8 Table A and Table B institutions are defined in the Higher Education Support Act 2003 (Cwth). Providers listed in Table A are
approved for all Australian Government grants under the Act and their students can receive all forms of assistance. Providers
listed in Table B are eligible for some grants outlined under Section 41-10 of the Act and can offer FEE-HELP assistance to
students. Table B providers approved for National Priority places can also offer HECS-HELP assistance.
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had fewer than five cases. We then conducted a sensitivity analysis of this assumption by re-
running the analysis with the values 1, 3, and 4. The pattern of results and conclusions from
the results were the same irrespective of which value was applied, with the exception of the
non-aligned private universities due to comparatively small population.

We acknowledge these assumptions introduce a level of measurement error but also argue
that this analysis provides some insight into overall trends, as the general pattern of findings
is the same whether an assumption of 1, 2, 3, or 4 was applied. We utilised an assumption
of 2 as the sum of the cells was closest to the actual sample size provided for larger
groupings. However, we stress that any interpretation of analysis in which cells of less than
five were replaced with an assumption (usually a value of 2) need to be interpreted with an
additional level of caution. This caution particularly applies to the breakdowns of equity
group by degree type by university where numbers are smaller and the incidences of cells
with a value less than five was greater. Due to low overall enrolments non-aligned private
universities are only reported at an aggregate level.

The method used for calculating low SES status changed in 2011. As a result of the change
in data collection method, which occurred part way through the time period covered in this
report, caution should be exercised when drawing conclusions in relation to data for the low
SES cohort. Issues with data completeness are most pronounced for undergraduate
completions given the length of time to complete an undergraduate degree (typically three or
four years), compared to postgraduate coursework qualifications which can be completed in
as little as six months.
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Overall trends in enrolment and completion

There has been a steady growth in domestic student undergraduate, postgraduate
coursework, and postgraduate research enrolments in the decade 2006-16 (Figure 6). Over
this period, postgraduate coursework enrolments have grown by 28 per cent, comparable to
the rate of growth for undergraduate enrolments (29 per cent), while there was a less than
10 per cent increase in research enrolments.

27.6% 29.3%
9.3%
postgraduate research ~ postgraduate coursework undergraduate students
students students

Figure 6. Growth in enrolments, 2006—16
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)

In 2016, 77.1 per cent of domestic higher education students were undertaking an
undergraduate program (Figure 7). Postgraduate coursework students accounted for 18.4
per cent of all higher education student enrolments, and postgraduate research students for
just 4.5 per cent. Across this same period, the proportion of postgraduate research student
enrolments has declined from 5.6 per cent to 4.5 per cent of all enrolments. At the same
time, there has been an increase in the proportion of undergraduate students from 75.8 per
cent to 77.1 per cent of all higher education enrolments.
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Figure 7. Growth in enrolments, 2006—16
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)

There have been fluctuations in domestic student undergraduate, postgraduate coursework,
and postgraduate research completions in the decade 2006—16. The greatest growth in
completions has occurred for postgraduate research students, though the growth has been
substantial for all cohorts (Figure 8).
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Figure 7. Growth in completions, 2006-16
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)

More than three-fifths (60.9 per cent) of higher education students completed an
undergraduate program in 2016. Postgraduate coursework students accounted for 35.6 per
cent of all higher education completions and postgraduate research students for 3.5 per
cent. Across this period, the proportions of postgraduate coursework and research student
completions have increased from 37.9 per cent to 39.1 per cent. There has been a
corresponding decline in the proportion of undergraduate student completions (Figure 9).
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Figure 9. Growth in completions, 2006-16
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)

Proportional representation

Detailed analysis is provided in Appendices 2 thorough 7, with each focusing on a specific
equity group. The following discussion highlights the key findings in relation to the
proportional representation of equity groups based on the year 2016. With respect to both
commencing and continuing enrolments, the proportional representation of Aboriginal and/or
Torres Strait Islander students, those from regional areas, those from low SES backgrounds
and students with a disability in postgraduate study is lower in both cases than their
proportional representation in undergraduate enrolments (Figures 10 and 11). On the other
hand, the 2016 proportional representation in postgraduate enrolments of students from a
non-English speaking background in both research and coursework programs are higher
than their respective proportional representation in undergraduate enrolments that year.
Similarly, 2016 proportional representation in postgraduate coursework enrolments of
students from remotes areas is higher than their respective proportional representation in
undergraduate enrolments that year. However, with respect to completions, apart from
students from a non-English speaking background and students from remote areas, the
proportional representation of postgraduate completions for all equity groups is significantly
lower than their proportional representation in undergraduate completions (Figure 12).
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Figure 8. Commencing enrolments, equity group proportional representation, 2016
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)
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Figure 9. Continuing enrolments, equity group proportional representation 2016
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)
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Figure 10. Completions, equity group proportional representation 2016
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)
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Based on this data it can be observed that there is a pronounced decline in the proportional
representation of equity groups for completions. That is, there is a higher representation of
equity groups in Access than there is for Completions (Table 1). This decline/gap is constant
over the decade. We note that observing access and completion for the same year is
comparing different student cohorts and, thus, difference may reflect cohort effects.
However, we also note that the difference between access and completions across the
decade 200616 is relatively stable. Thus, it can be concluded that students from equity
groups are less likely to complete their degrees, indicating that further work is required on
not only improving access to higher education but in the provision of support services once
at university to improve completion rates.

Apart from students from a non-English speaking background or students from remote
areas, the proportional representation for postgraduate completions for all equity groups is
significantly lower than their proportional representation in postgraduate access. For
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students, students from regional areas, and low SES
students, there is a persistent decline in proportional representation of more than 50 per cent
between access and completion. A gap also exists for students with disability but has shown
improvement over the decade. The gap is smallest from students from a non-English
speaking background and students from remote areas. Indeed, Aboriginal and/or Torres
Strait Islander students, students with a disability, and low SES students are three to four
times less likely to complete their degree than students from a non-English speaking
background.

Table 1. Difference between access and completion for postgraduate students

2006 2016
Postaraduate Difference in Difference in
De rgeeT o Access Completion Proportional Access Completion Proportional
9 yp Representation Representation
Aboriginal
e o | Researcn 1.0% 0.5% >50% 1.4% 0.6% >50%
Strait Islander
students Coursework 0.9% 0.3% >50% 1.4% 0.6% >50%
Low SES
ctdonted Research 7.9% 1.1% >50% 8.4% 3.2% >50%
Coursework | 11.4% 5.2% >50% 11.9% 5.8% >50%
Regional
e Research 12.0% 7.5% >50% 13.5% 7.0% >50%
Coursework | 15.9% 7.8% >50% 15.7% 8.9% >50%
Remote student
emote SdentS| pesearch 0.8% 0.7% <10% 0.8% 0.6 <15%
Coursework 1.5% 0.6% >50% 1.3% 0.6% >50%
Students with
di:a;ﬂt; w Research 3.5% 2.0% <50% 4.2% 2.0% >50%
Coursework 2.9% 1.6% <50% 4.6% 2.4% <50%
Students f
aﬁoﬁ?Eigrlgg Research 7.1% 6.6% <10% 7.5% 6.6% <15%
speaking
background Coursework 5.0% 3.9% <25% 4.6% 3.1% <15%

Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)

% In terms of achievement of parity purposes for the low SES equity group we have utilised 2013 and 2016.
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Parity target progress by equity group

Overall, the sector fails to meet or exceed parity targets for either enrolments or completions
for all but three equity groups: students from a non-English speaking background, and
students from remote or regional areas (Figure 13). Research students from a non-English
speaking background exceed parity targets for both enrolment and completion.
Undergraduate and postgraduate research students from remote areas meet parity targets
for both enrolment and completion. Undergraduate and postgraduate coursework students
from a non-English speaking background, postgraduate coursework students from remote
areas, and undergraduate students from regional areas meet parity targets for enrolments
but not for completions.

ENROLMENTS Ramots NESB
exceed parity target
ENROLMENTS 9/ Remote
meet parity target NESB Remote

NESB
ATSI
Disability
Low SES

ENROLMENTS ATSI Regional
below parity target ~ Disability
Low SES

ATS| Regional
Disability
Low SES

COMPLETIONS COMPLETIONS COMPLETIONS
below parity target meet parity target exceed parity target

Figure 11. Summary of achievement of parity targets by equity group, 2016

Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students™®

Relative to coursework and undergraduate programs, the postgraduate research space has
seen the least improvement over the decade when both completions and commencing
enrolments of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students are considered relative to
parity targets (Figure 14). Most university groups as a collective are performing poorly
against parity targets, particularly in the postgraduate space. Most have also shown little
improvement over the decade in postgraduate research enrolments and completions of
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students; indeed, some have lost ground.

Within the postgraduate coursework space, RUN and IRU universities show a steady
gradual improvement. However, postgraduate coursework outcomes lag behind
performance in the undergraduate space, and completions remain alarmingly low. Within the
undergraduate space, for both access and completions, the overall pattern is similar with
RUN and IRU, performing significantly better than the other university groups—experiencing
steady improvement since 2009—while other university groups have seen marginal to no
improvement. Indeed, overall, the RUN is performing most strongly, particularly in the
undergraduate and postgraduate research space. There may be lessons to be learned from
their approach to attracting and supporting Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students,
particularly in the postgraduate research space.

10 Refer Appendix 2 for additional data and analysis for this cohort.
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Figure 12. Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander student parity progress, 2006—16

Tracing commencements and completions of Indigenous students between 2004 and 2008,
Pechenkina et al. (2011, p.63) identified a "dual system" in which some universities have
high commencement numbers of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander students while
others, often Go8 universities, have high completion rates. They speculate that high
numbers of completions at Go8 universities may in part follow on from their recruitment of
higher-performing students, due to entry requirements, along with higher staff to student
ratios given the smaller numbers of enrolments and higher numbers of Indigenous students
in research programs.

This report finds that this pattern is not necessarily the case when level of study and
proportional representation is taken into consideration. ATN and Go8 outcomes are routinely
lower than other university groupings and are falling further behind. The Go8 when
considered as a bloc perform least well across all three levels of study in terms of both
completions and access as a proportion of their student populations. In terms of absolute
numbers, although accounting for more than one-third of all commencing and continuing
postgraduate students, Go8 universities account for one-quarter of all commencing and
continuing Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander postgraduate students. There is a similar
discrepancy in completions with Go8 accounting for 38.6 per cent of all postgraduate
completions but only 27 per cent of completions by Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander
postgraduate students. The Go8 has a historically low base, while it has experienced
marginal improvements in the decade, the amount of improvement is failing to keep pace
with the revised parity target. This relatively poor performance of the Go8 is problematic
given their elite status and the overall size of their student cohort.

Low SES students’’

A new standardised reporting regime for low SES status commenced in 2011. As a result,
the completion data for low SES was very volatile until 2013 when the year-to-year
fluctuations became less extreme. Thus, for comparing completions against enrolments in
terms of achievement of parity purposes for the low SES equity group we have utilised 2013
and 2016. In terms of absolute numbers, although accounting for more than one-third of all
commencing and continuing postgraduate students, Go8 universities account for one-quarter
of all commencing and continuing postgraduate students from a low SES background. There
is a similar discrepancy in completions with Go8 accounting for 38.6 per cent of all
postgraduate completions but only 24.1 per cent of completions by postgraduate students
from a low SES background. RUN and IRU groups both have higher proportions of

" Refer Appendix 3 for additional data and analysis for this cohort.
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commencing, continuing and completed postgraduate students from a low SES background
than their overall market share of postgraduate students in these categories. Of note is the
completion of students from a low SES background attending non-aligned universities; they
accounted for 32.4 per cent of completions for this equity group but only 17.9 per cent of
completions by all postgraduate students.

The original widening participation target of 25 per cent for students from a low SES
background was based on achieving proportional representation based on census data
(DEET 1990). This target has since been revised downwards to 20 per cent by 2020 as a
recommendation of the Bradley Review (Bradley et al. 2008). Only the RUN group meets the
downward revised target, and then only for coursework access, although research access is
close. It should be noted that for the overall postgraduate cohort, the earlier analysis shows
that three individual universities meet or exceed the target—CQUniversity, Federation
University and USQ)—all of which are RUN universities. This outcome is consistent across
coursework access, which shows that only six universities meet the revised target. For
research access, only four universities meet the target, two of which are based in
Queensland: CQUniversity and USQ. All university groupings show a steep decline when
comparing the proportional representation of commencements to completions, across both
coursework and research.

As shown in Figure 15, the RUN group is approaching the parity target for postgraduate
enrolments while all other university groups are a long way from meeting the parity target.
Although a degree of caution should be applied when interpreting the completions results.
On the data available, RUN also perform best for postgraduate research completions but fail
to achieve the parity targets. The pattern for postgraduate coursework students is very
similar to that of postgraduate research. RUN has achieved party target for enrolments, with
IRU approaching the revised downward parity target. Low SES students are
underrepresented in Go8, non-aligned public and ATN, with Go8 performing worst on both
enrolments and completions. In the undergraduate space, of note is RUN’s excellent
performance with strong improvement in completions resulting in the group meeting parity
targets for completions while being significantly above the target for commencing
enrolments. IRU has a similar pattern — above parity on enrolments and making significant
improvements in completions. Go8, and to a lesser extent ATN, are performing
comparatively poorly against parity targets for low SES students. The impact of this unequal
representation between, and within, university groupings requires further investigation, as
the data indicates regional universities may be carrying a disproportionate burden in
supporting low SES students and thus may be making a greater contribution to remediating
inequalities for low SES students.
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Figure 13. Low SES student parity progress, 2006—16
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Students with disability"?

For students with disability, there is a strong alignment between overall levels of
representation across universities with the general university population. There is little
difference between overall postgraduate student market share and the outcomes for
students with disability. The original widening participation target of eight per cent for
students with disability was based on achieving proportional representation based on
Census data (DEET 1990). This target has not been met by any of the university groups or
by the higher education sector as a whole in the postgraduate space. Indeed, a steep
decline is in evidence across all groups when completions are mapped against access and
participation (Figure 16).

In relation to parity in the postgraduate research space, the Go8 has made significant
proportional gains on enrolments, which is important given the relative size of their student
populations. But like the other university groups, this has not been matched with a similar
upturn in completions. Although RUN has a similar profile of improvement, no group is
meeting the parity target for students with disability. The pattern for postgraduate
coursework shows a very similar pattern, with moderate improvements in access that are not
matched with improvements in completions. Again, RUN and Go8 made the most significant
proportional gains on commencing enrolments with RUN approaching parity for this
measure.

A different pattern for this equity group in relation to the achievement of parity targets can be
seen for the undergraduate cohort with IRU and non-aligned public university groups
comparatively the best performing, making progress on both access and completions. The
ATN group started from a relatively low base and has made comparatively little progress.
The improvement in completions is not as good as for commencing enrolments but is better
than for that shown for either the postgraduate coursework or research cohorts, with IRU
and non-aligned public universities both approaching parity for access and performing more
strongly than other university groups for completions.
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Figure 14. Students with disability parity progress, 2006-16

12 Refer Appendix 4 for additional data and analysis for this cohort.
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Students from a non-English speaking background'?

The widening participation target of 4.66 per cent for students from a non-English speaking
background, born overseas and less than 10 years living in Australia, was based on
achieving proportional representation based on census data (DEET 1990). This target has
been largely met in the urban university groupings for research access and by the sector
overall. Although Go8 and ATN performed realtively poorly for most equity groups in terms of
parity targets they have the highest proportional representation of non-English speaking
background students of all university groupings. As shown in Figure 17, Go8 and ATN are
performing significantly above parity targets for postgraduate research enrolments and
completions for this equity group.

The Go8 also accounts for 42.3 per cent of all commencing, continuing and graduating
domestic postgraduate students from a non-English speaking background. This proportion is
higher than their overall market share of postgraduate students. As a group, ATN
universities perform strongly for this equity group accounting for 20.8 per cent of all
commencing, continuing and graduating domestic postgraduate students from a non-English
speaking background. The comparative overrepresentation of “prestigious” or elite
universities may indicate a level of stratification in the sector and a perception between
prestige and employability enhancement value of a degree. By contrast, RUN universities
have a small proportion of students from this equity group relative to their total student base.

For postgraduate coursework, most universities are near or above the parity targets for
enrolments but below on completions. IRU and ATN have made significant improvements in
undergraduate enrolments for this equity group. Go8, IRU and ATN exhibit a similar pattern
of performance, which sees them above parity targets for enrolments but slightly below for
completions. It is noteworthy that RUN has historically been low and remains so, which is in
contrast to their performance for other equity groups.
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Figure 15. Non-English speaking background student parity progress, 2006—16

13 Refer Appendix 5 for additional data and analysis for this cohort.
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Students from regional Australia’

The widening participation target for students from regional Australia is 23.32 per cent
(DEET 1990). The pattern of results has been steady from 2006—16 with only moderate
progress against parity targets, with only undergraduate commencing enrolments for
students from regional Australia approaching parity targets. All other indicators are well
below parity targets. There is substantial variation between university groups in terms of
performance against all the parity targets for students from regional Australia. The targets
have been met in the RUN university group for postgraduate research and undergraduate
access and completions. In contrast, Go8 and ATN have been historically, and continue to
be, comparatively the worst performers in all three student segments (postgraduate
research, postgraduate coursework, and undergraduate).

As seen in Figure 18, for postgraduate coursework, RUN universities are the closest to
meeting parity targets for enrolments. The IRU and Non-Aligned public universities have
made improvements on enrolments by this equity group but only marginal gains on
completions. Go8 and ATN exhibit a similar pattern of performance, which sees them below
parity targets for enrolments and completions. It is noteworthy that, of the three student
types, postgraduate coursework is the only one in which no grouping meets or exceeds the
parity target.
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Figure 16. Student from regional Australia parity progress, 2006—16

Students from remote locations’?

The widening participation target for students from remote locations is 0.6 per cent (DEET
1990). After students from non-English speaking backgrounds, this is the best performing
equity group. Commencing enrolments for postgraduate research and undergraduate
students are above parity, while continuing enrolments are below, and completions at parity,
except for postgraduate coursework students where this pattern is reversed. However,
across all indicators there is a long-term downward trend in the proportional representation
of “remote” students by level of study for enrolment and completions.

As seen in Figure 19, for postgraduate coursework and undergraduate students, all
university groups, except the Go8, are above the parity targets for enrolments and

4 Refer to Appendix 6 for additional data and analysis for this cohort.

15 Refer to Appendix 7 for additional data and analysis for this cohort.
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completions. The Go8 have been, and remain, well below parity targets for both enrolments
and completions across all three student types: postgraduate research, postgraduate
coursework, and undergraduate students. The pattern for postgraduate coursework sees a
similar positive pattern for enrolments with RUN and IRU above parity and Non-Aligned
Public meeting parity. However, all three types are below parity on completions. Go8 and
ATN have been and remain well below parity targets for both enrolments and completions of
postgraduate coursework.
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Figure 17. Student from remote area parity progress, 2006—16

Parity target progress by university group

Prior research has found that widening participation recruitment activities by elite institutions
have tended to focus on selectively recruiting “high-achieving students” rather than “serving
the national common good of enhancing access to higher education for a wider range of
students who have the ability to benefit” (Singh & Mountford-Zimdars 2016, p.41). The deficit
discourses which have accompanied the massification of higher education have suggested
that widening access “proves difficult” for elite institutions which demand the highest tertiary
entrance scores (Peacock et al. 2014, p.378). Such allowances for elite institutions in their
pursuit of “the best and the brightest” students (Peacock et al. 2014, p.393) suggest that
membership of an equity group and high academic performance are mutually exclusive
(McKay & Devlin 2016) and obscure the range of factors, other than intellectual capacity and
aptitude, that shape an individual’s access to higher education. Thus, despite concerns that
“‘increasing the quantity of graduates to meet targets may risk the quality of graduate
outcomes and exit standards”, widening participation does not necessarily have a negative
impact on academic standards (Whiteford et al. 2013, p.300). Indeed, although they may
require more or different support, Whiteford, Shah and Nair (2013, p.301) argue that the
levels of educational achievement of students from disadvantaged backgrounds “are, over
time, no different from their peers or perhaps, indeed slightly better”.

Despite their low absolute numbers, Australia’s regional universities enjoy a comparatively
high level of participation by regional and remote students and students from a low SES
background. However, despite their important contribution to the widening participation
agenda for certain cohorts, this achievement is sometimes diminished through the discourse
that it is simply “aligned with their expansion objectives” (Peacock et al. 2014, p.385)
meaning that the students are of a lower quality than other universities. Similarly, in the UK
non-elite universities cater to disproportionally high numbers of students with low SES status
(Hughes 2015). Underrepresentation is more marked in universities and courses with the
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most competitive entry requirements. The UK elite universities, referred to as Russell Group
Universities, have been found to have significantly lower levels of enrolment of British ethnic
minority students (Boliver 2013, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018; Bowl & Hughes 2013; Lessard-
Phillips et al. 2018). It has been suggested that this could be attributed to institutional
perceptions that admitting too many students from ethnic minority and other non-traditional
backgrounds has the potential to erode institutional prestige (Reay et al. 2001).

To achieve the equity aims of the widening participation, agenda proportional representation
needs to apply across institution groupings (Gale 2012). However, because the higher
education system is stratified, Gale and Tranter (2011, p.35) suggest that improvements in
the participation of equity groups in countries like Australia and the UK may have “been
effectively diluted” as lower SES students have been found to cluster in lower-ranking
universities, while higher SES students are overrepresented in elite universities.

There is, therefore, a danger that assumptions may be made “that it does not matter if
educational opportunities are unevenly distributed as long as everyone is getting more”
(Boden & Neveda 2010, p.40). However, not all opportunities are equal in terms of their
employability-enhancing potential (Pasztor & Wakeling 2018). For example, attending a
higher-prestige university may enhance a student’s social standing and improve her/his
employment prospects. Tholen et al. (2013, p.142) argue that access to professional
networks and connections is “inherent to the elite educational experience” and has labour
market advantages beyond the degree.

Ensuring proportional representation is achieved at elite universities is thus important
because these institutions “are uniquely placed to alleviate issues around social mobility, as
graduates are more employable and often earn higher salaries than graduates from other
universities” (Singh & Mountford-Zimdars 2016, p.44). This may particularly be the case
when seeking work with overseas firms which may be more likely to use proxy measures of
quality such as university rankings (which rely heavily on research rather than teaching
performance) in recruitment decisions (Norton & Cherastidtham 2015). It is, thus, imperative
that analysis considers the achievement of targets across individual universities but also
across university groups to account for individual differences and to identify sectoral trends.

Figure 20 shows the performance of all university groups with respect to parity target
progress. In contrast to the experiences of comparable elite universities in the UK, Go8
universities have a significant number of equity students in absolute numbers, though, as a
proportion of their total student base equity group, representation may appear comparatively
low. At the same time, observed high levels of proportional representation of equity groups
are evident at the universities with the lowest levels of resources. Issues experienced by
regional and remote students significantly overlap with those experienced by students from
low SES backgrounds; however, difficulties in addressing these needs are compounded by
the fact that in Australia economic and social resources are concentrated in capital cities
(Burnheim & Harvey 2016). This may result in a considerable cost burden for the non-
aligned universities who account for the largest access and participation share of students
from low SES backgrounds. It is also important to note that the data presented does not
provide detail on levels of institutional mobility (i.e., moving between university groups),
which Harvey and Andrewartha (2013) have found to be comparatively low for students from
low SES backgrounds and regional areas. Focusing on undergraduate students, Pitman
(2017) found that students with disability or from low SES, regional and remote areas, or
Indigenous backgrounds were excluded from Australia’s elite Go8 universities at higher rates
than the sector average. This exclusion did not hold for students from a non-English
speaking background with Pitman (2017) suggesting that Go8 universities are enrolling
students from a non-English speaking background who are predominantly from medium to
high SES backgrounds. The data presented in this report suggests that this may also be the
case for the postgraduate cohort.
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While private universities account for a small proportion of the overall postgraduate cohort,
the findings support Shah and Nair's (2003) observation that access and participation by low
SES students, students from a non-English speaking background and Aboriginal and/or
Torres Strait Islander students at private for-profit universities is very low and that, with their
comparatively high fees and focus on international students and higher SES students, their
potential contribution to the widening participation agenda remains unrealised. A deeper
understanding of the role and governance of private universities in achieving equity targets is

required.
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Implications and future directions

Though the widening participation agenda has become well-established and institutionalised
since the 1990s, it remains open to critique in terms of its capacities to deliver social justice
in the higher education arena (Gayle & Parker, 2013) and beyond. In the current higher
education arena there is a tension between the desire to promote social mobility and social
justice through higher education policy and the increasing political expectation that the
burden of funding universities will move from the state towards the individual resulting in
increased income derived from student fees (Bowl & Hughes 2013). Archer (2007), for
example, has expressed concern that the egalitarian potential of widening participation
policy is compromised if not subverted by the latter funding expectations and pressures.
Relatedly, universities in Australia can vary considerably in their approaches to the widening
participation agenda (Kilpatrick & Johns 2014).

At the same time, university trends and foci cannot be abstracted from the broader
massification and commodification of education. University-group-level strategies and equity
trends need to be understood in the contingent contexts of diverse if not competing policy
and social inclusion agendas, as do individual university programs and activities. For
example, Bowl and Hughes (2013) in their analysis of UK universities’ public statements
argue that commitment to widening participation is related to university positioning in a
stratified, marketised system. As a result, the widening participation agenda is in some
respects “a contradictory and unstable amalgam of economic rationality and social justice
arguments” (Stevenson et al. 2010, p.105).

Archer (2007) suggests that the diversity of students in higher education alone cannot be
taken as an indicator of greater equality within the system and that it is important to also
consider how such diversity operates discursively along with the implications of this for
widening participation. The use of comparative measures in which the progress of equity
groups is measured against that of the general—i.e., non-Indigenous, able, high(er) social
and economic background and urban student population—should not necessarily be taken
for granted as the sole, best mode of evaluation. Biddle et al. (2017) explore this point
explicitly in relation to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander student comparisons. Biddle et
al. (2017, p.3) argue that the predominance of measures for success involving comparison
of Indigenous outcomes against non-Indigenous outcomes, while important particularly in
areas such as income and level of education, may preclude development and use of
“Indigenous-specific measures that may be vital to the well-being of the Indigenous
population”. Such Indigenous-specific measures might include, for example, a reference to
land and culture (Biddle et al. 2017). At the same time, it must also be recognised that any
improvements in Indigenous outcomes are relative to improvements in non-Indigenous
outcomes (Biddle et al. 2017). These concerns are broadly applicable across equity groups.

Remaining tied to comparative measures in some ways results in a very limited definition of
success. Importantly, as Biddle et al. (2017) also argue, this approach tends to homogenise
student equity groups so that intra-group differences and uneven progress may go
unrecognised and unaddressed. Further, the widening participation agenda has generated
imperatives understood to apply to both undergraduate and postgraduate study, just as there
is an assumption around the “homogeneity of postgraduate” students (O’'Donnell et al. 2009,
p.26). Perhaps due to different funding and reporting regimes, there is a tendency within
current reporting and policies to treat equity groups as largely homogenous. There is a need
to recognise that some students may claim membership to more than one equity group
(Trinidad et al. 2017). A key example is the tendency to conflate the needs of domestic and
international students from a non-English speaking background. Many universities provide
support for international students but there is limited recognition of the potentially different
needs of domestic and international students from a non-English speaking background. In a
further key example, evidence suggests that Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander
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students are likely to "belong" to other equity groups (Trinidad et al. 2017). At the same time,
low SES status remains the most prevalent marker of disadvantage and intersection with
other equity group membership (Harvey et al. 2016). For example, students from regional
and remote areas of Australia are also more likely to be from a low SES or Indigenous
background than other students (Harvey et al. 2016). These intersections point to significant
lines of diversity within equity groups.

Questions of intersectionality and multiple equity group membership are poorly addressed
within extant policies and approaches but are likely to have a considerable impact on
participation and completion. An area that requires further investigation is how different
equity groups are represented within different modes of study—part-time or full-time;
online/distance; or on-campus. It is likely that non-traditional students will be more highly
represented in part-time and distance education modes which may work to improve their
access and participation (Schuetze & Slowey 2002). However, part-time enrolment, for
example, is linked to an increased risk of non-completion (Edwards & McMillan 2015).

It is inadvisable to make assumptions about prior study or exposure to the university
environment on the part of postgraduate students. For example, many postgraduate
business programs provide alternative entry for individuals who can demonstrate significant
work experience even with no prior academic study. These students have different needs
based on lack of exposure to the higher education environment which might not be captured
by any of the equity measures. It is also important to remember that “the influence of
financial barriers and limited cultural capital does not ‘wash out’ during undergraduate study”
(Harvey & Andrewartha 2013, p.112). As a result, it cannot be assumed that postgraduate
students necessarily require a lower level of support than undergraduate students.

The widening participation agenda, like employability, is not necessarily “benign and
ubiquitously advantageous” (Boden & Neveda 2010, p.38). There is inequality within and
between cohorts that is masked by the current reporting regime. A key example is students
from a refugee background whom, while a legitimate equity target group, lack visibility within
current reporting regimes, disappearing within the larger cohorts of students from a non-
English speaking background or those from a low SES background because there is no
specific equity targets or mandatory reporting of their participation (Sladek & King 2016).
Reporting at the appropriate level of disaggregation is important as the complex
backgrounds of educational, social and economic disadvantage of students from a refugee
background may predispose them to underrepresentation in postgraduate education (Sladek
& King 2018).

Future directions

Several future research directions which are crucial to advancing equity goals emerge
clearly from the findings of this report.

Addressing representation and achievement across the degree life cycle

It has been suggested that non-traditional students may be disproportionately susceptible to
non-completion than their peers (Testa & Egan 2014, p.231). This research finds that
postgraduate representation does not remain consistent across the degree life cycle and
there are sharp drop-offs in representation for completions across all equity cohorts. This
suggests that access and participation by students from equity target groups are not
necessarily translating into completions and that additional institutional supports may be
required to ensure successful completion. The relative underperformance of equity group
completion relative to participation suggests that further advances will be much harder to
achieve without a clearer analysis of the key issues and solutions, accompanied by
coordinated long-term strategies to implement them.
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Completion rates are significantly lower than access and participation rates for all equity
groups. Students from a low SES background, while having the highest proportional
representation in access and participation, have markedly lower completion rates. Non-
completion is a significant issue given that it is often understood as a professional and
economic failure for the institution and a personal and economic failure for individual
students (Gardner 2009), who may internalise this sense of "failure" (McCormick 2005).
Although much of the literature on postgraduate attrition has focused on research degrees,
in particular PhD programs, non-completion is apparent across all cohorts.

A potential risk going forward is that this pattern will be exacerbated as universities do more
segmentation of student/customer value. Equity groups which require a higher investment
for a lower return, if a purely economic metric was applied, may not be prioritised. This may
see higher levels of investment in certain student populations which are seen to provide a
greater financial return on this investment as cost-cutting and revenue independence
continue to rise in importance. A greater focus on supporting equity group representation,
particularly in relation to degree completion, is needed. As much of the literature on
postgraduate attrition has focused on research degrees, it is also important that a greater
focus is placed on understanding and managing attrition within postgraduate coursework
programs of study.

More nuanced intersectional understanding of the postgraduate cohort

Greater research and policy attention need to be paid to the postgraduate cohort. There is a
need for a greater understanding of the disparities in the postgraduate cohort and the ways
in which undergraduate representation and postgraduate representation differ. As
postgraduate study becomes an expectation of employment advancement, a greater
understanding of the impact of postgraduate funding models, particularly costs to students,
is required so as not to further entrench disadvantage. Consideration also needs to be given
to the appropriateness of applying undergraduate equity targets to postgraduate study.

The diversity of students in higher education as a single measure cannot be assumed to be
an indicator of greater equality within the system. A deeper understanding of the ways in
which postgraduate groups are heterogeneous is required. A more nuanced understanding
of the effects of such overlap, or intersection, of equity group membership and other
demographic and cultural factors (such as class or gender) on individuals is also required.

Rigorous analysis at the institutional and university group level

While statistical analysis provides a broad-brush understanding of trends and overall
performance, achieving the widening participation agenda will require rigorous qualitative
analysis of key issues facing specific cohorts of postgraduate students and different types of
institutions. Exploration of individual experiences and systemic disadvantage, particularly
around completions and in the context of the increasing neoliberalisation of the university, is
required. Important areas of qualitative research could productively include analysis of
instances of rich and sustained success. For example, the University of Wollongong
deserves attention for its achievements against a number of equity targets. Review of
education marketing documentation—such as prospectuses, strategic plans and websites—
can also provide insights into institutional priorities, initiatives, and strategies. While these
documents cannot encompass the rich breadth of actions undertaken at all levels within
universities, they do indicate, however, considered active institutional foci with an
accompanying high level of endorsement.

Greater attention needs to be paid to the specific information context, expectations and
capacity of different university groups to contribute to the widening participation agenda. The
differences in wealth and resources between universities has been noted to have a perverse
effect on the capacity of the higher education sector to accommodate the learning needs of
non-traditional students in that those institutions with the most resources, and arguably
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ability to mobilise the resources required to support these students, tend to have fewer of
them (Testa & Egan 2014). Similarly, more of these students attend less wealthy or less
well-resourced universities. A more nuanced understanding of the impact of unequal equity
representation on specific types of universities, such as regional universities, which in this
research appear to be bearing a disproportionate load in remediating inequalities for low
SES students, is also required. Norton and Cheradastidtham (2015) suggest that
government funding models could be used to support universities with high numbers and
proportions of disadvantaged students, which we could understand as the equity groups
discussed in this report to ensure the success of these students.
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Appendix 1: Glossary

Key definitions

Where appropriate definitions are aligned with those used by the Department of Education and Training and the Australian Bureau of Statistics.

Aboriginal and/or
Torres Strait Islander
student

Australian
Qualifications
Framework

Doctorate by
coursework

Doctorate by research
Domestic student

Higher Research
Degree

International student

Masters by coursework

Masters Degree
(extended)

Masters by Research

Non-aligned
universities

Postgraduate degree

Grant-Smith, Irmer & Mayes

Students who self-report as an Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander student to their higher education provider, either at the
time of their enrolment or during their studies. A student who: is of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander descent; identifies as
an Australian Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander person; and is accepted as such by the community in which s/he lives or
has lived.

The Australian Qualifications Framework (AQF) is the national policy for regulated qualifications in Australian education and
training. AQF levels provide an indication of the relative complexity and/or depth of achievement and the autonomy required to
demonstrate that achievement. AQF level 1 has the lowest complexity and AQF level 10 has the highest complexity.

Also referred to as professional doctorate, doctorate by coursework requires less research and is partially assessed by
coursework or projects.

The highest qualification awarded by Australian universities, doctorate by research requires the completion of a major thesis
which is assessed externally by experts in the field of study.

Any student who is: an Australian citizen; an Australian permanent resident (holders of all categories of permanent residency
visas, including humanitarian visas), or a New Zealand citizen.

Higher Research Degrees include the Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) and Masters by Research. Research students work
independently on discipline-based topics, becoming an expert in their area of study.

Any student who is: a temporary resident (visa status) of Australia; a permanent resident (visa status) of New Zealand, or a
resident or citizen of any other country.

A program of study at the Masters level comprising academic coursework and project work.

A program of study at the Masters level for preparation for professional practice in fields such as law, medicine, physiotherapy,
speech pathology, social work or other professional fields.

A program of study at the Masters level comprising substantial research and completion of a major externally assessed thesis.

Any Australian university which is not a member of any of the following university groups: The Group of Eight, Innovative
Research Universities, Australian Technology Network, or Regional Universities Network.

A higher education qualification located at level 8, 9 or 10 of the Australian Qualifications Framework. Includes both coursework
and research degrees.
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Postgraduate
coursework degree

Postgraduate research
degree

Postgraduate student

Reconciliation Action
Plan (RAP)

Student with disability

Student from a low SES
background

Student from a non-
English speaking
background

Student from regional
Australia

Student from remote
areas

Key acronyms

ATN
Go38
IRU

RUN

Grant-Smith, Irmer & Mayes

Includes Masters Degree (Coursework), Masters Degree (Extended); Graduate Diploma, and Graduate Certificate.

A higher degree by research in which research constitutes at least two-thirds of the course of study and the course of study
leads to an original contribution to the field of research and/or practice. Includes Doctoral Degree; and Masters Degree
(Research). A Bachelor Honours Degree is not classified as a higher degree by research in this report.

Any student undertaking a coursework or research-based postgraduate degree.
A RAP is a strategic document that supports a university’s business plan. It includes practical actions that will drive their
contribution to reconciliation internally and in the communities in which it operates.

Students who self-report disability to their higher education provider, either at the time of their enrolment or during the course of
their studies.

Socio-economic status (SES) is assigned to students on the basis of the socio-economic status of the ABS statistical area (SA1)
or postcode in which they reside. All SA1 areas are ranked on the basis of ABS estimates of the Socio-Economic Index for
Areas (SEIFA) of Education and Occupation calculated using census data. Low SES students come from the bottom 25 per
cent of Australian SA1s (with a postcode backup) in a national ranking.

A student is classified as coming from a non-English speaking background if they are a domestic student who arrived in
Australia less than 10 years prior to the year in which the data were collected, and who comes from a home where a language
other than English is spoken. Also referred to as students from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds.

Students from regional Australia are defined as having a permanent home address in a SA1/postcode area that is classified as
remote using historic MCEETYA classifications and the Australian Statistical Geography Standard.

Students from remote areas are defined as having a permanent home address in a SA1/postcode area that is classified as
remote.

Australian Technology Network — Member universities: QUT, University of Technology Sydney, RMIT University, University of
South Australia, Curtin University

Group of Eight — Member universities: Australian National University, University of Sydney, University of Queensland, University
of Western Australia, University of Adelaide, University of Melbourne, Monash University, University of New South Wales

Innovative Research Universities — Member universities: Charles Darwin University, Flinders University, Griffith University,
James Cook University, La Trobe University, Murdoch University, Western Sydney University

Regional Universities Network — Member universities: CQUniversity, University of Southern Queensland, Federation University
Australia, Southern Cross University, University of New England, University of the Sunshine Coast
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Key abbreviations

ACU
Adel
ANU
Batchelor
Bond
CDhu
cQu
Csu
Curtin
Deakin
ECU
FedUni
Flinders
Griffith
JCU

La Trobe
Macquarie
Monash
Murdoch
QuT
RMIT

Australian Catholic University
University of Adelaide

Australian National University
Batchelor Institute of Indigenous Tertiary Education
Bond University

Charles Darwin University

CQ University

Charles Sturt University

Curtin University

Deakin University

Edith Cowan University
Federation University of Australia
Flinders University

Griffith University

James Cook University

La Trobe University

Macquarie University

Monash University

Murdoch University

Queensland University of Technology
RMIT University

Grant-Smith, Irmer & Mayes

SCuU
Sydney
Swinburne
Torrens
uc
UDivinity
UNDA
UNE
UNIMELB
UniSA
UNSW
UON
uow

uaQ

usc
usQ
UTas
uTs
UWA
UWS
VicMelb

Southern Cross University
University of Sydney

Swinburne University of Technology
Torrens University Australia
University of Canberra

University of Divinity

University of Notre Dame Australia
University of New England
University of Melbourne

University of South Australia
University of New South Wales
University of Newcastle

University of Wollongong
University of Queensland
University of the Sunshine Coast
University of Southern Queensland
University of Tasmania

University of Technology Sydney
University of Western Australia
Western Sydney University
Victoria University
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Appendix 2: Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait
Islander students

Participation in higher education by Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples during the
period covered by this report has been the subject of an extensive Review of Higher
Education Access and Outcomes for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander People (Behrendt
et al. 2012). Their overall finding was that while Australian universities have sought to
improve Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples’ participation in higher education,
progress has tended to be slow (Behrendt et al. 2012) and varies among institutions
(Pechenkina et al. 2011).

Trudgett (2014) notes that the disparity between Indigenous and non-Indigenous students
increases as the level of study in higher education increases. This observation holds true for
this data set with undergraduate student representation higher than postgraduate student
representation for all university groups. This report finds that while there has been some
growth in proportional trends in enrolments and completions for postgraduate coursework
and undergraduate students, research student proportional enrolments for this equity group
has remained relatively static over the decade (Figure 21).
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Figure 19. Aboriginal &/or Torres Strait Islander student access & completion trends
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)

There has been a gradual improvement in Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander student
commencing and continuing enrolments in undergraduate and postgraduate coursework
degrees. However, this improvement has been slow and coming from a low baseline,
resulting in representation well below the revised parity target of 3.3 per cent in all areas. In
most cases, there is also a failure to meet the original 2.2 per cent parity target (Figure 22).
The proportional representation for commencing and continuing students was significantly
higher in the undergraduate space. Of concern is the low level of proportional completions,
which have been significantly lower than enrolments and continuations since 2006 and have
not seen the same gradual improvement as enrolments. Thus, despite significant
investment, there is still substantial work required to widen participation for this equity group.
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Figure 20. Aboriginal &/or Torres Strait Islander student proportional representation, 2016
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)

Representation of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander student access and completion
was generally higher for postgraduate coursework than research degrees. For example,
Reconciliation Action Plans'® tend to only briefly mention postgraduate students. The
strategies outlined in university Reconciliation Action Plans tend to focus on increasing the
numbers of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander postgraduate research students through,
for example, development of flexible entry pathways, scholarships, and engagement with
undergraduate students to increase awareness of and aspirations toward postgraduate
research programs. In many cases, parity targets are the primary goal. Such contextualised
admissions while assisting to meet commencement targets may, in turn, create a need for
targeted forms of support in order to enable participation and completion.

The following analysis draws from data in Figures 23-25 and Tables 2-4 in this Appendix.
Access

Over the decade 2006 to 2016 all university groups demonstrated highly volatile
representation of commencing Indigenous students. In the undergraduate space, RUN and
IRU universities have experienced increases. All university groups have experienced
increases in the postgraduate coursework space, however, within university groupings, the
dispersal of students is in some cases markedly uneven. For example, in 2016 within the
ATN universities, QUT accounts for 45.0 per cent of all commencing Indigenous
postgraduate students. Within the non-aligned universities, CSU has 100 commencing
postgraduate students who identified as Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander. This is
higher in number than any other university in Australia.

In 2016, the top five universities in terms of an absolute number of commencing
postgraduate students who identified as Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander was a mix of
non-aligned, ATN, Go8 and IRU universities. The top five universities in terms of the
proportion of commencing Indigenous postgraduate students was dominated by non-aligned
and IRU universities, with three meeting the parity target in that year. Thus, although Go8
universities perform well in absolute terms, when considered as a proportion of postgraduate
students none appear in the top five. By contrast, when considered as a percentage of all
postgraduate students RUN universities perform best. Notably, the percentage of
commencing Indigenous postgraduate students at the UOW (4.2 per cent) is over three
times greater than the average of 1.3 per cent across all universities. Also noteworthy is that
the 132 research degree enrolments constitute 11 per cent of the 1135 postgraduate
enrolments by Indigenous students which is slightly above the rate for all commencing
postgraduate students where 10 per cent are enrolled in a research degree. This is
important given the emphasis on research degrees by universities.

'8 Public records of strategies for increasing participation of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples tend to be found in
Reconciliation Action Plans (Kilpatrick & Johns 2014).
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Enrolments in coursework postgraduate degrees, in contrast to enrolments in research
degrees, are spread more evenly, in terms of absolute numbers, across all universities.
Nevertheless, individual universities stand out: at UOW, Indigenous coursework enrolments
make up 5.1 per cent of the full cohort of coursework postgraduate students; and at both
JCU and CDU Indigenous students make up 3.8 per cent of postgraduate coursework
enrolments.

Participation

In 2016 close to 21 per cent of ongoing Indigenous postgraduate students were enrolled in
research degrees. The top five universities in terms of an absolute number of enrolled
postgraduate students who identified as Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander was a mix of
non-aligned, ATN, Go8 and IRU universities, while the top five universities in terms of the
proportion of continuing postgraduate students who identified as Aboriginal and/or Torres
Strait Islander was dominated by non-aligned and IRU universities. Within university
groupings, however, the dispersal of students is in some cases markedly uneven. For
example, within the RUN, two universities dominate in terms of numbers of enrolled
Indigenous postgraduate students with the UNE and USQ sharing 68 per cent of enrolled
students. Unsurprisingly, 94 per cent of enrolled postgraduate students at Batchelor
identified as Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander. UOW also stands out in that the
proportion of Indigenous students continuing in other postgraduate study is 7.8 per cent
which far exceeds the university’s proportions in other categories of postgraduate study. In
2016, Batchelor had 10 ongoing doctoral research students which constituted the entire
doctoral cohort, and 6 of its 7 research students studying at the masters’ level are
Indigenous. Of the total number of ongoing Indigenous doctoral research students across all
universities, the Go8 accounts for 27 per cent, and non-aligned universities 30 per cent.
However, these students make up only 0.6 per cent of the overall Go8 doctoral postgraduate
cohort, and 1.6 per cent of total non-aligned universities doctoral students.

Completions

In 2016, the top universities in terms of the total number of graduating postgraduate students
who identified as Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander were a mix of Go8 and non-aligned
universities. By comparison, in terms of the proportion of graduating Indigenous students,
there was a mix of non-aligned, IRU and RUN universities represented. The proportion of all
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander postgraduate completions across IRU and RUN
university groupings has been volatile over the ten-year period. Go8 completions appear to
be steady over the decade hovering around 0.5 per cent. Within the Go8, UOS dominates,
accounting for close to 30 per cent of completing postgraduate students who identified as
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander. In the ATN universities, QUT accounts for 53.2 per
cent of completions in absolute numbers. In the RUN universities, UNE and USQ account for
66.7 per cent of graduating students. Within the non-aligned universities, four institutions
(CSU, UOW, UON and Deakin) account for 69.3 per cent of postgraduate completions, while
private non-aligned universities collectively have fewer than five completions.
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Proportion trends, 2006-2016
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Figure 21. Aboriginal &/or Torres Strait Islander postgraduate research students
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)
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Snapshot, 2016

Table 2. Commencing Aboriginal &/or Torres Strait Islander postgraduate students, 2016 "7

Research Postgraduate Degrees Coursework Postgraduate Degrees All Postgraduate
Doctorate (Research) [ Masters (Research) | Total (Research) Doctorate (Coursework) [ Masters Extended [ Masters (Coursework) | Other Postgraduate [ Total (Coursework) Students
n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N %
Curtin <5 211 09% (<5 58 35% | 4 269 1.5% 6 910 0.7% | 9 961 0.9% 15 1871  0.8% 19 2140 0.9%
QuUT <5 218 0.9% 5 188 27% | 7 406 1.7% 17 1361 1.3% | 44 2056 2.1% 61 3417 1.8% 68 3823 1.8%
RMIT <5 190 1.1% 0 60 0.0% | <5 250 0.8% 8 1564 0.5% | 8 820 1.0% 16 2384 0.7% 18 2634 0.7%
UniSA 0 148 0.0% (<5 34 59% | <5 182 1.1% 12 782 15% | 9 821 1.1% 21 1603 1.3% 23 1785 1.3%
UTS 7 210 3.3% [<5 60 33% | 9 270 3.3% 5 1532 0.3% [ 9 808 1.1% 14 2340  0.6% 23 2610 0.9%
Monash <5 448 05% (<5 86 23% | 4 534 0.7% 10 2671 04% | 7 1351 0.5% 17 4022 0.4% 21 4556 0.5%
ANU <5 228 0.9% 0 29 0.0% | <5 257 0.8% 15 1092 1.4% 12 1344 0.9% 27 2436 1.1% 29 2693 1.1%
Adel 0 230 0.0% |<56 112 1.8% | <5 342 0.6% 0 50 00% |6 443 14% | 6 600 1.0% 12 1093 1.1% 14 1435 1.0%
UNIMELB 7 441 1.6% [<5 123 1.6% | 9 564 16% | 0 13 0.0% 20 5258 0.4% | 27 2401 1.1% 47 7672  0.6% 56 8236 0.7%
uQ <5 431 0.5% |<56 156 13% | 4 587 07% | O 6 0.0% | 7 308 2.3% 16 1378 1.2% 12 897 1.3% 35 2589 1.3% 39 3176 1.2%
Sydney 7 653 11% [<5 283 07% | 9 936 1.0% | 0 7 0.0% 33 3673 0.9% | 20 1011 2.0% 53 4691 1.1% 62 5627 1.1%
UWA 0 245 0.0% |<56 81 25% | <5 326 0.6% 11 467 24% |9 1475 0.6% | O 576 0.0% 20 2518  0.8% 22 2844 0.8%
UNSW <5 377 0.5% | <5 123 1.6% | <5 500 0.8% 20 2726 0.7% | <5 509 0.4% 22 3235  0.7% 26 3735 0.7%
CDU 0 42 0.0% (<5 14 14.3% | <5 56 3.6% <5 150  1.3% 11 194 5.7% 13 344 3.8% 15 400 3.8%
Flinders <5 144 14% (<56 16 125% | <5 160 2.5% 6 120 5.0% 11 932 12% | 7 1111 0.6% 24 2163 1.1% 28 2323 1.2%
Griffith <5 204 1.0% 0 0 0.0% | <5 204 1.0% <5 265 1.5% |29 1304 22% | 25 1763 1.4% 58 3332 1.7% 60 3536 1.7%
JCU <5 90 2.2% 0 15 0.0% | <5 105 1.9% 17 503  3.4% 15 351 4.3% 32 854 3.8% 34 959 3.6%
La Trobe <5 165 1.2% 0 45 0.0% | <5 210 0.9% 14 1480 09% | 6 384 1.6% 20 1864 1.1% 22 2074 1.1%
Murdoch 0 76 0.0% [<5 28 71% | <5 104 1.9% <5 343 06% | 9 600 1.5% 1 943  1.2% 13 1047 1.2%
uws <5 160 1.3% 0 39 0.0% | <5 199 1.0% 24 1388 1.7% [ 5 343 1.56% | 29 1731 1.7% 31 1930 1.6%
S 32 1536 21% |10 605  1.7% | 42 2141  1.9% <5 180  14% |184 12419 1.5% | 162 9949  1.6% | 348 22548 1.5% | 390 24689  1.6%
Public Total 28 1433 2.0% 6 511 1.2% | 34 1944 1.7% <5 51 3.9% 175 11774 1.5% | 154 8888 1.7% | 331 20713 1.6% 365 22657 1.6%
ACU 0 65 0.0% 0 8 00% | 0 73 0.0% 9 1328 0.7% 14 988 14% | 23 2316  1.0% 23 2389 1.0%
Batchelor <5 <5 100% 0 0 0.0% | <5 <5 100% <5 <5 100%
Ccsu <5 87 2.3% 0 9 0.0% <5 96 2.1% 42 2102 2.0% | 56 1655 3.4% | 98 3757 2.6% 100 3853 2.6%
Deakin <5 176 11% |<56 46 4.4% <5 222 1.8% 36 2208 1.6% | 7 1303 0.5% | 43 3511 1.2% 47 3733 1.3%
ECU <5 111 1.8% 0 63 0.0% <5 174 1.1% 6 511 1.2% 16 1520 1.1% | 22 2031 1.1% 24 2205 1.1%
Macquarie 0 153 0.0% |[<5 242 0.8% <5 395 0.5% 16 1347 12% | <5 544 0.4% | 18 1891  1.0% 20 2286 0.9%
Swinburne <5 109 1.8% 0 14 0.0% <5 123 1.6% 7 820 09% | 7 647 1.1% | 14 1467 1.0% 16 1590 1.0%
uc <5 72 2.8% 0 15 0.0% <5 87 2.3% 0 6 00% |5 449 11% | 5 383 1.3% | 10 838 1.2% 12 925 1.3%
UON 9 205 4.4% 0 44 0.0% 9 249 3.6% <5 45 44% |26 1178 2.2% 10 399 25% | 38 1622 2.3% 47 1871 2.5%
UTas 5 177 28% |[<5 22 9.1% 7 199 3.5% 10 641 16% | <5 544 0.4% | 12 1185 1.0% 19 1384 1.4%
uow 0 168 0.0% 0 33 0.0% 1] 201 0.0% 13 600 22% | 33 303 10.9% | 46 903 5.1% 46 1104 4.2%
VicMelb <5 110 1.8% 0 15 0.0% <5 125 1.6% 5 590 0.8% | <5 602 03% | 7 1192 0.6% 9 1317 0.7%
Private Total 4 101 4.0% 4 94 4.3% 8 195 4.1% 0 129 0.0% 9 645 1.4% | <5 1061 0.2% | 11 1835 0.6% 19 2030 0.9%
Bond <5 28 71% |[<5 22 9.1% <5 50 8.0% 0 117 0.0% 5 168 3.0% | <5 160 1.2% 7 445 1.6% 1 495 2.2%
U Divinity 0 13 0.0% 0 6 0.0% 1] 19 0.0% 0 12 0.0% <5 120 1.7% | <5 171 1.2% <5 303 1.3% <5 322 1.2%
UNDA <5 60 33% |[<5 60 3.3% <5 120 3.3% 0 204 0.0% | <5 569 0.3% <5 773 0.3% 6 893 0.7%
Torrens 0 0 0.0% 0 6 0.0% 0 6 0.0% <5 153  1.3% | <5 161 1.2% <5 314  1.3% <5 320 1.2%
cQu <5 46 44% |<6 29 6.9% <5 75 5.3% <5 156 13% | 7 468 1.5% 9 624 1.4% 13 699 1.9%
FedUni 0 56 0.0% |[<5 16 12.5% <5 72 2.8% <5 258 0.8% | <5 190 1.1% <5 448 0.9% 6 520 1.1%
SCuU <5 53 3.8% 0 13 0.0% <5 66 3.0% 16 741 22% | 5 220 2.3% 21 961 2.2% 23 1027 2.2%
UNE 0 66 0.0% |[<5 37 5.4% <5 103 1.9% 30 1244  2.4% 15 868 1.7% 45 2112 21% 47 2215 21%
usQ 0 110 0.0% |[<5 36 5.6% <5 146 1.4% 13 647  2.0% 12 823 1.5% 25 1470 1.7% 27 1616 1.7%
Usc <5 45 4.4% 0 16 0.0% <5 61 3.3% <5 139 14% | <5 153 1.3% <5 292 1.4% 6 353 1.7%
Grand Total 83 6823  1.2% 49 2302  2.1% 132 9125 1.5% 0 26 0.00% 30 1390 2.2% 525 46569 1.1% 448 31572 1.4% 1003 79557 1.3% 1135 88682 1.3%

7 Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018). Cells with fewer than 5 students were assumed to have 2 students, thus percentages calculated using these cells are approximates only.
Refer study approach for measurement error, sensitivity analysis and interpretation considerations associated with this assumption.
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Table 3. Continuing Aboriginal & /or Torres Strait Islander postgraduate students, 2016 '3

Research Postgraduate Degrees Coursework Postgraduate Degrees All Postgraduate
Doctorate Research | Masters Research | Total Research Doctorate Coursework | Masters Extended | Masters Coursework | Other Postgraduate | Total Coursework Students
n N % N N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N %
Curtin 13 1159 11% | 5 238 2.1% 18 1397 1.3% 18 2547  0.7% 14 1731 0.8% 32 4278  0.7% 50 5675 0.9%
QuUT 14 1136 1.2% | 18 551 3.3% 32 1687 1.9% 0 24 0.0% 28 3315 0.8% | 62 3255 1.9% 90 6594 1.4% 122 8281 1.5%
RMIT <5 1085 0.2% | <6 177 1.1% <5 1262 0.3% 20 4134 05% | 9 1196 0.8% 29 5330 0.5% 33 6592 0.5%
UniSA 5 753 0.7% | <5 72 2.8% 7 825 0.8% 0 9 0.0% 28 2135 1.3% 19 1595 1.2% 47 3739 1.3% 54 4564 1.2%
UTS 18 871 21% | <56 180 1.1% 20 1051 1.9% 25 4479  0.6% 10 1297 0.8% 35 5776 0.6% 55 6827 0.8%
Monash 8 2495 0.3% | <6 239 0.8% 10 2734 04% 21 6588  0.3% 11 2348 0.5% 32 8936  0.4% 42 11670 0.4%
ANU 25 1683 1.5% | <6 103 1.9% 27 1786 1.5% 39 2996 1.3% | 24 2074 1.2% 63 5070 1.2% 90 6856 1.3%
Adel 5 1293 04% | 6 288 2.1% 11 1581 0.7% 0 162 0.0% | 12 1204 10% | 7 785 0.9% 19 2151 0.9% 30 3732 0.8%
UNIMELB 19 2832 07% | 5 413 1.2% 24 3245  0.7% 0 37 0.0% 59 14150 04% | 29 3360 0.9% 88 17547  0.5% 112 20792 0.5%
uQ 10 2218 0.5% | <6 436 0.5% 12 2654  0.5% |<5 38 5.3% 16 620 26% | 39 3268 1.2% 18 1370 1.3% 75 5296  1.4% 87 7950 1.1%
Sydney 30 3106 1.0% | 11 900 1.2% 41 4006 1.0% 0 37 0.0% 76 9204 0.8% | 26 1524 1.7% 102 10765 0.9% 143 14771 1.0%
UWA <5 1196 0.2% | <56 208 1.0% <5 1404  0.3% 28 1269 22% | 17 3274  05% | <5 805 0.2% 47 5348  0.9% 51 6752 0.8%
UNSW 9 2207 0.4% | <5 405 0.5% 11 2612 0.4% 48 7922  0.6% | 7 1267 0.6% 55 9189  0.6% 66 11801 0.6%
CDU 6 181 33% | <6 39 5.1% 8 220 3.6% 0 7 0.0% # 8 335 24% | 23 554 4.2% 31 896  3.5% 39 1116 3.5%
Flinders 18 779 23% | <5 67 3.0% 20 846 2.4% 0 19 0.0% 22 565 3.9% | 29 2370 1.2% 15 1760 0.9% 66 4714 1.4% 86 5560 1.5%
Griffith 24 1154 2.1% 24 1154 21% 0 12 0.0% 12 751 1.6% | 57 2996 1.9% | 32 2516 1.3% 101 6275  1.6% 125 7429 1.7%
JCU 23 479 48% | <5 54 3.7% 25 533 4.7% 0 5 0.0% 45 1417  32% | 21 611 3.4% 66 2033  3.2% 91 2566 3.5%
La Trobe 10 1011 1.0% | O 167 0.0% 10 1178  0.8% 17 2784 0.6% | 22 657 3.3% 39 3441 1.1% 49 4619 1.1%
Murdoch 5 405 12% | <5 76 2.6% 7 481 1.5% 0 6 0.0% 6 673  0.9% 18 991 1.8% 24 1670 1.4% 31 2151 1.4%
uws 15 731 21% | <6 98 2.0% 17 829 2.1% 45 3233  14% | 6 561 1.1% 51 3794  1.3% 68 4623 1.5%
;‘gt';'l“"gned 122 7556 1.6% | 26 1407 1.8% | 148 8963 1.7% | <5 56  3.6% <5 411 1.0% | 379 32207 12% | 250 17233 15% | 635 49907 1.3% | 783 58870 1.3%
Public Total 118 7150 1.7% | 22 1185 1.9% 140 8335 1.7% | <56 56 3.6% <5 174 11% | 368 30503 1.2% | 242 15601 1.6% 614 46334 1.3% 754 54669 1.4%
ACU 7 327 21% | <56 51 3.9% 9 378 2.4% 25 3489 0.7% 17 1785 1.0% 42 5274  0.8% 51 5652 0.9%
Batchelor 10 10 100% | 6 7 85.7% 16 17 94.1% 16 17 94.1%
Ccsu 12 421 29% | 0 31 0.0% 12 452 2.7% 0 12 0.0% 85 5295 1.6% | 98 2987 3.3% 183 8294  2.2% 195 8746 2.2%
Deakin 15 1023 15% | 6 95 6.3% 21 1118 1.9% 0 7 0.0% 89 5823 1.5% | 21 2200 1.0% 110 8030 1.4% 131 9148 1.4%
ECU <5 369 05% | <5 161 1.2% <5 530 0.8% 10 1465 0.7% | 21 2373 0.9% 31 3838 0.8% 35 4368 0.8%
Macquarie 5 953 0.5% | <5 351 0.6% 7 1304  0.5% 32 3805 0.8% | <5 879 0.2% 34 4684  0.7% 41 5988 0.7%
Swinburne 8 536 1.5% | O 47 0.0% 8 583 1.4% 8 1803  0.4% 14 1891 0.7% 22 3694 0.6% 30 4277 0.7%
uc 8 341 23% | 0 38 0.0% 8 379 2.1% 0 62 0.0% | 10 1062 09% | 5 551 0.9% 15 1675  0.9% 23 2054 1.1%
UON 21 927 23% | O 132 0.0% 21 1059  2.0% 0 27 0.0% <5 112 1.8% | 59 3625 1.6% 15 782 1.9% 76 4546  1.7% 97 5605 1.7%
UTas 13 927 14% | <6 91 2.2% 15 1018 1.5% 18 1471 12% | 8 917 0.9% 26 2388 1.1% 41 3406 1.2%
uow 11 813 14% | <5 132 1.5% 13 945 1.4% 23 1357 1.7% | 36 461 7.8% 59 1818  3.2% 72 2763 2.6%
VicMelb 6 503 12% | O 49 0.0% 6 552 11% | <5 10 20.0% 9 1308 0.7% | 5 775 0.6% 16 2093 0.8% 22 2645 0.8%
Private Total <5 406 1.0% | <5 222 1.8% 8 628 1.3% 0 0 0.0% <6 237 0.8% | 11 1704 06% | 8 1632 0.5% 21 3573  0.6% 29 4201 0.7%
Bond <5 121 1.7% | <6 55 3.6% <5 176 2.3% 192 00% | 5 383 1.3% | <5 209 1.0% 7 784  0.9% 11 960 1.1%
U Divinity 0 77 00% | 0 17 0.0% 0 94 0.0% 0 45 0.0% | <5 375 05% | <5 395 0.5% <5 815 0.5% <5 909 0.4%
UNDA <5 208 1.0% | <5 143 1.4% <5 351 1.1% <5 649 03% | <5 817 0.2% <5 1466  0.3% 8 1817 0.4%
Torrens 0 7 0.0% 0 7 0.0% <5 297  0.7% | <5 211 0.9% <5 508 0.8% <5 515 0.8%
cQu <5 222 09% | <5 68 2.9% <5 290 1.4% <5 352 0.6% 14 743 1.9% 16 1095 1.5% 20 1385 1.4%
FedUni <5 230 09% | <5 45 4.4% <5 275 1.5% 0 11 0.0% 6 649 09% | <5 413 0.5% 8 1073 0.7% 12 1348 0.9%
SCuU 7 220 32% | O 34 0.0% 7 254 2.8% 24 1440 17% | 7 327 2.1% 31 1767 1.8% 38 2021 1.9%
UNE <5 383 05% |7 113 6.2% 9 496 1.8% 64 3248 2.0% | 27 1672 1.6% 91 4920 1.8% 100 5416 1.8%
usQ <5 391 05% | 5 58 8.6% 7 449 1.6% 0 5 0.0% 36 2056 1.8% | 26 1467 1.8% 62 3528 1.8% 69 3977 1.7%
Usc <5 228 09% | 0 58 0.0% <5 286 0.7% 5 351 14% | <5 225 0.9% 7 576 1.2% 9 862 1.0%
Grand Total 400 36004 1.1% [113 6494 1.7% 513 42498 12% | <5 266 1.5% 82 3778 2.2% | 1153 119327 1.0% | 703 52337 1.3% | 1942 175708 1.1% 2455 218206 1.1%

8 Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018). Cells with fewer than 5 students were assumed to have 2 students, thus percentages calculated using these cells are approximates only.
Refer study approach for measurement error, sensitivity analysis and interpretation considerations associated with this assumption.
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Table 4. Graduating Aboriginal & /or Torres Strait Islander postgraduate students, 2016"°

Research Postgraduate Degrees Coursework Postgraduate Degrees All Postaraduate Students
Doctorate Research | Masters Research Total Research Doctorate Coursework | Masters Extended | Masters Coursework | Other Postgraduate | Total Coursework 9
n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N %

Curtin <5 261 0.8% 0 46 0.0% | <5 307 0.7% 5 1900 0.3% | 2 1325 0.2% 7 3225 02% | 9 3532 0.3%
QUT 0 303 0.0% | <6 128 1.6% |<5 431 05% | 0 6 0.0% 7 1908 0.4% | 24 2055 1.2% 31 3969 0.8% | 33 4400 0.8%
RMIT <5 246 0.8% 0 34 0.0% |<5 280 0.7% <5 2875 01% | O 653 0.0% 2 3528 0.1% | <5 3808 0.1%
UniSA <5 199 1.0% 0 10 0.0% |[<5 209 1.0% <5 1334 01% | 6 802 0.7% 8 2136 04% | 10 2345 0.4%
UTS <5 178 1.1% 0 28 0.0% | <5 206 1.0% <5 3055 0.1% [ <5 975 0.2% <5 4030 01% | 6 4236 0.1%
Monash <5 716 0.3% | <5 94 21% | <5 810 0.5% <5 5003 0.0% | <5 1177 0.2% <5 6180 01% | 8 6990 0.1%
ANU 0 371 0.0% | <5 33 6.1% | <5 404 0.5% 6 2006 0.3% | 15 1276 1.2% 21 3282 0.6% | 23 3686 0.6%
Adel 0 333 0.0% 0 72 0.0% 0 405 0.0% | O 5 0.0% | O 41 0.0% | O 1332 0.0% | <5 671 0.3% <5 2049 0.1% | <5 2454 0.1%
UNIMELB <5 755 03% |<6 146 1.4% |[<5 901 04% | O 20 0.0% 22 8013 0.3% | 10 3037  0.3% 32 11070 0.3% | 36 11971 0.3%
uaQ <5 731 0.3% 0 91 0.0% | <6 822 02% | O 16 0.0% 10 2451 04% | 12 1076  1.1% 22 3543 0.6% | 24 4365 0.5%
Sydney <5 679 03% |<6 194 1.0% |<5 873 05% | O 25 0.0% 28 6240 04% | 15 595 2.5% 43 6860 0.6% | 47 7733 0.6%
UWA <5 349 0.6% | <5 48 42% | <5 397 1.0% <5 160 13% | <5 1222 02% | O 546 0.0% <5 1928 02% | 8 2325 0.3%
UNSW <5 531 0.4% 0 99 0.0% | <5 630 0.3% 11 4715  0.2% | <5 462 0.4% 13 5177 0.3% | 15 5807 0.3%
Cbu <5 32 6.3% | <5 9 222% | <6 41 98% | 0 5 0.0% 0 324 0.0% | 5 260 1.9% 5 589 08% | 9 630 1.4%
Flinders 0 172 0.0% 0 13 0.0% 0 185 0.0% | <5 18 11% | 5 148 34% | 5 1574 03% | 8 1036  0.8% 20 2776 0.7% | 20 2961 0.7%
Griffith <5 333 0.6% <5 333 06% | O 10 0.0% | <6 167 1.2% 10 1625 0.6% | 9 1589  0.6% 21 3391 0.6% | 23 3724 0.6%
JCU <5 134 1.5% 0 10 0.0% [<5 144 14% | 0 14 0.0% | O 13 0.0% | <5 863 02% | 9 328 2.7% 1" 1218 0.9% | 13 1362 1.0%
La Trobe <5 181 1.1% 0 21 0.0% | <6 202 1.0% <5 1851  0.1% | 24 845 2.8% 26 2696 1.0% | 28 2898 1.0%
Murdoch <5 110 1.8% 0 14  00% [<5 124 1.6% <5 559 04% | <5 543 0.4% <5 1102 04% | 6 1226 0.5%
UWS 0 130 0.0% 0 22  0.0% 0 152 0.0% 12 1591  0.8% | <5 293 0.7% 14 1884 0.7% | 14 2036 0.7%
Non-Aligned Total | 17 1780 1.0% 6 433 14% |23 2213 1.0% | 0 36 0.0% | 0 103 0.0% | 74 17604 04% | 118 11035 1.1% 192 28778 0.7% | 215 30991 0.7%
Public Total 17 1731 1.0% 6 402 15% |23 2133 11% | 0 36 0.0% | O 46 0.0% | 72 16465 0.4% | 118 10040 1.2% 190 26587 0.7% | 213 28720 0.7%
ACU <5 57 3.5% 0 8 0.0% |<6 65 3.1% <5 1090 02% | 8 844 0.9% 10 1934 0.5% | 12 1999 0.6%
Batchelor

Csu <5 99 2.0% 0 9 0.0% |<56 108 19% | 0 5 0.0% 9 2545 0.4% | 32 1589  2.0% 41 4139 1.0% | 43 4247 1.0%
Deakin <5 259 0.8% | <5 14 143% (<56 273 1.5% 15 2493 0.6% | 13 1183  1.1% 28 3676 0.8% | 32 3949 0.8%
ECU 0 67 0.0% 0 23 0.0% 0 9 0.0% <5 914 02% | 9 1211 0.7% 1" 2125 05% | 11 2215 0.5%
Macquarie 0 284 0.0% |<6 254 0.8% |<5 538 04% | O 6 0.0% 7 2074 0.3% | <5 450 0.4% 9 2530 04% | 11 3068 0.4%
Swinburne <5 121 1.7% 0 1 0.0% | <6 132 1.5% <5 1075  0.2% | <5 843 0.2% <5 1918 02% | 6 2050 0.3%
uc <5 65 3.1% <5 65 3.1% 0 14 0.0% | <5 828 0.2% | <5 456 0.4% <5 1298 03% | 6 1363 0.4%
UON 5 228 2.2% 0 13 0.0% 5 241 21% | 0O 25 0.0% | O 32 0.0% | 20 1648 12% | 8 636 1.3% 28 2341 12% | 33 2582 1.3%
UTas 0 198 0.0% 0 22  0.0% 0 220 0.0% 5 857 0.6% | 9 1563  0.6% 14 2420 0.6% | 14 2640 0.5%
uow <5 235 0.9% | <5 40 5.0% |<5 275 1.5% 6 1926  0.3% | 31 304 10.2% | 37 2230 1.7% | #1 2505 1.6%
VicMelb 0 118 0.0% 0 8 0.0% 0 126 0.0% <5 1015 0.2% | <5 961 0.2% <5 1976 0.2% | <5 2102 0.2%
Private Total 0 49 0.0% 0 31 0.0% 0 80 0.0% | O 0 0.0% | O 57 0.0% | <5 598 03% | O 995 0.0% <5 1650 0.1% | <5 1730 0.1%
Bond 0 23 0.0% 0 16 0.0% 0 39 0.0% 0 45 0.0% | <5 92 22% | 0 240 0.0% <5 377 0.5% | <5 416 0.5%
U Divinity 0 18 0.0% 0o 18 0.0% 0 12 0.0% | 0 170 0.0% | O 201 0.0% 0 383 0.0% | O 401 0.0%
UNDA 0 8 0.0% 0 15  0.0% 0 23 0.0% 0 279 0.0% | O 484 0.0% 0 763 0.0% | O 786 0.0%
Torrens 0 297 0.0% | O 70 0.0% 0 367 0.0% | O 367 0.0%
cQu <5 57 3.5% 0 6 0.0% |<56 63 3.2% <5 1334 01% | 5 540 0.9% 7 1874 04% | 9 1937 0.5%
FedUni 0 24 0.0% 0 24 0.0% <5 1133 02% | O 249 0.0% <5 1382 0.1% | <5 1406 0.1%
SCU <5 60 3.3% 0 6 0.0% |<56 66 3.0% <5 380 0.5% | <5 281 0.7% 4 661 0.6% | 6 727 0.8%
UNE 0 111 0.0% 0 1 0.0% 0 122 0.0% 8 751 11% | 8 537 1.5% 16 1288 12% | 16 1410 1.1%
usQ <5 79 25% | <5 6 333% |<6 85 4.7% 12 1084 1.1% | 10 922 1.1% 22 2006 1.1% | 26 2091 1.2%
uUsc 0 28 0.0% 0 6 0.0% 0 34 0.0% <5 270 0.7% | <5 152 1.3% <5 422 0.9% | <5 456 0.9%
Grand Total 53 8883 0.6% |22 1580 1.4% |75 10463 0.7% | <5 155 13% | 9 632 14% | 234 72997 0.3% | 296 33260  0.9% 541 107044 0.5% | 616 117507 0.5%

% Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018). Cells with fewer than 5 students were assumed to have 2 students, thus percentages calculated using these cells are approximates only.
Refer study approach for measurement error, sensitivity analysis and interpretation considerations associated with this assumption.
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Appendix 3: Low SES students

Enrolments across all three levels of study as a proportion of the student population are
stable between 2011 and 2016 (Figure 26). The method used for calculating low SES status
changed in 2011. This has resulted in a comparatively lower number of undergraduate
completions early in the reporting period as these are typically multi-year degrees.?°
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Figure 24. Low SES student access & completion trends -
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)

Despite the change in measurement, a distinct difference can be observed between the
proportional representation of low SES students in undergraduate and postgraduate
coursework and postgraduate research degrees (Figure 27). This could be as a result of
systemic disadvantage where low SES students may find it more difficult to access
postgraduate programs as a result of their high cost and full fee-paying status in the case of
coursework programs. However, it could also be that former low SES students have been
reclassified as a result of postgraduation employment.
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0,
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Figure 25. Low SES student proportional representation, 2016
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)

20 The method used for calculating low SES status changed in 2011. As a result of the change in data collection method which
occurred part way through the time period covered in this report caution should be exercised when drawing conclusions in
relation to data for the low SES cohort. Issues with data completeness are most pronounced for undergraduate completions
given the length of time to complete an undergraduate degree.
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The following analysis draws from data in Figures 28-30 and Tables 5-7 in this Appendix.
Access

Within the Go8, the proportional spread of commencing low SES students is somewhat
uneven ranging from 4.9 per cent at the Australian National University to 12.1 per cent at the
University of Adelaide. Melbourne and Monash University together account for 42 per cent of
the total low SES student numbers, and together with the University of Sydney account for
59 per cent. However, although Go8 universities perform well in the absolute numbers when
commencing students are considered in terms of the proportion of the overall postgraduate
cohort none appear in the top five. As a group, the proportion of commencing students in
Go8 universities is by far the lowest of all groups at an average of 7.8 per cent. At the other
end of the scale, the proportion of commencing students from a low SES background is
greatest in the RUN university group at an average of 20 per cent. This aligns with their high
proportion of low SES undergraduate students (28.4 per cent).

The ATN group has seen a rise in the proportion of low SES students commencing
coursework postgraduate students in line with the proportional increase of low SES
undergraduate student commencements. The RUN group proportion of commencing
students is the most volatile and shows a reduction across the decade of three per cent
while the proportion of undergraduate students has remained steady. The proportions of
students from low SES backgrounds commencing research postgraduate degrees are
relatively evenly spread between doctoral and masters programs; this is generally true for
each university group. Only one university—CQUniversity—meets the original low SES
representation target of 25 per cent across all types of postgraduate degree. Indeed,
CQuUniversity’s proportion of low SES student commencements in both doctoral and masters
level research degrees is more than double the 20 per cent target as determined by Bradley
et al. (2008). Only one other university—USQ—exceeds the original target across all
cohorts.

Overall, in terms of coursework commencements, the proportion of low SES students at 12
per cent is well below the target. At the same time, only six universities meet the 20 per cent
target, half of which are RUN universities and none of which are Go8 or ATN universities. Of
the total number of commencing low SES students, close to eight per cent were enrolled in
research degrees compared to more than 10 per cent of all commencing postgraduate
students. Postgraduate coursework student enrolments are relatively evenly divided
between masters and other coursework degrees.

Participation

Although undergraduate enrolments have risen slightly over the period, proportions of
students from a low SES background have remained steady across the five-year period in
both research and coursework degrees. In 2016, the top five universities in terms of an
absolute number of enrolled postgraduate students from a low SES background were a mix
of Go8, non-aligned and IRU universities. Four of the top five universities in terms of
percentages of enrolled postgraduate students from a low SES background were RUN
universities. CQUniversity stands out with students from a low SES background constituting
31.8 per cent of all enrolled postgraduate students. While Go8 universities feature strongly in
terms of absolute numbers of enrolled postgraduate students from a low SES background,
this cohort of students accounts for only 7 per cent of all enrolled postgraduate students in
the Go8. The RUN group, on the other hand, dominates in terms of students from a low SES
background as a proportion of all enrolled postgraduate students, with an average of 18.8
per cent across the group. CQUniversity has led the field in both research and coursework
ongoing enrolments over the five-year period.

The proportions of ongoing research postgraduate students from low SES backgrounds are
very similar for both doctoral and Masters degree programs. The overall proportion of

Grant-Smith, Irmer & Mayes 57



ongoing low SES postgraduate coursework students is higher than in research degrees.
Across Australia students from a low SES background account for close to 11 per cent of all
ongoing postgraduate enrolments. CQUniversity performs most strongly in terms of low SES
representation in all universities across all postgraduate degree types. The Go8 has the
lowest representation of the four university groups of ongoing postgraduate students from a
low SES background both in research and also coursework degrees. The two Canberra-
based universities have the lowest overall proportion of ongoing postgraduate students from
a low SES background, possibly explained by the lack of low SES postcodes in the ACT and
high cost for non-local students to relocate.

Completions

Within the Go8, UNIMELDB stands out in that it accounts for 30.6 per cent of the number of
graduating students in that group from a low SES background. The proportional range
across the university groupings ranges from the Go8 as the lowest with 3.7 per cent whereas
the highest proportion of graduates is recorded by the RUN group at 8.9 per cent. In 2016,
the top five universities in terms of the absolute number of graduating postgraduate students
from a low SES background was a mix of Go8 and non-aligned universities. The top five
universities in terms of percentages of graduating postgraduate students from a low SES
background was a mix of non-aligned, RUN and IRU universities. The RUN group recorded
the largest increase in both undergraduate and postgraduate completions between 2014 and
2016, with postgraduate completion proportions sitting well above the sector average in each
of these years. On the other hand, Go8 universities sit well under the average in each of
these three years.

CQUniversity’s strong performance in intial (33.5 per cent) and ongoing enrolments (31.8 per
cent) for this cohort does not hold for completions (7.4 per cent). It should be noted,
however, that some universities have maintained a relatively consistent proportion across
the degree cycle. A case in point is UNE which had consistent representation in
commencing (17 per cent), ongoing (17 per cent) and completions (15.7 per cent) for low
SES postgraduate students.
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Proportion trends, 2011-2016
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Figure 26.Low SES postgraduate research students

Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)

Completions
30.0%

28.0%
26.0%
24.0%
22.0%
20.0%
18.0%
16.0%
14.0%
12.0%
10.0%

8.0%

6.0%

4.0% ’/
2.0% /
0.0% —

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

All completions postgraduate research students

completions ATN postgraduate research students

e completions Go8 postgraduate research students

e completions IRU postgraduate research students

completions RUN postgraduate research students

completions Non-Aligned Public postgraduate research students

59



Commencing enrolments Continuing enrolments

30.0% 30.0%
28.0% 28.0%
26.0% 26.0%
24.0% 24.0%
22.0% 22.0%
20.0% e 20.0%
-———~§-———-___-_
18.0% 18.0%
16.0% S~ < P ——— 16.0% —=
~ - - - - e = an am =
N~ - ~— - ———
14.0% 14.0%
12.0% 12.0%
- -
-— -
10.0% ”,—-——_— S~ 10.0% ______——__,aa
8.0% - 8.0%
-——— T ™ - - - - - o e e e e e e e = —_—— - -
6.0% 6.0%
4.0% 4.0%
2.0% 2.0%
0.0% 0.0%
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
All commencing postgraduate coursework students All enrolled postgraduate coursework students
-—— - Commenc!ng ATN postgraduate coursework students = == == enrolled ATN postgraduate coursework students
= = = Commencing Go8 postgraduate coursework students = = == enrolled Go8 postgraduate coursework students
= = = Commencing IRU postgraduate coursework students = == == enrolled IRU postgraduate coursework students
= == == Commencing RUN postgraduate coursework students = = = enrolled RUN postgraduate coursework students
Commencing Non-Aligned Public postgraduate coursework students enrolled Non-Aligned Public postgraduate coursework students

Figure 27. Low SES postgraduate coursework students
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)
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Figure 28. Low SES undergraduate students
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)
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Snapshot, 2016
Table 5. Commencing low SES postgraduate students, 2016 2"

Research Postgraduate Degrees Coursework Postgraduate Degrees All Postgraduate
Doctorate Research | Masters Research | Total Research Doctorate Coursework | Masters Extended [ Masters Coursework | Other Postgraduate | Total Coursework Students
n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N %
Curtin 16 21 7.6% 9 58 15.5% 25 269 9.3% 92 910 10.1% 119 961 12.4% | 211 1871 11.3% 236 2140  11.0%
QUT 13 218 6.0% 15 188  8.0% 28 406 6.9% 135 1361  9.9% 215 2056 10.5% | 350 3417  10.2% 378 3823 9.9%
RMIT 12 190 6.3% 8 60 13.3% 20 250 8.0% 144 1564  9.2% 91 820 11.1% | 235 2384 9.9% 255 2634 9.7%
UniSA 25 148 16.9% <5 34 5.9% 27 182 14.8% 120 782 15.4% 148 821 18.0% | 268 1603  16.7% 295 1785  16.5%
UTS 19 210 9.0% <5 60 3.3% 21 270 7.8% 145 1532 9.5% 68 808 8.4% 213 2340 9.1% 234 2610 9.0%
Monash 39 448 8.7% 7 86 8.1% 46 534 8.6% 277 2671 10.4% 178 1351 13.2% | 455 4022 11.3% 501 4556 11.0%
ANU <5 228 0.9% 0 29 0.0% <5 257 0.8% 37 1092 3.4% 93 1344  6.9% 130 2436 5.3% 132 2693 4.9%
Adel 26 230 11.3% 9 112 8.0% 35 342 10.2% 8 50 16.0% 53 443 12.0% 77 600 12.8% | 138 1093  12.6% 173 1435 12.1%
UNIMELB 19 441 4.3% 6 123 4.9% 25 564  4.4% 0 13 0.0% 345 5258 6.6% 197 2401 8.2% 542 7672 71% 567 8236 6.9%
uaQ 33 431 7.7% 15 156 9.6% 48 587  8.2% <5 6 33.3% 21 308 6.8% 119 1378  8.6% 90 897 10.0% | 232 2589 8.9% 280 3176 8.8%
Sydney 36 653 5.5% 18 283  6.4% 54 936 5.8% 0 7 0.0% 273 3673 7.4% 99 1011 9.8% 372 4691 7.9% 426 5627 7.6%
UWA 21 245 8.6% 5 81 6.2% 26 326 8.0% 40 467 8.6% 120 1475  8.1% 39 576  6.8% 199 2518 7.9% 225 2844 7.9%
UNSW 17 377 4.5% 5 123 4.1% 22 500  4.4% 169 2726 6.2% 34 509  6.7% 203 3235 6.3% 225 3735 6.0%
Cbu <5 42 4.8% <5 14 14.3% <5 56 71% 15 150  10.0% 31 194  16.0% 46 344 13.4% 50 400 12.5%
Flinders 17 144 11.8% <5 16 12.5% 19 160  11.9% 10 120 8.3% 146 932 15.7% 192 1111 17.3% | 348 2163  16.1% 367 2323  15.8%
Griffith 21 204 10.3% 21 204 10.3% 13 265 4.9% 173 1304 13.3% 238 1763 13.5% | 424 3332 12.7% 445 3536 12.6%
JCU 12 90 13.3% 0 15 0.0% 12 105 11.4% 96 503 19.1% 76 351 21.7% | 172 854 20.1% 184 959 19.2%
La Trobe 12 165 7.3% <5 45 4.4% 14 210 6.7% 199 1480 13.5% 52 384 13.5% | 251 1864  13.5% 265 2074  12.8%
Murdoch 9 76 11.8% 5 28  17.9% 14 104  13.5% 53 343 15.5% 84 600 14.0% | 137 943 14.5% 151 1047  14.4%
UWS 22 160 13.8% <5 39 5.1% 24 199 12.1% 357 1388  25.7% 66 343 19.2% | 423 1731 24.4% 447 1930 23.2%

_l:gtl;-lAligned 159 1534  10.4% | 56 605 9.3% 215 2139  10.1% 0 0 0.0% 15 180 8.3% 1608 12419 12.9% |1338 9949 13.5% | 2961 22548 13.1% | 3176 24687 12.9%

Public Total 149 1433 10.4% 46 511  9.0% 195 1944  10.0% 0 0 0.0% 11 51 21.6% 1540 11774 13.1% [1205 8888 13.6% | 2756 20713 13.3% 2951 22657 13.0%
ACU <5 65 3.1% 0 8 0.0% <5 73 2.7% 146 1328 11.0% 129 988 13.1% | 275 2316 11.9% 277 2389  11.6%
Batchelor <5 <5 n/a <5 <5 n/a <5 <5 n/a
Csu 7 87 8.1% 0 9 0.00% 7 96 7.3% 366 2102 17.4% 250 1655 15.1% | 616 3757  16.4% 623 3853 16.2%
Deakin 17 176 9.7% 5 46 10.9% 22 222 9.9% 239 2208 10.8% 128 1303  9.8% 367 3511 10.5% 389 3733  10.4%
ECU 14 111 12.6% s 63  15.9% 24 174 13.8% 67 511 13.1% 236 1520 15.5% | 303 2031 14.9% 327 2205 14.8%
Macquarie 7 153 4.6% 15 242 6.2% 22 395 5.6% 110 1347  8.2% 47 544 8.6% | 157 1891 8.3% 179 2286 7.8%
Swinburne 9 109 8.3% 0 14 0.0% 9 123 7.3% 101 820 12.3% 59 647 9.1% | 160 1467 10.9% 169 1590 10.6%
uc 5 72 6.9% 0 15 0.0% 5 87 5.8% 0 6 0.0% 17 449 3.8% 6 383 1.6% | 23 838 2.74% | 28 925 3.0%
UON 35 205 17.1% 10 44 22.7% 45 249  18.1% 1" 45 24.4% 197 1178  16.7% 74 399 18.6% | 282 1622 17.4% | 327 1871 17.5%
UTas 23 177 13.0% | 2 22 9.1% 25 199  12.6% 131 641 20.4% 115 544  21.1% | 246 1185 20.8% | 271 1384 19.6%
uow 14 168 8.3% 2 33 6.1% 16 201 7.9% 76 600 12.7% 68 303 224% | 144 903 15.9% 160 1104 14.5%
VicMelb 14 110 127% | 2 15 13.3% 16 125  12.8% 90 590 15.3% 93 602 156.5% | 183 1192 15.4% 199 1317 15.1%
Private Total 10 101 9.9% 10 94 10.6% 20 195  10.3% 0 0 0.0% <5 129 3.1% 68 645 10.5% 133 1061 12.5% | 205 1835 11.2% | 225 2030 11.1%
Bond <5 28 71% 2 22 9.1% <5 50 8.0% <5 117 1.7% 10 168 5.9% 20 160 12.5% | 32 445 72% | 36 495 7.3%
U Divinity 0 13 0.0% 2 6 33.3% 2 19 10.5% <5 12 16.7% | 20 120 16.7% 23 171 13.5% | 45 303 14.9% | 47 322 14.6%
UNDA 8 60 13.3% | 6 60 10.0% 14 120 11.7% 20 204 9.8% 74 569 13.0% | 94 773 12.2% 108 893 12.1%
Torrens 0 6 0.0% 0 6 0.0% 18 153 11.8% 16 161 9.9% | 34 314 10.8% | 34 320 10.6%
cQu 19 46 41.3% 13 29 44.8% 32 75 42.7% 39 156 25.0% 163 468  34.8% | 202 624 32.4% | 234 699 33.5%
FedUni 9 56 16.1% | 2 16 12.5% 11 72 15.3% 68 258 26.4% 34 190 17.9% | 102 448 22.8% 113 520 21.7%
SCU 6 53 1.3% | 2 13 15.4% 8 66 12.1% 130 741 17.5% 46 220 20.9% | 176 961 18.3% 184 1027 17.9%
UNE 11 66 16.7% | 5 37 13.5% 16 103 15.5% 204 1244 16.4% 157 868 18.1% | 361 2112 171% | 377 2215 17.0%
usQ 23 110 209% | 9 36 25.0% 32 146 21.9% 131 647 20.3% 175 823  21.3% | 306 1470 20.8% | 338 1616 20.9%
uUsc <5 45 4.4% 2 16 12.5% <5 61 6.6% 20 139 14.4% 18 153 11.8% | 38 292 13.0% | 42 353 11.9%
Grand Total 602 6821 8.8% 203 2302 8.8% 805 9123 8.8% 5 26 7.7% 1107 1390 7.7% 5268 46569 11.3% 4118 31572 13.0% | 9495 79557 11.9% | 10300 88680 11.6%

2 Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018). Cells with fewer than 5 students were assumed to have 2 students, thus percentages calculated using these cells are approximates only.
Refer study approach for measurement error, sensitivity analysis and interpretation considerations associated with this assumption.
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Table 6. Continuing low SES postgraduate students, 2016 22

Research Postgraduate Degrees Coursework Postgraduate Degrees All Postgraduate
Doctorate Research | Masters Research | Total Research Doctorate Coursework | Masters Extended | Masters Coursework | Other Postgraduate | Total Coursework Students
n N % N N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N %
Curtin 121 1159 10.4% | 28 238 11.8% | 149 1397 10.7% 270 2547  10.6% 210 1731 121% | 482 4278 11.3% | 631 5675 11.1%
QUT 115 1136 10.1% | 46 551 8.3% 161 1687 95% | <6 24 8.3% 309 3315 93% 342 3255 10.5% | 653 6594 9.9% 814 8281 9.8%
RMIT 71 1085 6.5% | 16 177 9.0% 87 1262 6.9% 352 4134 8.5% 124 1196  10.4% | 476 5330 8.9% 563 6592 8.5%
UniSA 109 753 145% | 9 72 12.5% | 118 825 143% | O 9 0.0% 319 2135 14.9% 294 1595 18.4% | 613 3739 16.4% | 731 4564 16.0%
UTS 57 871 6.5% | 11 180 6.1% 68 1051 6.5% 385 4479 8.6% 102 1297 7.9% | 487 5776 8.4% 555 6827 8.1%
Monash 185 2495 74% | 18 239 7.5% 203 2734 7.4% 638 6588 9.7% 300 2348 12.8% | 938 8936 10.5% | 1141 11670  9.8%
ANU 41 1683 24% | <5 103 1.9% 43 1786 2.4% 118 2996 3.9% 161 2074 7.8% | 279 5070 5.5% 322 6856 4.7%
Adel 123 1293 95% | 26 288 9.0% 149 1581 9.4% 22 162  13.6% 161 1204  13.4% 99 785 12.6% | 282 2151 13.1% | 431 3732 11.5%
UNIMELB 115 2832 41% | 19 413 4.6% 134 3245 41% | 0 37 0.0% 877 14150 6.2% 258 3360 7.7% | 1135 17547 6.5% 1269 20792 6.1%
uaQ 178 2218 8.0% | 34 436 7.8% 212 2654 8.0% | <56 38 53% | 46 620 74% | 268 3268 8.2% 133 1370 9.7% | 449 5296 8.5% 661 7950 8.3%
Sydney 169 3106 54% | 51 900 5.7% 220 4006 55% | 0 37 0.0% 593 9204 6.4% 131 1524 8.6% | 724 10765 6.7% 944 14771 6.4%
UWA 98 1196 82% | 14 208 6.7% 112 1404 8.0% 102 1269 8.0% | 271 3274  8.3% 55 805 6.8% | 428 5348 8.0% 540 6752 8.0%
UNSW 88 2207 4.0% | 14 405 3.5% 102 2612 3.9% 439 7922  5.5% 71 1267 56% | 510 9189 5.6% 612 11801 5.2%
CDU 9 181 50% | 5 39 12.8% 14 220 64% | 0 7 0.0% | 44 7? 35 335 10.4% 60 554 10.8% 139 896 15.5% | 153 1116 13.7%
Flinders 90 779 116% | 7 67 10.4% | 97 846 115% | <6 19 10.5% | 43 565 7.6% | 372 2370 15.7% 306 1760 17.4% | 723 4714 15.3% | 820 5560 14.7%
Griffith 95 1154 8.2% 95 1154 82% | <6 12 16.7% | 0 751 0.0% | 388 2996 13.0% 327 2516 13.0% | 717 6275 11.4% | 812 7429 10.9%
JCU 95 479 198% | 7 54 13.0% | 102 533 191% | O 5 0.0% 208 1417 14.7% 126 611 20.6% | 334 2033 16.4% | 436 2566 17.0%
La Trobe 87 1011 8.6% | 19 167 11.4% | 106 1178 9.0% 356 2784 12.8% 105 657 16.0% | 461 3441 13.4% | 567 4619 12.3%
Murdoch 60 405 148% | 13 76 17.1% 73 481 152% | 0 6 0.0% 102 673 15.2% 184 991 18.6% | 286 1670 17.1% | 359 2151 16.7%
UWS 118 731 16.1% [ 22 98 22.4% | 140 829 16.9% 845 3233  26.1% 108 561 19.3% | 953 3794 25.1% | 1093 4623 23.6%

;‘gt’:l““g“ed 747 7556 9.9% |148 1407 10.5% | 895 8963 10.0% | 6 56 10.7% | 34 411 83% | 3942 32207 122% |2263 17233 13.1% | 6245 49907 125% | 7140 58870  12.1%

Public Total 7 7150 10.0% (123 1185 104% | 840 8335 10.1% | 6 56 10.7% | 16 174 9.2% | 3774 30503 12.4% | 2058 15601 13.2% | 5854 46334 12.6% | 6694 54669  12.2%
ACU 19 327 58% | 5 51 9.8% 24 378 6.3% 408 3489 11.7% 236 1785 13.2% 644 5274 12.2% | 668 5652 11.8%
Batchelor <5 10 20.0% | <5 7 286% | <5 17 23.5% 4 17 23.5%
csu 49 421 116% | 6 31 19.4% | 55 452 122% | <6 12 16.7% 824 5295 15.6% | 475 2987 15.9% 1301 8294 15.7% | 1356 8746 15.5%
Deakin 109 1023 10.7% | 12 95 12.6% | 121 1118 108% | <6 7 28.6% 571 5823 9.8% 205 2200 9.3% 778 8030 9.7% 899 9148 9.8%

ECU 43 369 11.7% | 17 161 10.6% | 60 530 11.3% 195 1465 13.3% 344 2373 14.5% 539 3838 14.0% | 599 4368 13.7%
Macquarie 48 953 50% | 20 351 5.7% 68 1304 5.2% 258 3805 6.8% 64 879  7.3% 322 4684  6.9% 390 5988 6.5%

Swinburne 38 536 71% | <6 47 4.3% 40 583 6.9% 189 1803  10.5% 198 1891 10.5% 387 3694 10.5% | 427 4277 10.0%
uc 10 341 29% | <6 38 5.3% 12 379 3.2% <5 62 32% | 37 1062 3.5% 10 551 1.8% 49 1675  2.9% 61 2054 3.0%

UON 136 927 14.7% | 19 132 144% | 1556 1059 146% | <6 27 74% | 14 112 125% | 618 3625 17.0% 144 782  18.4% 778 4546 17.1% | 933 5605 16.6%
UTas 121 927 131% | 17 91 18.7% | 138 1018 13.6% 287 1471 19.5% 172 917  18.8% 459 2388 19.2% | 597 3406 17.5%
uow 81 813 10.0% | 16 132 121% | 97 945 10.3% 176 1357  13.0% 920 461 19.5% 266 1818 14.6% | 363 2763 13.1%
VicMelb 61 503 121% | 5 49 10.2% | 66 552 12.0% | O 10 0.0% 211 1308  16.1% 120 775 15.5% 331 2093 15.8% | 397 2645 15.0%
Private Total 30 406 74% | 25 222 11.3% | 55 628 88% | 0 0 0.0% | 18 237 7.6% 168 1704  9.9% 205 1632 12.6% 391 3573 10.9% | 446 4201 10.6%
Bond 7 121 58% | <6 55 3.6% 9 176 5.1% 9 192 4.7% 18 383 4.7% 21 209  10.0% 48 784 6.1% 57 960 5.9%

U Divinity <5 7 26% | <6 17 11.8% | <5 94 4.3% 9 45 20.0% | 44 375 1.7% | 49 395 12.4% 102 815 12.5% | 106 909 1.7%
UNDA 21 208 10.1% | 19 143 13.3% | 40 351 11.4% 70 649 10.8% 110 817  13.5% 180 1466 12.3% | 220 1817 121%
Torrens <5 7 28.6% | <5 7 28.6% 36 297 12.1% 25 211 11.8% 61 508 12.0% | 63 515 12.2%
cQu 69 222 311% | 25 68 36.8% | 94 290 32.4% 93 352 26.4% 254 743 34.2% 347 1095  31.7% | 441 1385 31.8%
FedUni 42 230 18.3% | 11 45 24.4% | 53 275 19.3% | 0 1" 0.0% 122 649 18.8% 76 413 18.4% 198 1073 18.5% | 251 1348 18.6%
SCu 31 220 141% | 6 34 17.6% | 37 254 14.6% 236 1440  16.4% 68 327 20.8% 304 1767 17.2% | 341 2021 16.9%
UNE 60 383 157% | 19 113 16.8% | 79 496 15.9% 537 3248 16.5% 304 1672 18.2% 841 4920 17.1% | 920 5416 17.0%
usQ 7 391 182% | 12 58 20.7% | 83 449 185% | <6 5 40.0% 382 2056 18.6% 309 1467 21.1% 693 3528 19.6% | 776 3977 19.5%
USC 18 228 79% | <6 58 3.4% 20 286 7.0% 47 351 13.4% 25 225 11.1% 72 576 12.5% | 92 862 10.7%
Grand Total 3062 36004 8.5% |584 6494 9.0% |3646 42498 8.6% | 18 266 6.8% |291 3778 7.7% |12665 119327 10.6% | 6795 52337 13.0% 19769 175708 11.3% |23415 218206 10.7%

22 source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018). Cells with fewer than 5 students were assumed to have 2 students, thus percentages calculated using these cells are approximates only.
Refer study approach for measurement error, sensitivity analysis and interpretation considerations associated with this assumption.
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Table 7. Graduating low SES postgraduate students, 2016 2

Research Postgraduate Degrees Coursework Postgraduate Degrees All Postgraduate
Doctorate Research | Masters Research | Total Research Doctorate Coursework | Masters Extended | Masters Coursework | Other Postgraduate | Total Coursework Students
n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N %

Curtin 8 261 31% |<56 46 4.3% 10 307 3.3% 71 1900 3.7% 82 1325 6.2% 153 3225 4.7% 163 3532 4.6%
QUT 13 303 43% (10 128 7.8% 23 431 5.3% 0 6 0.0% 83 1908 4.4% 173 2055 8.4% 256 3969 6.4% 279 4400 6.3%
RMIT 6 246 2.4% 0 34 0.0% 6 280 21% 95 2875 3.3% 52 653 8.0% 147 3528 4.2% 153 3808 4.0%
UniSA 19 199 95% |<56 10 20.0% | 21 209 10.0% 106 1334 7.9% 83 802 10.3% 189 2136 8.8% 210 2345 9.0%
UTS 2 178 11% |<5 28 7.1% <5 206 1.9% 79 3055 2.6% 55 975 5.6% 134 4030  3.3% 138 4236 3.3%
Monash 22 716 3.1% 5 94 5.3% 27 810 3.3% 173 5003 3.5% 89 1177 7.6% 262 6180 4.2% 289 6990 4.1%
ANU 6 371 16% |<6 33 6.1% 8 404 2.0% 26 2006 1.3% 66 1276 5.2% 92 3282 2.8% 100 3686 2.7%
Adel 7 333 21% |11 72 15.3% 18 405 4.4% 0 5 0.0% | <6 41 4.9% 33 1332 2.5% 72 671 10.7% 107 2049  5.2% 125 2454 5.1%
UNIMELB 19 755 25% |<56 146 1.4% 21 901 2.3% 0 20 0.0% 274 8013 3.4% 217 3037 71% 491 11070  4.4% 512 11971 4.3%
uaQ 19 731 26% |<6 91 2.2% 21 822 2.6% 0 16 0.0% 85 2451 3.5% 57 1076 5.3% 142 3543  4.0% 163 4365 3.7%
Sydney 24 679 3.5% 7 194 3.6% 31 873 3.6% 0 25 0.0% 176 6240 2.8% 28 595 4.7% 204 6860 3.0% 235 7733 3.0%
UWA 8 349 23% |<56 48 4.2% 10 397 2.5% 14 160 8.8% 55 1222 4.5% 31 546 5.7% 100 1928 5.2% 110 2325 4.7%
UNSW 10 531 1.9% [<5 99 2.0% 12 630 1.9% 118 4715 2.5% 7 462 1.5% 125 5177  2.4% 137 5807 2.4%
Cbu 0 32 0.0% |<6 9 22.2% <5 41 4.9% 0 5 0.0% 6 324 1.9% 26 260 10.0% | 32 589 5.4% 34 630 5.4%
Flinders 9 172 52% |<6 13 15.4% 1" 185 5.9% 0 18 0.0% 148 6.1% 78 1574  5.0% 139 1036 13.4% | 226 2776 8.1% 237 2961 8.0%
Griffith 10 333 3.0% 10 333 3.0% <5 10 20.0% | 13 167 7.8% 92 1625 5.7% 150 1589 9.4% | 257 3391 7.6% 267 3724 7.2%
JCU 2 134 15% |<6 10 20.0% <5 144 2.8% 0 14 0.0% 13 0.0% 26 863  3.0% 59 328 18.0% | 85 1218 7.0% 89 1362 6.5%
La Trobe 6 181 3.3% 0o 21 0.0% 6 202 3.0% 65 1851  3.5% 83 845 9.8% 148 2696 5.5% 154 2898 5.3%
Murdoch 6 110 55% |<6 14 14.3% 8 124 6.5% 19 559  3.4% 73 543 13.4% | 92 1102 8.3% 100 1226 8.2%
UWS 11 130 85% |<6 22 9.1% 13 152 8.6% 231 1591 14.5% | 39 293 13.3% | 270 1884 14.3% | 283 2036 13.9%
_I:gtl;-lAllgned 83 1780 47% (26 433 6.0% 109 2213 4.9% <5 36 56% | 8 103 7.8% 952 17604 5.4% | 1082 11035 9.8% 2044 28778 7.1% |2153 30991 6.9%
Public Total 77 1731 4.4% (24 402 6.0% 101 2133 4.7% <5 36 56% | <6 46 8.7% 910 16465 5.5% | 952 10040  9.5% 1868 26587 7.0% |1969 28720 6.9%
ACU <5 57 35% |<6 8 25.0% | <5 65 6.2% 90 1090 8.3% 80 844 9.5% 170 1934 8.8% 174 1999 8.7%
Batchelor

Csu <5 99 20% |<6 9 222% | <5 108 3.7% 0 5 0.0% 169 2545 6.6% 180 1589 11.3% | 349 4139  8.4% 353 4247 8.3%
Deakin 15 259 5.8% 0o 14 0.0% 15 273 5.5% 94 2493 3.8% 91 1183 7.7% 185 3676 5.0% 200 3949 5.1%
ECU <5 67 3.0% |<56 23 8.7% <5 90 4.4% 41 914  4.5% 136 1211 11.2% 177 2125 8.3% 181 2215 8.2%
Macquarie <5 284 0.7% |10 254 3.9% 12 538 2.2% 57 2074 2.7% 16 450 3.6% 73 2530 2.9% 85 3068 2.8%
Swinburne <5 121 1.7% |<6 11 18.2% | <5 132 3.0% 25 1075 2.3% 60 843 71% 85 1918  4.4% 89 2050 4.3%
uc 0 65 0.0% 0 65 0.0% <5 14 14.3% | 11 828 1.3% <5 456 0.4% 15 1298  1.2% 15 1363 1.1%
UON 15 228 6.6% |<56 13 15.4% 17 241 71% 0 25 0.0% | <5 32 6.3% 208 1648 12.6% | 76 636 11.9% | 286 2341 12.2% | 303 2582 1.7%
UTas 16 198 81% |<6 22 9.1% 18 220 8.2% 102 857 11.9% 166 1563 10.6% | 268 2420 11.1% | 286 2640 10.8%
uow 12 235 51% |<56 40 5.0% 14 275 5.1% 76 1926 3.9% | 46 304 15.1% 122 2230 55% | 136 2505 5.4%
VicMelb 9 118 7.6% 0 8 0.0% 9 126 71% 37 1015 3.6% 99 961 10.3% 138 1976 7.0% | 147 2102 7.0%
Private Total 6 49 122% (<6 31 6.5% 8 80 10.0% | O 0 0.0% | <5 57 7.0% 42 598 7.0% 130 995 13.1% 176 1650 10.7% | 184 1730 10.6%
Bond <5 23 8.7% 0 16 0.0% <5 39 51% | 0 0 <5 45 4.4% <5 92 2.2% 17 240 71% 21 377 5.6% 23 416 5.5%
U Divinity <5 18 11.1% <5 18 11.1% <5 12 16.7% 10 170  5.9% 34 201 16.9% | 46 383 12.0% 48 401 12.0%
UNDA <5 8 25.0% |<6 15 13.3% | <5 23 17.4% 18 279  6.5% 74 484 15.3% | 92 763 12.1% 96 786 12.2%
Torrens 12 297  4.0% 5 70 7.1% 17 367  4.6% 17 367 4.6%
cQu 6 57 10.5% |[<5 6 333% | 8 63 12.7% 28 1334 2.1% 108 540 20.0% 136 1874 7.3% 144 1937 7.4%
FedUni <5 24 8.3% <5 24 8.3% 19 1133 1.7% 36 249 14.5% | 55 1382  4.0% 57 1406 4.1%
SCU <5 60 33% |<6 6 333% | 4 66 6.1% 38 380 10.0% 31 281 11.0% | 69 661 104% | 73 727 10.0%
UNE 1" 111 9.9% |<6 11 18.2% 13 122 10.7% 112 751 14.9% 96 537 17.9% | 208 1288 16.1% | 221 1410 15.7%
usQ <5 79 2.5% 0 6 0.0% <5 85 2.4% 85 1084 7.8% 92 922 10.0% 177 2006 8.8% 179 2091 8.6%
uUsc 5 28 17.9% [<5 6 333% | 7 34 20.6% 18 270 6.7% 15 152 9.9% 33 422  7.8% | 40 456 8.8%
Grand Total 318 8883 3.6% 93 1580 5.9% 411 10463 39% <5 155 26% 46 632 7.3% 3143 72997 4.3% 3041 33260  9.1% 6234 107044 5.8% 6645 117507  5.7%

2 Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018). Cells with fewer than 5 students were assumed to have 2 students, thus percentages calculated using these cells are approximates only.
Refer study approach for measurement error, sensitivity analysis and interpretation considerations associated with this assumption.
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Appendix 4: Students with a disability

There has been an upturn in commencing enrolments of students with a disability across all
levels of degree from around 2009 with the strongest improvement experienced in
undergraduate enrolments (Figure 31). However, while undergraduate and coursework
enrolments of students with a disability experienced a noticeable increase over the decade
2006 to 2016, this improvement is less pronounced for completions. Research student
enrolments and completions have shown only very small growth. The overall patterns are
not consistent with proportional representation at the level of university group being highly
volatile for the postgraduate research cohort across access, participation and completions.
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Figure 29. Student with disability access & completion trends
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)

Despite this improvement, the proportional representation of students with a disability remain
significantly below parity targets on all categories, with the comparative performance of
postgraduate research and coursework is low compared to undergraduate programs (Figure
32).
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Figure 30. Student with disability proportional representation, 2016
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)

The following analysis draws from data in Figures 33-35 and Tables 8-10 in this Appendix.
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Access

The majority of commencing postgraduate students with a disability (89.2 per cent) were
enrolled in coursework programs which is comparable to the distribution of the total
commencing postgraduate students (89.7 per cent). With the exception of non-aligned
private universities, which has a volatile profile likely due to comparatively low overall
enrolments, the proportion of commencing postgraduate students living with a disability have
risen across the decade 2006 to 2016. In 2016, of the top five universities in terms of total
numbers of commencing postgraduate students living with a disability, four were Go8
universities. In representational terms, the distribution is more mixed, with only one Go8
university appearing in the top five universities. The others were a mix of non-aligned, RUN,
ATN and IRU universities. However, only three of these universities met the disability
population target of eight per cent in relation to overall postgraduate enrolments.

Discounting institutions with fewer than five enrolments, for reasons of parsimony, in relation
to doctorate by research commencements, in 2016 only three universities (UOW, SCU, and
University of Adelaide) meet the 1990 disability population target of eight per cent. Three
universities (UOW, UniSA, and UNE) meet the target in terms of coursework
commencements. UOW is the only university to meet the target for both research and
coursework students.

Participation

The University of Melbourne, with by far the largest number of enrolled postgraduate
students (accounting for close to a quarter of all Go8 enrolled postgraduate students and
with absolute numbers of enrolled postgraduate students 1.4 times larger than that of the
combined RUN group) accounts for 26.2 per cent of all enrolled students living with a
disability in the Go8 universities. The Go8 numbers constitute 41 per cent of all enrolled
postgraduate students living with a disability in 2016. In 2016, four of the top five universities
in terms of an absolute number of enrolled postgraduate students living with a disability were
Go8 universities. By contrast, the top five universities in terms of percentages of enrolled
postgraduate students living with a disability were a mix of RUN, non-aligned, IRU and ATN
universities.

Overall, the proportion of ongoing postgraduate students with disability across degree types
and for all universities demonstrates a relatively narrow range from 5.5 per cent for total
research degrees to 4.8 per cent for total coursework postgraduate degrees. However,
separated from its group, UOW leads the field with the consistently highest proportion of
ongoing students with disability in its total research postgraduate cohort (10.5 per cent) and
total coursework cohort (12.0 per cent). The proportion of continuing students with disability
in postgraduate research degrees is very similar for three of the university groupings: Go8,
5.7 per cent; RUN, 6.1 per cent; and IRU 5.4 per cent. The proportion for ATN is lower (4.4
per cent). In terms of doctorates by research, students with disability account for almost 11
per cent of the total cohort at UOW and sit at just over nine per cent at ANU and USQ.

Completions

There has been a steady but small increase in percentages of graduating postgraduate
students living with a disability over the decade. The exceptions are Go8 and RUN which
have both almost doubled. In 2016 the top universities in terms of the absolute number of
graduating postgraduate students living with a disability was dominated by Go8 and non-
aligned universities. The top five universities in terms of percentages of graduating
postgraduate students living with a disability were a more balanced mix of RUN, non-
aligned, Go8 and IRU universities. There were no completions recorded in 2016 by
postgraduate research students with a disability at the private non-aligned universities or in
the RUN group. Close to one-third (32.8 per cent) of all students living with a disability who
completed a master’s by research degree in 2016 graduated from just two universities:
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Sydney and Macquarie with no other university graduating five or more. This clustering is
interesting given that both disclosure and non-disclosure of disability may be related to
several factors including the extent to which an institution is perceived to be disability
friendly.
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Proportion trends, 2006-2016
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Postgraduate research students with a disability

Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)
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Completions
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Figure 32. Postgraduate coursework students with a disability
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)
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Figure 33. Undergraduate students with a disability
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)
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Snapshot, 2016
Table 8. Commencing postgraduate students with disability, 2016%*

Research Postgraduate Degrees Coursework Postgraduate Degrees All Postgraduate
Doctorate Research | Masters Research | Total Research Doctorate Courseworkj Masters Extended | Masters Coursework | Other Postgraduate | Total Coursework Students
n N % N N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N %

Curtin 6 211 2.8% <5 58 3.4% 8 269 3.0% 38 910 4.2% 34 961 3.5% 72 1871 3.8% 80 2140 3.7%
QUT 6 218 2.8% 11 188 5.9% 17 406  4.2% 61 1361 4.5% 61 2056  3.0% 122 3417 3.6% 139 3823 3.6%
RMIT <5 190 1.1% <5 60 3.3% <5 250 1.6% 51 1564 3.3% 23 820 2.8% 74 2384 3.1% 78 2634 3.0%
UniSA 8 148 5.4% <5 34 5.9% 10 182 5.5% 73 782 9.3% 72 821 8.8% 145 1603 9.0% 155 1785 8.7%
UTS 6 210 2.9% <5 60 3.3% 8 270  3.0% 56 1532 3.7% 43 808 5.3% 99 2340 4.2% 107 2610 4.1%
Monash 32 448 71% 5 86 5.8% 37 534 6.9% 149 2671 5.6% 98 1351 7.3% 247 4022 6.1% 284 4556 6.2%
ANU 16 228 7.0% <5 29 6.9% 18 257  7.0% 64 1092 5.9% 68 1344  51% 132 2436 5.4% 150 2693 5.6%
Adel 24 230 10.4% 5 112 4.5% 29 342 85% <5 50 4.0% 23 443 5.2% 42 600 7.0% 67 1093 6.1% 96 1435 6.7%
UNIMELB 24 441 5.4% 8 123 6.5% 32 564 5.7% <5 13 15.4% 292 5258 5.6% 105 2401 4.4% 399 7672 52% | 431 8236 5.2%
uaQ 14 431 3.2% 7 156  4.5% 21 587 3.6% 0 6 0.0% 5 308 1.6% 41 1378 3.0% 27 897 3.0% 73 2589 2.8% 94 3176 3.0%
Sydney 26 653 4.0% 18 283 6.4% 44 936 4.7% 0 7 0.0% 155 3673 4.2% 44 1011 4.4% 199 4691 4.2% 243 5627 4.3%
UWA 15 245 6.1% <5 81 2.5% 17 326 5.2% 33 467 71% 107 1475 7.3% 46 576 8.0% 186 2518 7.4% 203 2844 71%
UNSW 19 377 5.0% 5 123 4.1% 24 500 4.8% 82 2726 3.0% 16 509 3.1% 98 3235 3.0% 122 3735 3.3%
Cbu <5 42 4.8% 0 14 0.0% <5 56  3.6% 7 150 4.7% 10 194 5.2% 17 344 4.9% 19 400 4.8%
Flinders 6 144 4.2% <5 16 12.5% 8 160  5.0% <5 120 1.7% 39 932 4.2% 40 1111 3.6% 81 2163 3.7% 89 2323 3.8%
Griffith 6 204 2.9% 6 204 2.9% <5 265 1.5% 71 1304 5.4% 70 1763 4.0% 145 3332 4.4% 151 3536 4.3%
JCU 6 90 6.7% <5 15 13.3% | 8 105  7.6% 20 503 4.0% 15 351 4.3% 35 854 41% | 43 959 4.5%
La Trobe 13 165 7.9% <5 45 4.4% 15 210 71% 71 1480 4.8% 11 384 2.9% 82 1864 4.4% 97 2074 4.7%
Murdoch 5 76 6.6% <5 28 71% 7 104  6.7% 33 343 9.6% 35 600 5.8% 68 943 7.2% 75 1047 7.2%
UWS 8 160 5.0% <5 39 5.1% 10 199  5.0% 61 1388 4.4% 14 343 4.1% 75 1731 4.3% 85 1930 4.4%
.'::;]Al'gned 66 1534 4.3% 27 605 4.5% 93 2139  4.3% 0 0 0.0% 13 180 7.2% 517 12419 4.2% 362 9949  3.6% 892 22548 4.0% 985 24687 4.0%
Public Total 62 1433 4.3% 27 511 5.3% 89 1944  4.6% 0 0 0.0% 7 51 13.7% 495 11774  4.2% 337 8888  3.8% 839 20713 4.1% 928 22657 4.1%
ACU <5 65 3.1% 0 8 0.0% <5 73 2.7% 40 1328 3.0% 24 988  2.4% 64 2316 2.8% 66 2389 2.8%
Batchelor

Csu <5 87 2.3% 0 9 0.0% <5 9% 2.1% 93 2102 4.4% 52 1655  3.1% 145 3757 3.9% 147 3853 3.8%
Deakin <5 176 1.1% <5 46 4.3% <5 222 1.8% 95 2208 4.3% 57 1303 4.4% 152 3511 4.3% 156 3733 4.2%
ECU 6 111 5.4% <5 63 3.2% 8 174 4.6% 23 511 4.5% 61 1520 4.0% 84 2031 4.1% 92 2205 4.2%
Macquarie 5 153 3.3% 11 242 4.5% 16 395  4.1% 43 1347 3.2% 12 544 2.2% 55 1891 2.9% 71 2286 3.1%
Swinburne 6 109 5.5% <5 14 14.3% 8 123 6.5% 23 820 2.8% 17 647 2.6% 40 1467 27% | 48 1590 3.0%
uc 5 72 6.9% 0 15 0.0% 5 87 57% <5 6 33.3% | 22 449 4.9% 17 383 4.4% 41 838 49% | 46 925 5.0%
UON 1 205 5.4% 6 44 13.6% | 17 249  6.8% 5 45 11.1% | 41 1178 3.5% 24 399 6.0% 70 1622 4.3% 87 1871 4.6%
UTas <5 177 1.1% <5 22 9.1% <5 199  2.0% 23 641 3.6% 12 544 2.2% 35 1185 3.0% 39 1384 2.8%
uow 19 168 11.3% | <5 33 6.1% 21 201 10.4% 70 600 1.7% | 41 303 13.5% 111 903 12.3% | 132 1104  12.0%
VicMelb <5 110 1.8% 0 15 0.0% <5 125 1.6% 22 590 3.7% 20 602 3.3% 42 1192 3.5% | 44 1317 3.3%
Private Total <5 101 4.0% 0 94 0.0% <5 195 21% 0 0 0.0% 6 129 4.7% 22 645 3.4% 25 1061 2.4% 53 1835 2.9% 57 2030 2.8%
Bond <5 28 71% 0 22 0.0% <5 50 4.0% 6 117 5.1% 9 168 5.4% 12 160 7.5% 27 445 6.1% 29 495 5.9%
U Divinity <5 13 15.4% 0 6 0.0% <5 19  10.5% 0 12 0.0% 9 120 7.5% 9 171 5.3% 18 303 5.9% 20 322 6.2%
UNDA 0 60 0.0% 0 60 0.0% 0 120  0.0% <5 204 1.0% <5 569 0.4% <5 773 0.5% <5 893 0.4%
Torrens 0 6 0.0% 0 6 0.0% <5 153 1.3% <5 161 1.2% <5 314 1.3% <5 320 1.3%
cQu <5 46 4.3% <5 29 6.9% <5 75 53% 12 156 7.7% 20 468 4.3% 32 624 5.1% 36 699 5.2%
FedUni 0 56 0.0% <5 16 12.5% | <5 72 2.8% 15 258 5.8% 12 190 6.3% 27 448 6.0% 29 520 5.6%
SCU 5 53 9.4% <5 13 154% | 7 66  10.6% 33 741 4.5% 10 220 4.5% 43 961 4.5% 50 1027 4.9%
UNE <5 66 3.0% <5 37 5.4% <5 103 3.9% 123 1244 9.9% 79 868 9.1% 202 2112 9.6% 206 2215 9.3%
usQ 7 110 6.4% <5 36 5.6% 9 146 6.2% 29 647 4.5% 42 823 5.1% 71 1470 4.8% 80 1616 5.0%
uUsc <5 45 4.4% 0 16 0.0% <5 61 3.3% 15 139 10.8% | 6 153 3.9% 21 292 7.2% 23 353 6.5%
Grand Total 328 6821 4.8% 118 2302 5.1% 446 9123 4.9% <5 26 77% 59 1390 4.2% | 2238 46569  4.8% 1405 31572  4.5% | 3704 79557 4.7% | 4150 88680 4.7%

2 Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018). Cells with fewer than 5 students were assumed to have 2 students, thus percentages calculated using these cells are approximates only.
Refer Study approach for measurement error, sensitivity analysis and interpretation considerations associated with this assumption.
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Table 9. Continuing postgraduate students with disability, 201625

Research Postgraduate Degrees

Coursework Postgraduate Degrees

All Postgraduate

Doctorate Research Masters Research Total Research Doctorate Coursework Masters Extended Masters Coursework Other Postgraduate Total Coursework Students
n N % N N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N %
Curtin 41 1159  3.5% 8 238 3.4% 49 1397 3.5% 79 2547 3.1% | 50 1731 2.9% 129 4278  3.0% 178 5675 3.1%
QUT 46 1136 4.0% 30 551 5.4% 76 1687 4.5% <5 24 8.3% 144 3315 4.3% | 90 3255 2.8% 236 6594  3.6% 312 8281 3.8%
RMIT 54 1085  5.0% 10 177 5.6% 64 1262 5.1% 147 4134 3.6% | 27 1196 2.3% 174 5330 3.3% 238 6592 3.6%
UniSA 35 753  4.6% 5 72 6.9% 40 825 4.8% <5 9 22.2% 180 2135 84% | 107 1595 6.7% 289 3739 7.7% 329 4564 7.2%
UTS 41 871  4.7% 6 180 3.3% 47 1051 4.5% 195 4479 4.4% | 63 1297 4.9% 258 5776 4.5% 305 6827 4.5%
Monash 155 2495  6.2% 14 239 5.9% 169 2734 6.2% 343 6588 52% | 164 2348 7.0% 507 8936 5.7% 676 11670  5.8%
ANU 156 1683  9.3% 5 103 4.9% 161 1786 9.0% 173 2996 58% | 104 2074 5.0% 277 5070 5.5% | 438 6856 6.4%
Adel 102 1293 7.9% 16 288 5.6% 118 1581 7.5% 15 162 9.3% 65 1204 54% | 53 785  6.8% 133 2151 6.2% 251 3732 6.7%
UNIMELB 161 2832  57% 32 413 7.7% 193 3245 5.9% <5 37 5.4% 785 14150 55% | 167 3360 5.0% 954 17547  5.4% 1147 20792  5.5%
uaQ 72 2218  3.2% 17 436 3.9% 89 2654 3.4% <5 38 5.3% 9 620 1.5% 111 3268 3.4% | 44 1370 3.2% 166 5296  3.1% 255 7950 3.2%
Sydney 186 3106  6.0% 65 900 7.2% 251 4006 6.3% <5 37 5.4% 442 9204 4.8% | 84 1524  55% 528 10765 4.9% 779 14771 5.3%
UWA 70 1196 5.9% 10 208 4.8% 80 1404 5.7% 92 1269  7.2% 228 3274 7.0% | 64 805 8.0% 384 5348 7.2% | 464 6752 6.9%
UNSW 74 2207  3.4% 13 405 3.2% 87 2612 3.3% 268 7922 3.4% | 41 1267  3.2% 309 9189  3.4% 396 11801 3.4%
CDU <5 181 1.1% 0 39 0.0% <5 220 0.9% <5 7 28.6% 1" 335 3.3% | 26 554  4.7% 39 896 4.4% | 41 1116 3.7%
Flinders 51 779  6.5% 5 67 7.5% 56 846 6.6% <5 19 105% | 33 565 5.8% 118 2370 5.0% | 63 1760  3.6% 216 4714 4.6% 272 5560 4.9%
Griffith 49 1154 4.2% 49 1154 4.2% <5 12 16.7% | 20 751 2.7% 161 2996 54% | 107 2516 4.3% 290 6275  4.6% 339 7429 4.6%
JCU 26 479  5.4% <5 54 3.7% 28 533 5.3% 0 5 0.0% | <5 <5 n/a 59 1417 42% | 28 611 4.6% 89 2033  4.4% 17 2566 4.6%
La Trobe 65 1011 6.4% 10 167 6.0% 75 1178 6.4% 156 2784 56% | 19 657  2.9% 175 3441 5.1% 250 4619 5.4%
Murdoch 27 405  6.7% <5 76 2.6% 29 481 6.0% 0 6 0.0% 58 673 8.6% | 72 991 7.3% 130 1670  7.8% 159 2151 7.4%
UWS 40 731 5.5% <5 98 2.0% 42 829 5.1% 129 3233 4.0% | 23 561 4.1% 152 3794  4.0% 194 4623 4.2%
_lI\_lggIAllgned 419 7556  5.5% 79 1407  5.6% 498 8963 5.6% <5 56 71% 24 411 5.8% 1433 32207 4.4% | 671 17233 3.9% 2132 49907 4.3% | 2630 58870 4.5%
Public Total 413 7150 5.8% 75 1185  6.3% 488 8335 5.9% <5 56 71% 13 174 7.5% | 1375 30503 4.5% | 622 15601 4.0% 2014 46334 4.3% | 2502 54669  4.6%
ACU 7 327 21% 5 51 9.8% 12 378 3.2% 112 3489 3.2% | 52 1785  2.9% 164 5274  3.1% 176 5652 3.1%
Batchelor <5 10 20.0%| O 7 0.0% <5 17 11.8% <5 17 11.8%
Csu 24 421 5.7% <5 31 6.5% 26 452 5.8% <5 12 16.7% 234 5295 4.4% | 108 2987  3.6% 344 8294  4.1% 370 8746 4.2%
Deakin 48 1023 4.7% 8 95 8.4% 56 1118 5.0% 0 7 0.0% 270 5823 46% | 114 2200 5.2% 384 8030 4.8% | 440 9148 4.8%
ECU 19 369 5.1% 6 161 3.7% 25 530 4.7% 67 1465 46% | 108 2373  4.6% 175 3838  4.6% 200 4368 4.6%
Macquarie 36 953  3.8% 16 351 4.6% 52 1304 4.0% 132 3805 3.5% | 26 879  3.0% 158 4684  3.4% 210 5988 3.5%
Swinburne 18 536  3.4% <5 47 4.3% 20 583 3.4% 57 1803 3.2% | 37 1891 2.0% 94 3694  2.5% 114 4277 2.7%
uc 17 341 5.0% <5 38 5.3% 19 379 5.0% 5 62 8.1% 50 1062 4.7% | 25 551 4.5% 80 1675  4.8% 99 2054 4.8%
UON 71 927  7.7% 14 132 10.6% | 85 1059 8.0% <5 27 7.4% 8 112 71% 157 3625 4.3% | 36 782  4.6% 203 4546  4.5% 288 5605 5.1%
UTas 52 927  5.6% 7 91 7.7% 59 1018 5.8% 82 1471 56% | 28 917  3.1% 110 2388  4.6% 169 3406 5.0%
uow 88 813  10.8% | 11 132 8.3% 99 945 10.5% 162 1357 11.9% | 56 461 121% | 218 1818  12.0% | 317 2763  11.5%
VicMelb 31 503  6.2% <5 49 4.1% 33 552 6.0% 52 1308 4.0% | 32 775 41% 84 2093  4.0% 17 2645 4.4%
Private Total 6 406  1.5% <5 222 1.8% 10 628 1.6% 0 0 0.0% 1" 237 46% | 58 1704 3.4% | 49 1632 3.0% 118 3573 3.3% 128 4201 3.0%
Bond <5 121 1.7% <5 55 3.6% <5 176 2.3% 9 192 4.7% 17 383 4.4% | 15 209 7.2% 41 784  52% | 45 960 4.7%
U Divinity <5 77 2.6% 0 17 0.0% <5 94 21% <5 45 4.4% 29 375 77% | 22 395 5.6% 53 815 6.5% 55 909 6.1%
UNDA <5 208  1.0% <5 143 1.4% <5 351 1.1% 10 649 1.5% | 10 817  1.2% 20 1466 1.4% 24 1817 1.3%
Torrens 0 7 0.0% 0 7 0.0% <5 297 0.7% | <5 211 0.9% <5 508  0.8% <5 515 0.8%
cQu 10 222 4.5% 5 68 7.4% 15 290 5.2% 27 352 77% | 32 743 4.3% 59 1095  5.4% 74 1385 5.3%
FedUni 10 230 4.3% <5 45 4.4% 12 275 4.4% <5 1" 18.2% 35 649 54% | 17 413 41% 54 1073 5.0% 66 1348 4.9%
SCU 20 220 9.1% <5 34 5.9% 22 254 8.7% 77 1440 53% | 16 327 4.9% 93 1767  5.3% 115 2021 5.7%
UNE 15 383  3.9% 7 113 6.2% 22 496 4.4% 282 3248 8.7% | 157 1672  9.4% 439 4920 8.9% | 461 5416 8.5%
usQ 32 391 8.2% <5 58 3.4% 34 449 7.6% <5 5 40.0% 125 2056 6.1% | 95 1467  6.5% 222 3528 6.3% 256 3977 6.4%
uUsc 19 228  8.3% <5 58 3.4% 21 286 7.3% 38 351 10.8% | 10 225  4.4% 48 576 8.3% 69 862 8.0%
Grand Total 1978 36004 5.5% | 351 6494 54% | 2329 42498 5.5% 24 266 9.0% 195 3778 52% | 5869 119327 4.9% |2394 52337 4.6% | 8482 175708 4.8% | 10811 218206 5.0%

% source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018). Cells with fewer than 5 students were assumed to have 2 students, thus percentages calculated using these cells are approximates only.
Refer Study approach for measurement error, sensitivity analysis and interpretation considerations associated with this assumption.
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Table 10. Graduating postgraduate students with disability, 20162°

Research Postgraduate Degrees

Coursework Postgraduate Degrees

All Postgraduate

Doctorate Research | Masters Research | Total Research Doctorate Coursework | Masters Extended | Masters Coursework | Other Postgraduate | Total Coursework Students
n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N %

Curtin <5 261 0.8% 0 46 0.0% <5 307 0.7% 16 1900 0.8% | 31 1325 2.3% 47 3225 1.5% | 49 3532 1.4%
QUT 5 303 1.7% | <6 128 1.6% 7 431 16% <5 6 33.3% 39 1908 2.0% | 55 2055 2.7% 96 3969 2.4% | 103 4400 2.3%
RMIT 6 246 24% | <6 34 5.9% 8 280 2.9% 35 2875 12% | 15 653 2.3% 50 3528 1.4% | 58 3808 1.5%
UniSA 5 199 2.5% 0o 10 0.0% 5 209 2.4% 49 1334 3.7% | 40 802 5.0% 89 2136 4.2% | 94 2345 4.0%
UTS 0 178 0.0% [<5 28 7.1% <5 206 1.0% 53 3055 1.7% | 32 975 3.3% 85 4030 2.1% | 87 4236 2.1%
Monash 17 716 24% | <6 94 2.1% 19 810 2.3% 86 5003 1.7% | 54 1177 4.6% 140 6180 2.3% | 159 6990 2.3%
ANU 14 371 3.8% 0 33 0.0% 14 404 3.5% 36 2006 1.8% | 50 1276 3.9% 86 3282 2.6% | 100 3686 2.7%
Adel 9 333 27% |<6 T2 2.8% 1" 405 27% |<5 5 40.0% 2 M 4.9% 30 1332 2.3% | 37 671 5.5% 7 2049 3.5% | 82 2454 3.3%
UNIMELB 18 755 2.4% 5 146 3.4% 23 901 2.6% 0 20 0.0% 217 8013 2.7% | 93 3037 3.1% 310 11070 2.8% | 333 11971 2.8%
uaQ 8 731 11% |<6 91 2.2% 10 822 1.2% 0 16 0.0% 32 2451 13% | 17 1076 1.6% 49 3543 1.4% | 59 4365 1.4%
Sydney 26 679 3.8% |11 194 5.7% 37 873 42% |<5 25 8.0% 112 6240 1.8% | 22 595 3.7% 136 6860 2.0% | 173 7733 2.2%
UWA 9 349 26% | <6 48 4.2% 1" 397 2.8% 9 160 5.6% 41 1222 34% | 36 546 6.6% 86 1928 4.5% | 97 2325 4.2%
UNSW 7 531 1.3% | <5 99 2.0% 9 630 1.4% 71 4715 1.5% | 14 462 3.0% 85 5177 1.6% [ 94 5807 1.6%
Cbu 0 32 0.0% 0 9 0.0% 0 41 0.0% 0 5 0.0% <5 324 0.6% | 12 260 4.6% 14 589 2.4% | 14 630 2.2%
Flinders 5 172 29% (<5 13 15.4% 7 185 3.8% 0 18 0.0% 10 148 6.8% 24 1574 15% | 21 1036 2.0% 55 2776 2.0% | 62 2961 2.1%
Griffith 10 333 3.0% 10 333 3.0% 0 10 0.0% 2 167 1.2% 35 1625 2.2% | 53 1589 3.3% 90 3391 2.7% | 100 3724 2.7%
JCU <5 134 1.5% 0o 10 0.0% <5 144 1.4% 0 14 0.0% 0 13 0.0% 12 863 1.4% | 12 328 3.7% 24 1218 2.0% | 26 1362 1.9%
La Trobe 7 181 39% (<6 21 9.5% 9 202 4.5% 30 1851 1.6% | 27 845 3.2% 57 2696 2.1% | 66 2898 2.3%
Murdoch <5 110 1.8% 0o 14 0.0% <5 124 1.6% 12 559 2.1% | 36 543 6.6% 48 1102 4.4% | 50 1226 4.1%
UwWs <5 130 1.5% [<56 22 9.1% <5 152 2.6% 37 1591 23% | 18 293 6.1% 55 1884 2.9% | 59 2036 2.9%
#:;]Al'gned 47 1780 2.6% |18 433 4.2% 65 2213 2.9% 36 0.0% 103 58% | 360 17604 2.0% | 335 11035  3.0% 701 28778 2.4% | 766 30991 2.5%
Public Total 45 1731 2.6% |16 402 4.0% 61 2133 2.9% 36 0.0% 46 8.7% | 343 16465 2.1% | 308 10040 3.1% 655 26587 2.5% | 716 28720 2.5%
ACU <5 57 3.5% 0 8 0.0% <5 65 3.1% 35 1090 3.2% | 26 844 3.1% 61 1934 3.2% | 63 1999 3.2%
Batchelor

Csu <5 99  2.0% 0 9 0.0% <5 108 1.9% 0 5 0.0% 39 2545 15% | 52 1589 33% | 91 4139 2.2% | 93 4247 2.2%
Deakin 5 259 19% |<6 14 14.3% 7 273 2.6% 59 2493 24% | 58 1183 4.9% 117 3676 3.2% | 124 3949 3.1%
ECU <5 67 3.0% 0 23 0.0% <5 90 2.2% 15 914 1.6% | 43 1211 3.6% | 58 2125 2.7% | 60 2215 2.7%
Macquarie 5 284 1.8% |10 254 3.9% 15 538 2.8% 0 6 0.0% 31 2074 15% | 11 450 2.4% | 42 2530 1.7% | 57 3068 1.9%
Swinburne <5 121 1.7% o 11 0.0% <5 132 1.5% 12 1075 1.1% | 12 843 1.4% | 24 1918 1.3% | 26 2050 1.3%
uc <5 65 3.1% <5 65 3.1% 2 14 14.3% 10 828 12% | 13 456 29% | 25 1298 1.9% | 27 1363 2.0%
UON 8 228 35% |<6 13 15.4% 10 241 4.1% 0 25 0.0% 2 32 6.3% | 45 1648 2.7% | 12 636 1.9% | 59 2341 2.5% | 69 2582 2.7%
UTas 5 198 2.5% 0o 22 0.0% 5 220 2.3% 29 857 34% | 34 1563 22% | 63 2420 2.6% | 68 2640 2.6%
uow 10 235 4.3% 2 40 5.0% 12 275 4.4% 60 1926 3.1% | 30 304 9.9% | 90 2230 4.0% | 102 2505 4.1%
VicMelb <5 118 1.7% 0 8 0.0% <5 126 1.6% 8 1015 0.8% | 17 961 1.8% | 25 1976 1.3% | 27 2102 1.3%
Private Total <5 49  41% [<5 3 6.5% <5 80 5.0% 0 0 0.0% 2 57 3.5% | 17 598 2.8% | 27 995 2.7% | 46 1650 2.8% | 50 1730 2.9%
Bond <5 23 87% |<6 16 12.5% <5 39 10.3% 2 45 44% | 8 92 87% | 8 240 3.3% 18 377 48% | 22 416 5.3%
U Divinity 0 18  0.0% 0 18 0.0% 0o 12 0.0% | 5 170 2.9% | 13 201 6.5% 18 383 4.7% | 18 401 4.5%
UNDA 0 8 0.0% 0o 15 0.0% 0 23 0.0% <5 279 07% | 6 484 12% | 8 763 1.0% | 8 786 1.0%
Torrens <5 297 0.7% | O 70 0.0% | <5 367 05% | <5 367 0.5%
cQu 0 57 0.0% |<6 6 33.3% <5 63 3.2% <5 1334 01% | 6 540 11% | 8 1874 0.4% | 10 1937 0.5%
FedUni 0 24 0.0% <5 24 8.3% <5 1133 02% | 8 249 3.2% 10 1382 0.7% | 12 1406 0.9%
SCU <5 60 33% |<6 6 33.3% <5 66 6.1% 12 380 32% | 11 281 3.9% | 23 661 3.5% | 27 727 3.7%
UNE <5 11 1.8% o 11 0.0% <5 122 1.6% 50 751 6.7% | 45 537 84% | 95 1288 7.4% | 97 1410 6.9%
usQ <5 79  2.5% 0 6 0.0% <5 85 2.4% 34 1084 3.1% | 31 922 34% | 65 2006 3.2% | 67 2091 3.2%
uUsc 0 28 0.0% |<5 6 33.3% <5 34 5.9% 17 270 63% | 5 152 3.3% | 22 422 52% | 24 456 5.3%
Grand Total 207 8883 2.3% 64 1580 4.1% 271 10463  2.6% 6 155 39% 29 632 4.6% 1446 72997 2.0% 1116 33260 3.4% 2597 107044 2.4% 2868 117507  2.4%

%Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018). Cells with fewer than 5 students were assumed to have 2 students, thus percentages calculated using these cells are approximates only.
Refer Study approach for measurement error, sensitivity analysis and interpretation considerations associated with this assumption.
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Appendix 5: Students from a non-English
speaking background

Over the decade 2006 to 2016, there has been a decline in postgraduate coursework
enrolments and completions over the decade. In contrast, undergraduate enrolments and
completions have grown only marginally and research enrolments and completions have
remained relatively static (Figure 36). The 10-year pattern is fairly stable, indicating long-
term effect.
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Figure 34. Non-English speaking background student access & completion trends
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)

The pattern of results for students from a non-English speaking background is the reverse of
the pattern for the other equity groups. Research students from a non-English speaking
background exceed parity targets for both enrolment and completion. However, while
undergraduate and postgraduate coursework students from a non-English speaking
background meet parity targets for enrolments they do not for completions (Figure 37).
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Figure 35. Non-English speaking background student proportional representation, 2016
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)

The following analysis draws from data in Figures 38—40 and Tables 11-13 in this Appendix.
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Access

Together ATN and Go8 universities have more than 60 per cent of all commencing
postgraduate students from a non-English speaking background. In 2016, the top five
universities in terms of an absolute number of commencing domestic postgraduate students
from a non-English speaking background were dominated by Go8 universities, with Go8
universities in four of the top five positions. However, the top five universities in terms of
percentage of commencing domestic postgraduate students from a non-English speaking
background was more mixed with non-aligned, ATN, IRU and Go8 universities all
represented.

The population target of 4.66 per cent as set in 1990 is in the main exceeded at Go8 and
ATN universities in the commencements of non-English speaking students in research
degrees. On the other hand, the achievement of this target is more mixed in the other
university groups. It is notable that at four universities the proportion of students from a non-
English speaking background enrolled in research degrees is more than three times higher
than the target. Three of these four universities belong to the ATN. The overall proportion of
postgraduate coursework students from a non-English speaking background just meets the
target and the levels of achievement against the target vary widely for individual universities.
more than 60 per cent of students commencing a coursework degree were enrolled in a
master’s program.

Participation

The RUN universities, in line with their proportion of commencing domestic students from
non-English speaking backgrounds, collectively have a relatively low enrolment percentage
(2.3 per cent) in comparison to the ATN group (seven per cent) and Go8 (5.3 per cent). It is
worth noting that the proportion of enrolled domestic students from non-English speaking
backgrounds at RMIT University (10.7 per cent) is by far the highest proportion out of all
universities. In 2016, the top five universities in terms of an absolute number of enrolled
postgraduate students from a non-English speaking background were a mix of Go8 and ANT
universities. Three of the top five universities in terms of percentage of enrolled postgraduate
students from a non-English speaking background were ATN universities.

While undergraduate enrolments of domestic non-English speaking students as a
percentage of all enrolled students at all universities have increased over the ten-year
period, postgraduate student enrolments from this cohort have marginally but steadily
decreased overall. In terms of university groupings, IRU, ATN and RUN proportions have
increased. The ATN group, and as individual universities, tend to perform most strongly in
the proportion of postgraduate students from a non-English speaking background with
ongoing enrolment in a research degree compared to other university groups. However,
apart from RMIT, this performance does not extend to high levels of representation of
students from non-English speaking backgrounds in coursework degrees. The lowest levels
of overall representation tend to be found at RUN and non-aligned universities. Notably,
however, Victoria University, a Melbourne-based non-aligned university, is among the
highest performers in research degrees and is the highest performer in coursework degree
representation of students from a non-English speaking background with 13.1 per cent,
which is more than three times the representation across all universities (4.2 per cent).

Completions

Completions of students from a non-English speaking background attending ATN
universities amounted to 4.3 per cent of ATN graduates which is well above the proportion at
other universities. On the other hand, such students made up only 1.7 per cent of the
students who completed their studies at RUN universities in 2016. In 2016, of the top five
universities in terms of the absolute number of graduating postgraduate students from a non-
English speaking background three were Go8, one ATN and the final non-aligned. The top

Grant-Smith, Irmer & Mayes 75



five universities in terms of percentage of graduating postgraduate students from a non-
English speaking background was also mixed with non-aligned, ATN, Go8 and IRU
universities all represented in the top five. Postgraduate completions by non-English
speaking domestic students at Go8 universities has been falling over the years 2006 to 2016
with completions in 2016 sitting at 3.7 per cent. This is just over half the proportion
consistently recorded for the period 2006-2010. Victoria University has the highest
proportion of graduating postgraduate students from a non-English speaking background.
Contributing to this proportional representation at VicMelb is the high proportion of
graduands from other postgraduate degrees. This university also had the highest proportion
of commencing and ongoing students in this cohort. The RUN group registered very few
doctoral research completions by students from a non-English speaking background.
Notably, the total representation of students from a non-English speaking background
completing research degrees across all universities is more than double the proportion
completing coursework postgraduate degrees.
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Proportion trends, 2006-2016
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Figure 36. Non-English speaking background postgraduate research students
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)
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Figure 37. Non-English speaking background postgraduate coursework students
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)
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Snapshot, 2016

Table 11. Commencing postgraduate students, non-English speaking background, 20164’

Research Postgraduate Degrees Coursework Postgraduate Degrees All Postgraduate

Doctorate Research | Masters Research | Total Research Doctorate Coursework | Masters Extended | Masters Coursework | Other Postgraduate | Total Coursework Students

n N % N N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N %
Curtin 34 211 16.1% | 16 58 27.6% 50 269 18.6% 44 910 4.8% 27 961 2.8% 71 1871 3.8% 121 2140 5.7%
QUT <5 218 0.9%| 7 188 3.7% 9 406 2.2% 54 1361 4.0% 50 2056 2.4% 104 3417  3.0% 113 3823 3.0%
RMIT 51 190 26.8%| 12 60 20.0% 63 250 25.2% 177 1564 11.3% | 72 820 8.8% 249 2384 10.4% 312 2634 11.8%
UniSA 31 148 209%| 7 34 20.6% 38 182 20.9% 44 782 5.6% | 45 821 5.5% 89 1603  5.6% 127 1785 71%
UTS 31 210 14.8% | 14 60 23.3% | 45 270 16.7% 122 1532 8.0% 58 808 7.2% 180 2340  7.7% 225 2610 8.6%
Monash 37 448 8.3%| 11 86 12.8% | 48 534 9.0% 226 2671 8.5% 61 1351 4.5% 287 4022 7.1% 335 4556 7.4%
ANU 14 228 6.1%| <5 29 6.9% 16 257 6.2% 36 1092 3.3% 107 1344 8.0% 143 2436 5.9% 159 2693 5.9%
Adel 22 230 9.6%| 10 112 8.9% 32 342 9.4% <5 50 4.0% 17 443 3.8% 26 600 4.3% 45 1093 4.1% 77 1435 5.4%
UNIMELB 17 441 3.9%| 2 123 1.6% 19 564 34% | <6 13 15.4% 216 5258 4.1% 33 2401 1.4% 251 7672 3.3% 270 8236 3.3%
uaQ 49 431 11.4% | 13 156 8.3% 62 587 10.6% | O 6 0.0% 10 308 3.2% | 99 1378 7.2% 34 897 3.8% 143 2589  5.5% 205 3176 6.5%
Sydney 52 653 8.0%| 29 283 10.2% 81 936 87% | 0 7 0.0% 229 3673 6.2% 66 1011 6.5% 295 4691 6.3% 376 5627 6.7%
UWA 29 245 11.8%| 6 81 7.4% 35 326 10.7% 13 467 2.8% | 82 1475 5.6% 19 576 3.3% 114 2518  4.5% 149 2844 5.2%
UNSW 37 377 9.8%| 12 123 9.8% 49 500 9.8% 177 2726 6.5% 27 509 5.3% 204 3235  6.3% 253 3735 6.8%
Cbu <5 42 4.8%| <5 14 14.3% <5 56 71% 15 150 10.0% | 20 194 10.3% | 35 344 10.2% 39 400 9.8%
Flinders 10 144 6.9%| <5 16 12.5% 12 160 7.5% 6 120 5.0% | 61 932 6.5% | 47 111 4.2% 114 2163  53% 126 2323 5.4%
Griffith 12 204 5.9% 12 204 5.9% 17 265 6.4% | 64 1304 4.9% 112 1763 6.4% 193 3332 5.8% 205 3536 5.8%
JCU <5 90 22%| <5 15 13.3% <5 105 3.8% 19 503 3.8% 9 351 2.6% 28 854 3.3% 32 959 3.3%
La Trobe 7 165 42%| <56 45 4.4% 9 210 4.3% 61 1480 4.1% 5 384 1.3% 66 1864  3.5% 75 2074 3.6%
Murdoch 10 76 13.2%| <5 28 71% 12 104 11.5% 8 343 2.3% 27 600 4.5% 35 943 3.7% 47 1047 4.5%
UWS 11 160 6.9%| <5 39 5.1% 13 199 6.5% 67 1388 4.8% 14 343 4.1% 81 1731 4.7% 94 1930 4.9%
#gtl;-lAllgned 81 1534 53% | 31 605 5.1% 112 2139 52% | 0 0 0.0% <5 180 11% | 407 12419 3.3% | 448 9949  4.5% 857 22548 3.8% 969 24687  3.9%
Public Total 81 1433 5.7%| 29 511 5.7% 110 1944 57% | 0 0 0.0% 0 51 0.0% | 401 11774 34% | 432 8888  4.9% 833 20713 4.0% 943 22657 4.2%
ACU <5 65 3.1%| 0 8 0.0% <5 73 2.7% 31 1328 2.3% 34 988 3.4% 65 2316 2.8% 67 2389 2.8%
Batchelor
Csu <5 87 23%| 0 9 0.0% <5 96 2.1% 24 2102 1.1% 37 1655 2.2% 61 3757 1.6% 63 3853 1.6%
Deakin 21 176 11.9%| <5 46 4.3% 23 222 10.4% 40 2208 1.8% 34 1303 2.6% 74 3511 21% 97 3733 2.6%
ECU <5 111 1.8%| <5 63 3.2% <5 174 2.3% 14 511 2.7% 31 1520 2.0% 45 2031 2.2% 49 2205 2.2%
Macquarie 6 153 3.9%| 15 242 6.2% 21 395 5.3% 77 1347 5.7% 13 544 2.4% 90 1891 4.8% 111 2286 4.9%
Swinburne <5 109 1.8%| <5 14 143% | 4 123 3.3% 43 820 5.2% 26 647 4.0% 69 1467  4.7% 73 1590 4.6%
uc 6 72 8.3%| <6 15 13.3% 8 87 9.2% 0 6 0.0% | 25 449 5.6% 14 383 3.7% 39 838 4.7% 47 925 5.1%
UON 9 205 4.4%| <5 44 4.5% 1" 249 4.4% 0 45 0.0% | 53 1178 4.5% 6 399 1.5% 59 1622 3.6% 70 1871 3.7%
UTas <5 177 1.1%| 0 22 0.0% <5 199 1.0% 33 641 5.1% 60 544 11.0% 93 1185  7.8% 95 1384 6.9%
uow 8 168 4.8%| <5 33 6.1% 10 201 5.0% 19 600 3.2% 7 303 2.3% 26 903 2.9% 36 1104 3.3%
VicMelb 21 110 19.1% | <5 15 13.3% 23 125 18.4% 42 590 71% 170 602  28.2% 212 1192 17.8% 235 1317 17.8%
Private Total 0 101 0.0%| <5 94 21% <5 195 1.0% 0 0 0.0% <5 129 16% | 6 645 0.9% 16 1061 1.5% 24 1835 1.3% 26 2030 1.3%
Bond 0 28 0.0%| 0 22 0.0% 0 50 0.0% <5 17 1.7% | <5 168 1.2% <5 160 1.3% 6 445 1.3% 6 495 1.2%
U Divinity 0 13 0.0%| 0 6 0.0% 0 19 0.0% 0 12 0.0% | <5 120 1.7% <5 171 1.2% <5 303 1.3% <5 322 1.2%
UNDA 0 60 0.0%| <5 60 3.3% <5 120 1.7% 0 204 0.0% 10 569 1.8% 10 773 1.3% 12 893 1.3%
Torrens 0 6 0.0% 0 6 0.0% <5 153 1.3% <5 161 1.2% <5 314 1.3% <5 320 1.3%
cQu <5 46 4.3%| <5 29 6.9% <5 75 5.3% <5 156 3.2% <5 468 0.4% 7 624 1.1% 1" 699 1.6%
FedUni <5 56 3.6%| <5 16 12.5% <5 72 5.6% 16 258 6.2% 5 190 2.6% 21 448 4.7% 25 520 4.8%
SCU <5 53 3.8%| <6 13 15.4% <5 66 6.1% 30 741 4.0% 10 220 4.5% 40 961 4.2% 44 1027 4.3%
UNE <5 66 3.0%| 0 37 0.0% <5 103 1.9% 14 1244 1.1% 8 868 0.9% 22 2112 1.0% 24 2215 1.1%
usQ 9 110 8.2%| <6 36 5.6% 1" 146 7.5% 13 647 2.0% 20 823 2.4% 33 1470 2.2% 44 1616 2.7%
uUsc 0 45 0.0%] 0 16 0.0% 0 61 0.0% <5 139 1.4% 0 153 0.0% <5 292 0.7% <5 353 0.6%
Grand Total 558 6821 8.2% 1192 2302 8.3% 750 9123 82% | <5 26 7.7% 50 1390 3.6% | 2305 46569 4.9% | 1352 31572 4.3% | 3709 79557 4.7% 4459 88680  5.0%

27 Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018). Cells with fewer than 5 students were assumed to have 2 students, thus percentages calculated using these cells are approximates only.
Refer Study approach for measurement error, sensitivity analysis and interpretation considerations associated with this assumption.
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Table 12. Continuing postgraduate students, non-English speaking background, 201622

Research Postgraduate Degrees Coursework Postgraduate Degrees All Postgraduate
Doctorate Research | Masters Research | Total Research Doctorate Coursework | Masters Extended | Masters Coursework | Other Postgraduate | Total Coursework Students
n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N %
Curtin 167 1159 14.4% | 49 238 20.6% 216 1397 15.5% 130 2547 5.1% 42 1731 2.4% 172 4278 4.0% | 388 5675 6.8%
QUT 28 1136 25% | 14 551 2.5% 42 1687 25% |0 24 0.0% 110 3315 3.3% 72 3255 2.2% 182 6594 2.8% | 224 8281 2.7%
RMIT 205 1085 18.9% | 27 177 15.3% 232 1262 18.4% 383 4134  9.3% 88 1196 7.4% 471 5330 8.8% | 703 6592 10.7%
UniSA 143 753 19.0% | 10 72 13.9% 153 825 185% |<5 9 22.2% 127 2135 5.9% 78 1595 4.9% 207 3739 55% | 360 4564 7.9%
UTS 89 871 10.2% | 31 180 17.2% 120 1051 11.4% 367 4479  8.2% 81 1297 6.2% 448 5776 7.8% | 568 6827 8.3%
Monash 203 2495 81% | 22 239 9.2% 225 2734 8.2% 509 6588 7.7% 87 2348 3.7% 596 8936 6.7% | 821 11670 7.0%
ANU 107 1683 6.4% 9 103 8.7% 116 1786 6.5% 75 2996 2.5% |162 2074 7.8% 237 5070 4.7% | 353 6856 5.1%
Adel 118 1293 9.1% | 19 288 6.6% 137 1581 8.7% 7 162 4.3% 82 1204 6.8% 31 785 3.9% 120 2151 5.6% | 257 3732 6.9%
UNIMELB 45 2832 1.6% 5 413 1.2% 50 3245 1.5% |[<5 37 5.4% 440 14150 3.1% 48 3360 1.4% 490 17547 2.8% | 540 20792  2.6%
uaQ 173 2218 7.8% | 35 436 8.0% 208 2654 7.8% |<5 38 5.3% 16 620 2.6% 220 3268 6.7% 56 1370 4.1% 294 5296 5.6% | 502 7950 6.3%
Sydney 222 3106 7.1% | 67 900 7.4% 289 4006 72% |<5 37 5.4% 508 9204 5.5% 91 1524 6.0% 601 10765 5.6% | 890 14771 6.0%
UWA 146 1196 12.2% | 17 208 8.2% 163 1404 11.6% 44 1269 3.5% 188 3274 5.7% 26 805 3.2% 258 5348 4.8% | 421 6752 6.2%
UNSW 203 2207  9.2% | 29 405 7.2% 232 2612 8.9% 416 7922  5.3% 44 1267 3.5% 460 9189  5.0% [ 692 11801 5.9%
Cbu 8 181 44% | <6 39 5.1% 10 220 45% | 0 7 0.0% 33 335 9.9% 55 554 9.9% 88 896 9.8% | 98 1116 8.8%
Flinders 38 779  49% | <5 67 3.0% 40 846 47% | 0 19 0.0% 1" 565 1.9% 124 2370 5.2% 77 1760 4.4% 212 4714  4.5% | 252 5560 4.5%
Griffith 40 1154 3.5% 40 1154 35% | 0 12 0.0% | 30 751 4.0% 129 2996 4.3% | 137 2516 5.4% 296 6275 4.7% | 336 7429 4.5%
JCU 17 479 35% | <6 54 3.7% 19 533 3.6% | 0 5 0.0% 39 1417  2.8% 14 611 2.3% 55 2033 27% | 74 2566 2.9%
La Trobe 40 1011 4.0% | <6 167 1.2% 42 1178 3.6% 102 2784 3.7% 8 657 1.2% 110 3441 3.2% 152 4619 3.3%
Murdoch 39 405 9.6% 7 76 9.2% 46 481 9.6% | 0 6 0.0% 16 673  2.4% 40 991 4.0% 56 1670  3.4% 102 2151 4.7%
UWS 59 731 81% | 13 98 13.3% 72 829 8.7% 172 3233 5.3% 21 561 3.7% 193 3794  51% | 265 4623 5.7%
_I:gtl;-lAllgned 382 7556 5.1% | 63 1407 4.5% 445 8963 50% | 0 56 0.0% | <5 411 1.0% 963 32207 3.0% [606 17233 3.5% (1573 49907 3.2% | 2018 58870 3.4%
Public Total 380 7150 5.3% | 61 1185 5.1% 441 8335 53% | 0 56 0.0% | 0 174 0.0% 946 30503 3.1% (586 15601 3.8% (1532 46334 3.3% 1973 54669  3.6%
ACU 6 327 18% | <56 51 3.9% 8 378 2.1% 67 3489 1.9% 51 1785 2.9% 118 5274  2.2% 126 5652 2.2%
Batchelor 0 10 0.0% 0o 7 0.0% 0 17 0.0% 0 17 0.0%
Csu 9 421 21% 0o 31 0.0% 9 452 20% | 0 12 0.0% 72 5295 1.4% 49 2987 1.6% 121 8294  1.5% 130 8746 1.5%
Deakin 97 1023 9.5% 8 95 8.4% 105 1118 94% | 0 7 0.0% 116 5823 2.0% 44 2200 2.0% 160 8030 2.0% | 265 9148 2.9%
ECU 19 369 51% | <6 161 1.2% 21 530 4.0% 45 1465 3.1% 43 2373 1.8% 88 3838 2.3% 109 4368 2.5%
Macquarie 65 953 6.8% | 21 351 6.0% 86 1304 6.6% 160 3805 4.2% 20 879 2.3% 180 4684 3.8% | 266 5988 4.4%
Swinburne 16 536 3.0% | <56 47 4.3% 18 583 3.1% 102 1803 5.7% 42 1891 2.2% 144 3694  3.9% 162 4277 3.8%
uc 20 341 59% | <6 38 5.3% 22 379 5.8% 0 62 0.0% 62 1062 5.8% 28 551 5.1% 90 1675  5.4% 112 2054 5.5%
UON 44 927  47% 7 132 5.3% 51 1059 48% | 0 27 0.0% | 0 112 0.0% 124 3625 3.4% 1M 782 1.4% 135 4546  3.0% 186 5605 3.3%
UTas 14 927  1.5% 0o 9 0.0% 14 1018 1.4% 56 1471 3.8% | 102 917 11.1% | 158 2388 6.6% 172 3406 5.0%
uow 30 813  3.7% 6 132 4.5% 36 945 38% | 0 54 1357  4.0% 10 461 2.2% 64 1818  3.5% 100 2763 3.6%
VicMelb 60 503 11.9% | 11 49 22.4% 71 552  129% | O 10 0.0% 88 1308 6.7% | 186 775 24.0% | 274 2093 13.1% | 345 2645 13.0%
Private Total <5 406 05% | <6 222 0.9% <5 628 0.6% | 0 0 0.0% <5 237 0.0% 17 1704 1.0% 20 1632 1.2% 37 3573 1.0% | 41 4201 1.0%
Bond 0 121 0.0% 0 55 0.0% 0 176 0.0% <5 192 1.0% 5 383 1.3% <5 209 1.0% 9 784  11% | 9 960 0.9%
U Divinity 0 77 0.0% 0o 17 0.0% 0 94 0.0% <5 45 4.4% <5 375 0.5% <5 39 0.5% 6 815 07% | 6 909 0.7%
UNDA <5 208 1.0% | <6 143 1.4% <5 351 1.1% <5 649  0.3% 1M 817 1.3% 13 1466 0.9% 17 1817 0.9%
Torrens 0 7 0.0% 0 7 0.0% 8 297 2.7% 5 211 2.4% 13 508  2.6% 13 515 2.5%
cQu 8 222 36% | <6 68 2.9% 10 290 3.4% 11 352 3.1% 9 743 1.2% 20 1095 1.8% | 30 1385 2.2%
FedUni 13 230 57% | <6 45 4.4% 15 275 55% | 0 11 0.0% 28 649  4.3% 14 413 3.4% 42 1073 3.9% | 57 1348 4.2%
SCU 5 220 23% | <6 34 5.9% 7 254 2.8% 49 1440 3.4% 10 327 3.1% 59 1767 3.3% | 66 2021 3.3%
UNE 8 383 21% | <6 113 1.8% 10 496 2.0% 30 3248 0.9% 18 1672 1.1% 48 4920 1.0% | 58 5416 1.1%
usQ 27 391 6.9% | <6 58 3.4% 29 449 6.5% | 0 5 0.0% 63 2056 3.1% 37 1467 2.5% 100 3528 2.8% 129 3977 3.2%
uUsc 0 228  0.0% 0 58 0.0% 0 286 0.0% 5 351 1.4% 0 225 0.0% 5 576 0.9% | 5 862 0.6%
Grand Total 2533 36004 7.0% 435 6494 6.7% 2968 42498 7.0% 8 266 3.0% 114 3778 3.0% 5319 119327 4.5% 1952 52337 3.7% 7393 175708 4.2% 10361 218206 4.7%

2 source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018). Cells with fewer than 5 students were assumed to have 2 students, thus percentages calculated using these cells are approximates only.
Refer Study approach for measurement error, sensitivity analysis and interpretation considerations associated with this assumption.
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Table 13. Graduating postgraduate students, non-English speaking background, 2016>°

Research Postgraduate Degrees Coursework Postgraduate Degrees All Postgraduate
Doctorate Research | Masters Research | Total Research Doctorate Coursework | Masters Extended | Masters Coursework | Other Postgraduate | Total Coursework Students
n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N %

Curtin 14 261 5.4% 9 46 19.6% 23 307 7.5% 41 1900 2.2% | 37 1325 28% |78 3225 2.4% 101 3532 2.9%
QUT 7 303 23% <5 128 1.6% 9 431 21% | O 6 0.0% 41 1908 2.1% | 44 2055 21% (85 3969 2.1% 94 4400 2.1%
RMIT 32 246 13.0% <5 34 59% 34 280 12.1% 162 2875 5.6% | 42 653 6.4% (204 3528 5.8% 238 3808 6.3%
UniSA 36 199 18.1% <5 10 20.0% 38 209 18.2% 54 1334  4.0% | 33 802 4.1% |87 2136 4.1% 125 2345 5.3%
UTS 20 178  11.2% <5 28 71% 22 206 10.7% 153 3055 5.0% | 51 975 5.2% (204 4030  5.1% 226 4236 5.3%
Monash 60 716 8.4% 10 94  10.6% 70 810 8.6% 208 5003 4.2% | 44 1177 3.7% |[252 6180 4.1% 322 6990 4.6%
ANU 23 3N 6.2% <5 33 6.1% 25 404 6.2% 43 2006 2.1% | 86 1276 6.7% (129 3282 3.9% 154 3686 4.2%
Adel 46 333 13.8% 9 72 125% 55 405 136% | O 5 0.0% | O 41 0.0% | 37 1332 28% | 35 671 52% (72 2049 3.5% 127 2454 5.2%
UNIMELB 31 755  4.1% <5 146 1.4% 33 901 37% | O 20 0.0% 163 8013 2.0% | 50 3037 1.6% |213 11070  1.9% 246 11971 2.1%
uaQ 53 731 7.3% 5 9 5.5% 58 822 71% | O 16 0.0% 80 2451 3.3% | 28 1076 2.6% (108 3543 3.0% 166 4365 3.8%
Sydney 67 679 9.9% 16 194 8.2% 83 873 9.5% | <5 25 8.0% 229 6240 3.7% | 35 595 5.9% |[266 6860 3.9% 349 7733 4.5%
UWA 34 349 9.7% <5 48 4.2% 36 397 9.1% 19 160 11.9% | 67 1222 55% | 14 546 2.6% (100 1928  5.2% 136 2325 5.8%
UNSW 34 531 6.4% 10 99  10.1% 44 630 7.0% 136 4715 2.9% | 13 462 2.8% [149 5177  2.9% 193 5807 3.3%
Cbu <5 32 6.3% 0o 9 0.0% | <5 41 49% | 0 5 0.0% 14 324  43% | 19 260 7.3% (33 589 5.6% 35 630 5.6%
Flinders 14 172 8.1% <5 13 15.4% | 16 185 86% | O 18 0.0% | O 148  0.0% | 39 1574  25% | 40 1036 3.9% (79 2776 2.8% 95 2961 3.2%
Griffith 14 333 4.2% 14 333 42% | 2 10 200% | 9 167 54% | 48 1625 3.0% | 83 1589 52% (142 3391 4.2% 156 3724 4.2%
JCU <5 134 1.5% 0 10 0.0% | <5 144 14% | 0 14 0.0% | 2 13 154% | 8 863 0.9% | 7 328 21% |17 1218 1.4% 19 1362 1.4%
La Trobe " 181 6.1% 0o 21 0.0% | 11 202 5.4% 24 1851 1.3% | 17 845 2.0% |41 2696 1.5% 52 2898 1.8%
Murdoch 7 110 6.4% <5 14 143% | 9 124 7.3% 8 559 14% | 22 543 4.1% |30 1102 2.7% 39 1226 3.2%
UWS 11 130  8.5% <5 22 9.1% | 13 152 8.6% 65 1591 4.1% [ 14 293 4.8% |79 1884 4.2% 92 2036 4.5%
_I:gtl;-lAllgned 107 1780 6.0% 34 433 79% | 141 2213 64% | 0 36 0.0% 103  0.0% | 367 17604 2.1% | 474 11035 4.3% (841 28778 2.9% 982 30991 3.2%
Public Total 105 1731 6.1% 34 402 8.5% | 139 2133 6.5% | 0 36 0.0% | O 46 0.0% | 358 16465 2.2% | 468 10040 4.7% |826 26587 3.1% 965 28720 3.4%
ACU <5 57 3.5% 0o 8 0.0% | <5 65 3.1% 16 1090 1.5% | 32 844 3.8% 48 1934 2.5% 50 1999 2.5%
Batchelor

Csu <5 99 20% | <65 9 222% | <5 108 37% | O 5 0.0% 27 2545 11% | 29 1589 1.8% 56 4139 1.4% 60 4247 1.4%
Deakin 26 259 10.0% | <5 14 14.3% | 28 273 10.3% 51 2493 2.0% | 24 1183 2.0% 75 3676 2.0% 103 3949 2.6%
ECU 8 67 11.9% | <6 23 8.7% | 10 90 11.1% 22 914  24% | 12 1211 1.0% 34 2125 1.6% 44 2215 2.0%
Macquarie 33 284 116% | 24 254 9.4% | 57 538 106% | O 6 0.0% 58 2074 28% | 11 450 2.4% 69 2530 2.7% 126 3068 4.1%
Swinburne 6 121 5.0% 0o 1" 0.0% | 6 132 4.5% 23 1075 21% | 27 843 3.2% 50 1918  2.6% 56 2050 2.7%
uc <5 65 3.1% <5 65 3.1% 0 14 0.0% | 25 828 3.0% | 23 456 5.0% 48 1298  3.7% 50 1363 3.7%
UON 12 228 5.3% 0 13 0.0% | 12 241 5.0% | O 25 0.0% | O 32 0.0% | 45 1648 2.7% | 5 636 0.8% 50 2341 21% 62 2582 2.4%
UTas <5 198 1.0% 0 22 0.0% | <5 220 0.9% 28 857  3.3% | 120 1563 7.7% |[148 2420 6.1% 150 2640 5.7%
uow <5 235 09% | <5 40 5.0% | <5 275 1.5% 27 1926 14% | 5 304 1.6% 32 2230 1.4% 36 2505 1.4%
VicMelb 10 118  8.5% <5 8 25.0% | 12 126 9.5% 36 1015  3.5% (180 961 18.7% 216 1976  10.9% | 228 2102 10.8%
Private Total <5 49 4.1% 0 31 0.0% | <5 80 25% | 0 0 0.0% | O 57 0.0% | 9 598 15% | 6 995 0.6% 15 1650 0.9% 17 1730 1.0%
Bond <5 23 8.7% 0 16 0.0% | <5 39 5.1% 0 45 0.0% | O 92 0.0% | <5 240 0.8% <5 377 0.5% 4 416 1.0%
U Divinity 0 18 0.0% 0 18 0.0% 0 12 0.0% | <5 170 12% | 0 201 0.0% <5 383 0.5% <5 401 0.5%
UNDA 0o 8 0.0% 0 15 0.0% | O 23 0.0% 2 279  0.7% | <5 484 0.4% <5 763 0.5% <5 786 0.5%
Torrens 5 297 1.7% | <5 70 2.9% 7 367  1.9% 7 367 1.9%
cQu <5 57 3.5% 0 6 0.0% | <5 63 3.2% 16 1334 12% | 11 540 2.0% 27 1874  1.4% 29 1937 1.5%
FedUni 0 24 0.0% 0 24 0.0% 9 1133 0.8% | 11 249 4.4% 20 1382 1.4% 20 1406 1.4%
SCU 0 60 0.0% 0 6 0.0% | O 66 0.0% 6 380 16% | 8 281 2.8% 14 661 2.1% 14 727 1.9%
UNE <5 1M1 1.8% 0o 1" 0.0% | <5 122 1.6% 11 751 15% | 9 537 1.7% 20 1288 1.6% 22 1410 1.6%
usQ <5 79 2.5% <5 6 33.3% | <5 85 4.7% 22 1084 2.0% | 23 922 2.5% 45 2006 2.2% 49 2091 2.3%
uUsc 0 28 0.0% 0 6 0.0% | 0 34 0.0% <5 270 07% | O 152 0.0% <5 422 0.5% <5 456 0.4%
Grand Total 631 8883 7.1% 115 1580 7.3% 746 10463 71% 4 155 26% 30 632 4.7% 2053 72997 2.8% 1250 33260 3.8% 3337 107044 3.1% 4083 117507  3.5%

2 source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018). Cells with fewer than 5 students were assumed to have 2 students, thus percentages calculated using these cells are approximates only.
Refer Study approach for measurement error, sensitivity analysis and interpretation considerations associated with this assumption.
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Appendix 6: Students from regional Australia

Over the decade 2006 to 2016, there has been little change in in postgraduate coursework
enrolments and completions (Figure 41).
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Figure 39. Student from regional Australia access & completion trends
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)

The pattern of results for students from regional Australia in 2016 is that only undergraduate
commencing enrolments are approaching the parity target, but all other indicators are well
below it (Figure 42).
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Figure 40. Student from regional Australia proportional representation, 2016
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)

The following analysis draws from data in Figures 43—45 and Tables 14—16 in this Appendix.
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Access and Participation

There is substantial variation between university groups in performance against all the parity
targets for students from regional Australia. Not surprisingly, RUN universities and other
universities in regional areas have higher proportions of students from regional areas. They
substantially outperform all other university groupings for commencing and continuing
students from regional areas and significantly exceed parity targets for both undergraduate
and postgraduate research students. More interestingly, urban universities tend to show a
higher level of representation of regional students in postgraduate coursework degrees
relative to their representation in research degrees. This could be connected to levels of
choice and online access for regional students offered at a wide range of universities. As
groups, performance by the IRU and non-aligned universities are driven by strong
performance by two universities in each grouping; JCU and CDU, and CSU and UTas
respectively. Go8 and ATN university groups are the worst performers in terms of
proportional representation by students from regional Australia in undergraduate and
postgraduate research.

In terms of the postgraduate cohort there has been a slow growth trend for all university
groups across all three student cohorts (postgraduate research, postgraduate coursework,
and undergraduate) by students from regional from Australia. Within the Go8 it is noteworthy
that ANU is performing comparatively well when compared to other non-regional universities
for commencements, but this does not carry through to completions. UNIMELB displays the
reverse pattern where they have proportional representation approaching the average for
commencements but are performing stronger for completions.

Completions

Completion parity targets have been met in the RUN university group for postgraduate
research and undergraduate students. In contrast, Go8 and ATN have been historically and
continue to be comparatively the worst performers in all three segments (postgraduate
research, postgraduate coursework, and undergraduate) for students from regional
Australia. IRU and Non-aligned public universities have made progress on parity targets for
enrolments, but this has not been matched by a similar improvement in completions. The
only grouping to exceed completion parity targets are the RUN universities. It is noteworthy
that of the three student types, postgraduate coursework is only degree type in which no
grouping meets or exceeds the parity target.
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Proportion trends, 2006-2016

Commencing enrolments

70.0%
65.0%
60.0%
55.0%
50.0%
45.0%
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0% /\\/\ S~ _~
15.0% NJ
10.0%
. M
0.0%
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

All commencing postgraduate research students

Commencing ATN postgraduate research students
Commencing Go8 postgraduate research students

Commencing IRU postgraduate research students

Commencing RUN postgraduate research students
Commencing Non-Aligned Public postgraduate research students

Continuing enrolments

70.0%
65.0%
60.0%
55.0%
50.0%
45.0%
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%

20.0% /
-—

15.0%

10.0%

)

5.0%

0.0%
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

All enrolled postgraduate research students
e cnrolled ATN postgraduate research students
e enrolled Go8 postgraduate research students
e cnrolled IRU postgraduate research students
enrolled RUN postgraduate research students
enrolled Non-Aligned Public postgraduate research students

Figure 41. Postgraduate research students from regional Australia
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Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)

Completions

70.0%
65.0%
60.0%
55.0%
50.0%
45.0%
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%

15.0%

10.0% /’\\/‘\/
5.0% e —— -

0.0%
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

All completions postgraduate research students
e completions ATN postgraduate research students
e completions Go8 postgraduate research students
e completions IRU postgraduate research students
completions RUN postgraduate research students
completions Non-Aligned Public postgraduate research students

85



Commencing enrolments

70.0%

65.0%

60.0%

55.0%

50.0%

45.0%

40.0%

35.0%

30.0%

25.0%

20.0%

15.0% -

10.0%

5.0%

ni
1
ny

0.0%

na

-

-
-

=
- - -

-
o e = =

- - -

- - = == =

70.0%
65.0%

60.0%

55.0%

50.0%

45.0%

40.0%

35.0%

30.0%

25.0%

~ o 20.0%

15.0%

- 10.0%

- - 5.0%

0.0%

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

All commencing postgraduate coursework students
= = = Commencing ATN postgraduate coursework students
= == = Commencing Go8 postgraduate coursework students
= = = Commencing IRU postgraduate coursework students
= = == Commencing RUN postgraduate coursework students

Commencing Non-Aligned Public postgraduate coursework students

Grant-Smith, Irmer & Mayes

1}
"

Continuing enrolments

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

All enrolled postgraduate coursework students
= enrolled ATN postgraduate coursework students
= enrolled Go8 postgraduate coursework students
= enrolled IRU postgraduate coursework students
= enrolled RUN postgraduate coursework students

enrolled Non-Aligned Public postgraduate coursework students

70.0%

65.0%

60.0%

55.0%

50.0%

45.0%

40.0%

35.0%

30.0%

25.0%

20.0%

15.0%

10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Figure 42. Postgraduate coursework students from regional Australia

Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)
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Figure 43. Undergraduate students from regional Australia
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)
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Snapshot, 2016

Table 14. Commencing postgraduate students from regional Australia, 2016%°

Research Postgraduate Degrees Coursework Postgraduate Degrees All Postgraduate
Doctorate Research | Masters Research | Total Research Doctorate Coursework | Masters Extended | Masters Coursework | Other Postgraduate | Total Coursework Students
n N % N N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N %

Curtin 9 211 4.3%| <5 58 3.4% 11 269 4.1% 63 910 6.9% | 63 961 6.6% 126 1871 6.7% 137 2140 6.4%
QUT 18 218 8.3%| 11 188 5.9% 29 406 71% 151 1361 11.1% | 151 2056 7.3% | 302 3417  8.8% 331 3823 8.7%
RMIT 14 190 74%| 8 60 13.3% 22 250 8.8% 100 1564 6.4% | 100 820 12.2% | 200 2384  8.4% 222 2634 8.4%
UniSA <5 148 1.4%| <5 34 5.9% <5 182 2.2% 86 782 11.0% | 86 821 10.5% 172 1603 10.7% 176 1785 9.9%
UTS <5 210 1.0%| 5 60 8.3% 7 270 2.6% 27 1532 1.8% [ 27 808 3.3% | 54 2340 2.3% 61 2610 2.3%
Monash 33 448 74%| <5 86 2.3% 35 534 6.6% 294 2671 11.0% | 294 1351 21.8% | 588 4022 14.6% 623 4556 13.7%
ANU 24 228 10.5%| 5 29 17.2% 29 257 11.3% 88 1092 8.1% | 88 1344 6.5% 176 2436 7.2% 205 2693 7.6%
Adel 21 230 9.1%| 9 112 8.0% 30 342 8.8% 0 50 0.0% | 46 443 10.4% | 59 600 9.8% 105 1093  9.6% 135 1435 9.4%
UNIMELB 30 441 6.8%| 9 123 7.3% 39 564 6.9% 0 13 0.0% 533 5258 10.1% | 535 2401 22.3% | 1070 7672 13.9% | 1109 8236 13.5%
uaQ 42 431 9.7%| 13 156 8.3% 55 587 9.4% 0 6 0.0% <5 308 0.6% 153 1378 11.1% | 206 897 23.0% | 361 2589 13.9% | 416 3176 13.1%
Sydney 33 653 51%| 10 283 3.5% 43 936 4.6% 0 7 0.0% 231 3673 6.3% | 231 1011 22.8% | 462 4691 9.8% 505 5627 9.0%
UWA 16 245 6.5%| <5 81 2.5% 18 326 5.5% 0 467 0.0% | 67 1475 45% | 111 576 19.3% 178 2518  7.1% 196 2844 6.9%
UNSW 18 377 4.8%| 6 123 4.9% 24 500 4.8% 233 2726 8.5% | 233 509 45.8% | 466 3235 14.4% | 490 3735 13.1%
Cbu 25 42 59.5%| 7 14 50.0% 32 56 57.1% 89 150 59.3% | 89 194 45.9% 178 344 51.7% 210 400 52.5%
Flinders 21 144 14.6% | <5 16 12.5% 23 160 14.4% 0 120 0.0% 166 932 17.8% | 197 1111 17.7% | 363 2163 16.8% 386 2323 16.6%
Griffith 14 204 6.9% 14 204 6.9% 0 265 0.0% | 203 1304 15.6% | 207 1763  11.7% | 410 3332 12.3% | 424 3536 12.0%
JCU 71 90 78.9%| 13 15 86.7% 84 105 80.0% 269 503 53.5% | 269 351 76.6% | 538 854 63.0% 622 959 64.9%
La Trobe 29 165 17.6%| 8 45 17.8% 37 210 17.6% 357 1480  24.1% | 357 384 93.0% | 714 1864  38.3% 751 2074 36.2%
Murdoch 6 76 7.9%| <5 28 71% 8 104 7.7% 28 343 82% | 28 600 4.7% | 56 943 5.9% 64 1047 6.1%
UWS 12 160 7.5%]| <5 39 5.1% 14 199 7.0% 68 1388 49% | 68 343 19.8% 136 1731 7.9% 150 1930 7.8%
_I:gtl;-lAllgned 321 1534  20.9%| 67 605 11.1% | 388 2139 18.1% 180 0.0% | 2370 12419 19.1% |2376 9949 23.9% | 4746 22548 21.0% |5134 24687  20.8%
Public Total 315 1433 22.0%| 61 511 11.9% | 376 1944 19.3% 51 0.0% | 2290 11774 19.4% | 2292 8888 25.8% | 4582 20713 22.1% |[4958 22657 21.9%
ACU 6 65 9.2%| 0 8 0.0% 6 73 8.2% 158 1328 11.9% | 158 988 16.0% | 316 2316 13.6% 322 2389 13.5%
Batchelor

Csu 35 87 40.2% | 7 9 77.8% | 42 96 43.8% 614 2102 29.2% 614 1655 37.1% | 1228 3757  32.7% | 1270 3853 33.0%
Deakin 21 176 11.9%| 6 46 13.0% 27 222 12.2% 434 2208 19.7% 434 1303 33.3% | 868 3511 24.7% 895 3733 24.0%
ECU 9 111 81%| 5 63 7.9% 14 174 8.0% 64 511 12.5% | 64 1520 4.2% 128 2031 6.3% 142 2205 6.4%
Macquarie 6 153 3.9%| 11 242 4.5% 17 395 4.3% 76 1347 5.6% | 76 544 14.0% 152 1891 8.0% 169 2286 7.4%
Swinburne 7 109 6.4%| <5 14 14.3% 9 123 7.3% 97 820 11.8% | 97 647 15.0% 194 1467 13.2% 203 1590 12.8%
uc 7 72 9.7%| <5 15 13.3% 9 87 10.3% 0 6 0.0% | 51 449 11.4% | 51 383 13.3% 102 838 12.2% 111 925 12.0%
UON 35 205 171%| <5 44 4.5% 37 249 14.9% 0 45 0.0% | 216 1178 18.3% | 218 399 54.6% | 434 1622  26.8% | 471 1871 25.2%
UTas 145 177 81.9%| 19 22 86.4% | 164 199 82.4% 401 641 62.6% | 401 544 73.7% | 802 1185  67.7% 966 1384 69.8%
uow 32 168 19.0%| 5 33 15.2% 37 201 18.4% 147 600 24.5% | 147 303 48.5% | 294 903 32.6% 331 1104 30.0%
VicMelb 10 110 9.1%| <5 15 13.3% 12 125 9.6% 32 590 54% | 32 602 5.3% 64 1192 5.4% 76 1317 5.8%
Private Total 6 101 5.9%| 6 94 6.4% 12 195 6.2% 0 129 0.0% | 80 645 12.4% | 84 1061 7.9% 164 1835  8.9% 176 2030 8.7%
Bond <5 28 71%| <5 22 9.1% <5 50 8.0% 0 117 0.0% 14 168 8.3% | 16 160 10.0% | 30 445 6.7% 34 495 6.9%
U Divinity <5 13 15.4%| 0 6 0.0% <5 19 10.5% 0 12 0.0% | 26 120 21.7% | 28 171 16.4% | 54 303 17.8% 56 322 17.4%
UNDA <5 60 3.3%| <6 60 3.3% <5 120 3.3% 22 204 10.8% | 22 569 3.9% | 44 773 5.7% 48 893 5.4%
Torrens <5 6 33.3% <5 6 33.3% 18 153 11.8% | 18 161 11.2% | 36 314 11.5% 38 320 11.9%
cQu 31 46 67.4%| 19 29 65.5% 50 75 66.7% 88 156 56.4% | 88 468 18.8% 176 624 28.2% 226 699 32.3%
FedUni 34 56 60.7%| 12 16 75.0% | 46 72 63.9% 179 258 69.4% | 179 190 94.2% | 358 448 79.9% | 404 520 77.7%
SCU 32 53 60.4%| 10 13 76.9% | 42 66 63.6% 204 741 27.5% | 204 220 92.7% | 408 961 42.5% | 450 1027 43.8%
UNE 41 66 62.1%| 24 37 64.9% 65 103 63.1% 0 399 1244 32.1% | 399 868 46.0% | 798 2112 37.8% 863 2215 39.0%
usQ 50 110 45.5% | 20 36 55.6% 70 146 47.9% 0 217 647 33.5% | 217 823 26.4% | 434 1470  29.5% 504 1616 31.2%
uUsc 10 45 22.2%| <5 16 12.5% 12 61 19.7% 32 139 23.0% | 32 153 20.9% | 64 292 21.9% 76 353 21.5%
Grand Total 959 6821 14.1% (272 2302 11.8% 1231 9123 13.5% 0 26 0.0% <5 1390 0.1% | 6741 46569 14.5% | 6894 31572 21.8% (13637 79557 17.1% |14870 88680  16.8%

30 Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018). Cells with fewer than 5 students were assumed to have 2 students, thus percentages calculated using these cells are approximates only.
Refer Study approach for measurement error, sensitivity analysis and interpretation considerations associated with this assumption.
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Table 15. Continuing postgraduate students from regional Australia, 20163’

Research Postgraduate Degrees Coursework Postgraduate Degrees All Postgraduate
Doctorate Research | Masters Research Total Research Doctorate Coursework| Masters Extended | Masters Coursework | Other Postgraduate | Total Coursework Students
n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N %
Curtin 80 1159 6.9% | 15 238 6.3% 95 1397 6.8% 185 2547  73% | 0 1731 0.0% 185 4278 4.3% | 280 5675 4.9%
QuUT 73 1136 6.4% | 39 551 71% 112 1687 6.6% | <5 24 8.3% 349 3315 10.5% | 0 3255 0.0% 351 6594 5.3% | 463 8281 5.6%
RMIT 77 1085 71% | 20 177 11.3% 97 1262 7.7% 257 4134 62% [ 0 1196 0.0% 257 5330 4.8% | 354 6592 5.4%
UniSA 46 753 6.1% 8 72 11.1% 54 825 6.5% | <5 9 22.2% 241 2135 113% | 0 1595 0.0% 243 3739 6.5% | 297 4564 6.5%
UTS 36 871 4.1% | 10 180 5.6% 46 1051 4.4% 92 4479  21% | 0 1297 0.0% 92 5776 1.6% 138 6827 2.0%
Monash 205 2495 82% | 26 239 10.9% 231 2734 8.4% 704 6588 10.7% | O 2348 0.0% 704 8936 79% | 935 1670 8.0%
ANU 159 1683 9.4% | 14 103 13.6% 173 1786 9.7% 255 2996 85% | 0 2074 0.0% 255 5070 5.0% | 428 6856 6.2%
Adel 99 1293 7.7% | 28 288 9.7% 127 1581 8.0% 41 162 25.3% 143 1204 119% | 0 785 0.0% 184 2151 8.6% | 311 3732 8.3%
UNIMELB 202 2832 7.1% | 36 413 8.7% 238 3245 7.3% | <5 37 5.4% 1415 14150 10.0% | O 3360 0.0% 1417 17547 8.1% 1655 20792  8.0%
uQ 203 2218 9.2% | 40 436 9.2% 243 2654 92% | 6 38 15.8% | 84 620 13.5% 352 3268 10.8% | 0 1370 0.0% 442 5296 8.3% | 685 7950  8.6%
Sydney 158 3106 5.1% | 42 900 4.7% 200 4006 5.0% | <5 37 5.4% 543 9204 59% | 0 1524 0.0% 545 10765 51% | 745 14771 5.0%
UWA 71 1196 59% | 10 208 4.8% 81 1404 5.8% 97 1269 7.6% 164 3274 5.0% | 0 805 0.0% 261 5348 4.9% | 342 6752  5.1%
UNSW 109 2207 4.9% | 19 405 4.7% 128 2612 4.9% 637 7922  8.0% | 0 1267 0.0% 637 9189 6.9% | 765 11801 6.5%
CDU 118 181 65.2% | 21 39 53.8% 139 220 632% | 6 7 85.7% 190 335 56.7% | 0 554 0.0% 196 896 21.9% | 335 1116 30.0%
Flinders 99 779 12.7% 6 67 9.0% 105 846  12.4% | <5 19 10.5% | 145 565 25.7% 431 2370 182% | 0 1760 0.0% 578 4714  12.3% | 683 5560 12.3%
Griffith 80 1154 6.9% 80 1154 6.9% | <5 12 16.7% | 22 751 2.9% 437 2996 14.6% | 0 2516 0.0% 461 6275 7.3% | 541 7429 7.3%
JCU 392 479 81.8% | 47 54 87.0% 439 533 824% | <5 5 40.0% 711 1417 502% | 0 611 0.0% 715 2033 352% 1154 2566 45.0%
La Trobe 196 1011 19.4% | 61 167 36.5% 257 1178 21.8% 643 2784 231% | 0 657 0.0% 643 3441 18.7% 900 4619 19.5%
Murdoch 30 405  7.4% 5 76 6.6% 35 481 73% | 0 6 0.0% 54 673 8.0% | 0 991 0.0% 54 1670 3.2% 89 2151 4.1%
uws 52 731 71% | <5 98 2.0% 54 829 6.5% 141 3233  44% | 0 561 0.0% 141 3794 3.7% 195 4623 4.2%
;‘gt';'l“"g“"" 1615 7556 21.4% (199 1407 14.1% | 1814 8963 20.2% |10 56 17.9% | 35 411  85% | 6149 32207 19.1% | O 17233  0.0% [6194 49907 12.4% | 8008 58870 13.6%
Public Total 1597 7150 22.3% (185 1185 15.6% | 1782 8335 21.4% |10 56 17.9% | 10 174 5.7% 5965 30503 19.6% | 0 15601 0.0% | 5985 46334 12.9% 7767 54669  14.2%
ACU 35 327 10.7% 6 51 11.8% 41 378  10.8% 493 3489 14.1% | 0 1785 0.0% 495 5274 9.4% | 536 5652 9.5%
Batchelor <5 10 200% | <6 7 28.6% <5 17 23.5% <5 17 23.5%
csu 206 421 489% | 18 31 58.1% 224 452 49.6% | <5 12 16.7% 1531 5295 28.9% | 0 2987 0.0% | 1533 8294  18.5% 1757 8746 20.1%
Deakin 152 1023 14.9% | 11 95 11.6% 163 1118 14.6% | <5 7 28.6% 1100 5823 18.9% | 0 2200 0.0% | 1102 8030 13.7% 1265 9148 13.8%
ECU 35 369 9.5% | 17 161 10.6% 52 530 9.8% 183 1465 125% | 0 2373 0.0% 183 3838 4.8% | 235 4368 5.4%
Macquarie 43 953 4.5% | 15 351 4.3% 58 1304 4.4% 199 3805 52% | 0 879 0.0% 199 4684 4.2% | 257 5988 4.3%
Swinburne 39 536 7.3% | <6 47 4.3% 41 583 7.0% 189 1803 10.5% | 0 1891 0.0% 189 3694 51% | 230 4277 5.4%
uc 50 341 147% | <5 38 5.3% 52 379  13.7% <5 62 3.2% 101 1062 9.5% | 0 551 0.0% 103 1675 6.1% 155 2054 7.5%
UON 93 927 10.0% | 13 132 9.8% 106 1059 10.0% | <5 27 7.4%| 8 112 71% 786 3625 21.7% | 0 782 0.0% 796 4546  17.5% | 902 5605 16.1%
UTas 764 927 82.4% | 77 91 84.6% 841 1018 82.6% 993 1471 675% | 0 917 0.0% 993 2388 41.6% 1834 3406 53.8%
uow 134 813 16.5% | 20 132 15.2% 154 945  16.3% 315 1357 232% | 0 461 0.0% 315 1818 17.3% | 469 2763 17.0%
VicMelb 44 503 87% | <56 49 4.1% 46 552 8.3% | <5 10 20.0% 75 1308 57% | 0 775 0.0% 77 2093 3.7% | 123 2645 4.7%
Private Total 18 406 4.4% | 14 222 6.3% 32 628 5.1% 25 237 10.5% 184 1704 10.8% | 0 1632 0.0% 209 3573 58% | 241 4201 5.7%
Bond 9 121 74% 6 55 10.9% 15 176 8.5% 18 192 9.4% 24 383 6.3% | 0 209 0.0% 42 784 54% | 57 960 5.9%
U Divinity <5 77 2.6% 0o 17 0.0% <5 94 2.1% 7 45 15.6% 60 375 16.0% | 0 395 0.0% 67 815 82% | 69 909 7.6%
UNDA 7 208 3.4% 6 143 4.2% 13 351 3.7% 58 649 89% | 0 817 0.0% 58 1466 4.0% | 71 1817 3.9%
Torrens <5 7 28.6% <5 7 28.6% 42 297 14.1% | 0 211 0.0% 42 508 8.3% | 44 515 8.5%
caQu 124 222 559% | 35 68 51.5% 159 290 54.8% 187 352 531% | 0 743 0.0% 187 1095 17.1% | 346 1385 25.0%
FedUni 161 230 70.0% | 36 45 80.0% 197 275 716% | <5 11 182% 436 649 672% | 0 413 0.0% 438 1073 40.8% | 635 1348 47.1%
SCuU 140 220 63.6% | 27 34 79.4% 167 254 65.7% 397 1440 276% | 0 327 0.0% 397 1767 22.5% | 564 2021 27.9%
UNE 227 383 59.3% | 68 113 60.2% 295 496  59.5% 1027 3248 31.6% | 0 1672 0.0% | 1027 4920  20.9% 1322 5416 24.4%
usQ 208 391 532% | 33 58 56.9% 241 449  53.7% | <5 5 10.0% 697 2056 33.9% | 0 1467 0.0% 699 3528 19.8% | 940 3977 23.6%
Usc 52 228 22.8% | 11 58 19.0% 63 286 22.0% 68 351 194% | 0 225 0.0% 68 576 11.8% 131 862 15.2%
Grand Total 5012 36004 13.9% 858 6494 13.2% 5870 42498 13.8% 40 266 15.0% 426 3778  11.3% 16905 119327 14.2% 0 52337 0.0% 17371 175708 9.9% 23241 218206 10.7%

31Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018). Cells with fewer than 5 students were assumed to have 2 students, thus percentages calculated using these cells are approximates only.
Refer Study approach for measurement error, sensitivity analysis and interpretation considerations associated with this assumption.
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Table 16. Graduating postgraduate students from regional Australia, 2016

Research Postgraduate Degrees Coursework Postgraduate Degrees All Postgraduate

Doctorate Research | Masters Research | Total Research Doctorate Coursework | Masters Extended | Masters Coursework | Other Postgraduate | Total Coursework Students

n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N %
Curtin 13 261 5.0% | <5 46 43% | 15 307 4.9% 56 1900 2.9% 0 1325 0.0% |56 3225 1.7% 71 3532 2.0%
QUT 9 303 3.0% 8 128 6.3% | 17 431 3.9% |<6 6 33.3% 98 1908 5.1% 0 2055 0.0% [100 3969 2.5% 17 4400 2.7%
RMIT 1" 246 45% | <5 34 59% | 13 280 4.6% 91 2875 3.2% 0 653 0.0% |91 3528 2.6% 104 3808 2.7%
UniSA 8 199 4.0% | <5 10 20.0% | 10 209 4.8% 77 1334  5.8% 0 802 0.0% |77 2136  3.6% 87 2345 3.7%
UTS <5 178 1.1% | <5 28 71% | <5 206 1.9% 26 3055  0.9% 0 975 0.0% [26 4030  0.6% 30 4236 0.7%
Monash 26 716 3.6% 8 94 8.5% | 34 810 4.2% 197 5003  3.9% 0 177 0.0% |[197 6180 3.2% 231 6990 3.3%
ANU 19 371 51% | <5 33 6.1% | 21 404 5.2% 54 2006 2.7% 0 1276 0.0% |54 3282 1.6% 75 3686 2.0%
Adel 16 333 4.8% 6 72 83% | 22 405 54% | <5 5 40.0% | 7 41 171% | 35 1332 2.6% 0 671 0.0% (44 2049  21% 66 2454 2.7%
UNIMELB 30 755 4.0% 16 146 11.0% | 46 901 51% | 0 20 0.0% 436 8013 5.4% 0 3037 0.0% |[436 11070  3.9% 482 11971 4.0%
uaQ 27 73 37% | <5 91 22% | 29 822 3.5% | <5 16 12.5% 97 2451 4.0% 0 1076 0.0% |99 3543  2.8% 128 4365 2.9%
Sydney 24 679 3.5% 8 194 41% | 32 873 3.7% | <6 25 8.0% 151 6240 2.4% 0 595 0.0% |[153 6860 2.2% 185 7733 2.4%
UWA 1" 349 32% | <5 48 42% | 13 397 3.3% 7 160 4.4% | 57 1222 4.7% 0 546 0.0% |64 1928  3.3% 77 2325 3.3%
UNSW 11 531 21% | <5 99 2.0% | 13 630 2.1% 179 4715 3.8% 0 462 0.0% [181 5177  3.5% 194 5807 3.3%
Cbu 12 32 375% | <65 9 22.2% | 14 41 341% | 5 5 100% 40 324 123%| O 260 0.0% (45 589 7.6% 59 630 9.4%
Flinders 14 172 81% | <5 13 15.4% | 16 185 8.6% | <5 18 11.1% | 32 148 21.6% | 93 1574 5.9% 0 1036 0.0% [127 2776 4.6% 143 2961 4.8%
Griffith 12 333 3.6% 12 333 3.6% | 0 10 0.0% | 7 167  4.2% 100 1625 6.2% 0 1589 0.0% [107 3391  3.2% 119 3724 3.2%
JCU 4 134 306% | <56 10 20.0% | 43 144 29.9% | <5 14 14.3% | <5 13 15.4% 113 863 13.1%| O 328 0.0% [117 1218 9.6% 160 1362 1.7%
La Trobe 22 181 12.2% 10 21 47.6% | 32 202 15.8% 137 1851  7.4% 0 845 0.0% [137 2696 5.1% 169 2898 5.8%
Murdoch 8 110 73% | <5 14 14.3% | 10 124 8.1% 18 559  3.2% 0 543 0.0% (18 1102 1.6% 28 1226 2.3%
UWS 7 130 54% | <5 22 9.1% 9 152 5.9% 52 1591 3.3% 0 293 0.0% [52 1884 2.8% 61 2036 3.0%
Non-Aligned 171 1780 96% | 35 433 81% | 206 2213 9.3% | 10 36 27.8% | 6 103  5.8% |1578 17604 9.0% 0 11035 0.0% |[1594 28778 55% |1800 30991 5.8%
Total
Public Total 165 1731 95% | 29 402 7.2% | 194 2133 9.1% | 10 36 27.8% | <5 46 4.3% (1535 16465 9.3% 0 10040 0.0% |1547 26587 5.8% |1741 28720 6.1%
ACU <5 57 35% | <65 8 25.0% | <5 65 6.2% 125 1090 115%| O 844 0.0% | 125 1934  6.5% 129 1999 6.5%
Batchelor 0
Csu 34 99 343% | <5 9 22.2% | 36 108 33.3% | <5 5 40.0% 330 2545 13.0%| O 1589 0.0% |332 4139  8.0% 368 4247 8.7%
Deakin 17 259 6.6% | <6 14 14.3% | 19 273 7.0% 229 2493  9.2% 0 1183 0.0% | 231 3676 6.3% 250 3949 6.3%
ECU <5 67 3.0% | <6 23 8.7% | <5 90 4.4% 44 914 4.8% 0 1211 0.0% 44 2125 21% 48 2215 2.2%
Macquarie <5 284 0.7% 6 254 24% | 8 538 1.5% | <5 6 33.3% 40 2074 1.9% 0 450 0.0% 42 2530 1.7% 50 3068 1.6%
Swinburne 6 121 5.0% o M 0.0% | 6 132 4.5% 20 1075 1.9% 0 843 0.0% 20 1918 1.0% 26 2050 1.3%
uc 6 65 9.2% 6 65 9.2% 0 14 0.0% | 27 828  3.3% 0 456 0.0% 27 1298  2.1% 33 1363 2.4%
UON 8 228 35% | <6 13 15.4% | 10 241 4.1% | <5 25 8.0% | <5 32 6.3% | 238 1648 14.4%| O 636 0.0% | 242 2341 10.3% | 252 2582 9.8%
UTas 74 198  37.4% 9 22 40.9% | 83 220 37.7% 344 857  40.1%| O 1563 0.0% | 344 2420 14.2% | 427 2640 16.2%
uow 12 235 51% | <5 40 5.0% | 14 275 5.1% 111 1926  5.8% 0 304 0.0% [ 111 2230 5.0% 125 2505 5.0%
VicMelb <5 118 1.7% | <6 8 25.0% | <5 126 3.2% 27 1015 2.7% 0 961 0.0% 29 1976 15% | 33 2102 1.6%
Private Total 6 49 12.2% 6 31 19.4% | 12 80 15.0% <5 57 7.0% | 43 598 7.2% 0 995 0.0% 47 1650 2.8% 59 1730 3.4%
Bond <5 23 87% | <5 16 12.5% | <5 39 10.3% <5 45 4.4% | 8 92 8.7% 0 240 0.0% 10 377 2.7% 14 416 3.4%
U Divinity <5 18 11.1% <5 18 22.2% <5 12 16.7% 1" 170  6.5% 0 201 0.0% 13 383  3.4% 17 401 4.2%
UNDA <5 8 250% | <6 15 13.3% | <5 23 17.4% 12 279  43% 0 484 0.0% 12 763  1.6% 16 786 2.0%
Torrens 12 297  4.0% 0 70 0.0% 12 367 3.3% 12 367 3.3%
cQu 18 57 316% | <6 6 33.3% | 20 63 31.7% 67 1334 5.0% 0 540 0.0% 67 1874 3.6% 87 1937 4.5%
FedUni 9 24 37.5% 1" 24 45.8% 107 1133 9.4% 0 249 0.0% 107 1382 7.7% 118 1406 8.4%
SCU 18 60 30.0% | <6 6 33.3% | 20 66 30.3% 68 380 179%| O 281 0.0% 68 661 10.3% 88 727 12.1%
UNE 35 111 315% | <6 11 18.2% | 37 122 30.3% 207 751 276%| O 537 0.0% 207 1288 16.1% 244 1410 17.3%
usQ 24 79 304% | <6 6 33.3% | 26 85 30.6% 163 1084 15.0%| O 922 0.0% 163 2006  8.1% 189 2091 9.0%
uUsc 9 28 321% | <56 6 333% | 11 34 32.4% 23 270 8.5% 0 152 0.0% 23 422 5.5% 34 456 7.5%
Grand Total 607 8883 6.8% 129 1580 8.2% 736 10463 7.0% 29 155 18.7% 61 632 9.7% 4320 72997  5.9% 0 33260 0.0% 4410 107044 4.1% 5146 117507 4.4%

32Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018). Cells with fewer than 5 students were assumed to have 2 students, thus percentages calculated using these cells are approximates only.
Refer Study approach for measurement error, sensitivity analysis and interpretation considerations associated with this assumption.
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Appendix 7: Students from remote areas

Over the decade 2006 to 2016, across all levels of study there is long-term downward trend
in the proportional representation of students from remote areas for both enrolment and
completions (Figure 46).
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Figure 44. Student from remote area access & completion trends
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)

The widening participation target for students from remote locations is 0.6 per cent (DEET
1990). After students of non-English speaking background, this is the best performing equity
group. Commencing enrolments for postgraduate research and undergraduate students are
above parity, while continuing enrolments below, and completions at parity, except for
postgraduate coursework students where this pattern is reversed (Figure 47).
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Figure 45. Student from remote area proportional representation, 2016
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)

The following analysis draws from data in Figures 48-50 and Tables 17—-19 in this Appendix.
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Due to the small sample size and the number of cells which have have fewer than five
students caution should be exercised when drawing any firm findings for students from
remote areas. What is interesting however is the differences in growth trajectories that can
be observed between postgraduate research, postgraduate coursework and undergraduate
cohorts. This pattern is consistent across university groups. For postgraduate research
students there has been a long term downward trend in proportional representation. By
contrast for postgraduate coursework students there has been a long term upward trajectory
in proportional representation for this cohort. Finally, in the undergraduate space there has
been a long term downward trend that has stabilised in the last five years.

Access and Participation

RUN, IRU, and Non-aligned public university groupings are above the 0.6 per cent parity
targets for access of all three student types examined. Most strikingly Go8 is well below
currently and historically for all three student types. ATN is meeting the parity targets for
postgraduate research and undergraduate students but not for postgraduate coursework.

Completions

The pattern for completions is in the main a positive one, with all university groupings other
than the Go8 exceeding the parity targets for postgraduate research and undergraduate
students from remote areas. No university group meets the completion parity targets for
postgraduate coursework students.
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Proportion trends, 2006-2016
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5.0%
4.5%
4.0%
3.5%
3.0%
2.5%
2.0%
1.5%
/

1.0%

M
/\’\/——V

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

0.5%

0.0%

All commencing postgraduate research students

Commencing ATN postgraduate research students
Commencing Go8 postgraduate research students

Commencing IRU postgraduate research students

Commencing RUN postgraduate research students
Commencing Non-Aligned Public postgraduate research students

5.0%

4.5%

4.0%

3.5%

3.0%

2.5%

2.0%

1.5%

1.0%

0.5%

0.0%

Continuing enrolments

e —
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

All enrolled postgraduate research students
e enrolled ATN postgraduate research students
e enrolled Go8 postgraduate research students
e cnrolled IRU postgraduate research students
enrolled RUN postgraduate research students
enrolled Non-Aligned Public postgraduate research students

Figure 46. Postgraduate research students from remote areas
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)
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Completions
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Figure 47. Postgraduate coursework students from remote areas
Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018)
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Snapshot, 2016

Table 17. Commencing postgraduate students from remote areas, 2016

Research Postgraduate Degrees Coursework Postgraduate Degrees All Postgraduate
Doctorate Research | Masters Research | Total Research Doctorate Coursework | Masters Extended | Masters Coursework | Other Postgraduate | Total Coursework Students
n N % N N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N %

Curtin <5 211 0.9%| <6 58 3.4% <5 269 1.5% 1" 910 1.2% 0 961 0.0% 1" 1871 0.6% 15 2140 0.7%
QUT <5 218 0.9%| <5 188 1.1% <5 406 1.0% 31 1361 2.3% 0 2056 0.0% 31 3417  0.9% 35 3823 0.9%
RMIT 0 190 0.0%| 0 60 0.0% 0 250 0.0% <5 1564 01% | O 820 0.0% <5 2384  0.1% <5 2634 0.1%
UniSA 0 148 0.0%| 0 34 0.0% 0 182 0.0% <5 782 0.3% 0 821 0.0% <5 1603  0.1% <5 1785 0.1%
UTS 0 210 0.0%| 0 60 0.0% 0 270 0.0% <5 1532 0.1% 0 808 0.0% <5 2340  0.1% <5 2610 0.1%
Monash 0 448 0.0%| <5 86 2.3% <5 534 0.4% 15 2671 0.6% 0 1351 0.0% 15 4022 0.4% 17 4556 0.4%
ANU <5 228 0.9%| 0 29 0.0% <5 257 0.8% <5 1092 0.2% 0 1344 0.0% <5 2436 0.1% <5 2693 0.1%
Adel <5 230 0.9%| <6 112 1.8% <5 342 1.2% <5 50 4.0% | <5 443 0.5% 0 600 0.0% <5 1093  0.4% 8 1435 0.6%
UNIMELB <5 441 0.5%| <6 123 1.6% <5 564 0.7% | 0 13 0.0% 9 5258 0.2% 0 2401 0.0% 9 7672 0.1% 13 8236 0.2%
uaQ <5 431 0.5%| <6 156 1.3% <5 587 0.7% | O 6 0.0% <5 308 0.6% 10 1378 0.7% 0 897 0.0% 12 2589  0.5% 16 3176 0.5%
Sydney 0 653 0.0%| 0 283 0.0% 0 936 0.0% | O 7 0.0% 6 3673 0.2% 0 1011 0.0% 6 4691 0.1% 6 5627 0.1%
UWA <5 245 0.8%| <5 81 2.5% <5 326 1.2% 7 467 1.5% | 20 1475 1.4% 0 576 0.0% 27 2518 1.1% 31 2844 1.1%
UNSW 0 377 0.0%| 0 123 0.0% 0 500 0.0% 12 2726 0.4% 0 509 0.0% 12 3235  0.4% 12 3735 0.3%
Cbu <5 42 4.8%| <5 14 14.3% <5 56 71% 14 150 93% | 0 194 0.0% 14 344 4.1% 18 400 4.5%
Flinders <5 144 1.4%| 0 16 0.0% <5 160 1.3% <5 120 1.7% | 25 932 2.7% 0 111 0.0% 27 2163 1.2% 29 2323 1.2%
Griffith 0 204 0.0% 0 204 0.0% <5 265 15% | 21 1304 1.6% 0 1763 0.0% 25 3332  0.8% 25 3536 0.7%
JCU <5 90 22%| <5 15 13.3% <5 105 3.8% 0 0 32 503 6.4% 0 351 0.0% 32 854 3.7% 36 959 3.8%
La Trobe <5 165 12%| 0 45 0.0% <5 210 1.0% <5 1480 0.1% 0 384 0.0% <5 1864 0.1% <5 2074 0.2%
Murdoch <5 76 2.6%| <5 28 71% <5 104 3.8% 9 343 2.6% 0 600 0.0% 9 943 1.0% 13 1047 1.2%
UWS 0 160 0.0%] O 39 0.0% 0 199 0.0% <5 1388 0.1% 0 343 0.0% <5 1731 0.1% <5 1930 0.1%
#:;]Al'gned 12 1534  0.8% 8 605 1.3% |20 2139 0.9% <5 180 1.1% 137 12419 1.1% 0 9949 0.0% 139 22548 0.6% 159 24687 0.6%
Public Total 10 1433 0.7%| 6 511 1.2% 16 1944 0.8% 0 51 0.0% 129 11774 11% | 0 8888 0.0% 129 20713  0.6% 145 22657 0.6%
ACU 0 65 0.0%| 0 8 0.0% 0 73 0.0% <5 1328 0.2% 0 988 0.0% <5 2316 0.1% <5 2389 0.1%
Batchelor

Csu <5 87 23%| 0 9 0.0% <5 96 2.1% 36 2102 1.7% 0 1655 0.0% 36 3757 1.0% 38 3853 1.0%
Deakin 0 176 0.0%| 0 46 0.0% 0 222 0.0% 29 2208 1.3% 0 1303 0.0% 29 3511 0.8% 29 3733 0.8%
ECU <5 111 1.8%| <5 63 3.2% <5 174 2.3% 1" 511 2.2% 0 1520 0.0% 1" 2031 0.5% 15 2205 0.7%
Macquarie <5 153 1.3%| <5 242 0.8% <5 395 1.0% 8 1347 0.6% 0 544 0.0% 8 1891 0.4% 12 2286 0.5%
Swinburne 0 109 0.0%| 0 14 0.0% 0 123 0.0% 5 820 0.6% 0 647 0.0% 5 1467  0.3% <5 1590 0.3%
uc 0 72 0.0%| 0 15 0.0% 0 87 0.0% 0 6 0.0% | <5 449 0.4% 0 383 0.0% <5 838 0.2% <5 925 0.2%
UON 0 205 0.0%| 0 44 0.0% 0 249 0.0% 0 45 0.0% 18 1178 1.5% 0 399 0.0% 18 1622 1.1% 18 1871 1.0%
UTas <5 177 1.1%| <5 22 9.1% <5 199 2.0% 1" 641 1.7% 0 544 0.0% 1" 1185  0.9% 15 1384 1.1%
uow <5 168 12%| 0 33 0.0% <5 201 1.0% 5 600 0.8% 0 303 0.0% 5 903 0.6% 7 1104 0.6%
VicMelb 0 110 0.0%| 0 15 0.0% 0 125 0.0% <5 590 0.3% 0 602  0.0% <5 1192 0.2% <5 1317 0.2%
Private Total <5 101 2.0%| <5 94 21% <5 195 21% <5 129 16% | 8 645 12% | 0 1061 0.0% 10 1835  0.5% 14 2030 0.7%
Bond 0 28 0.0%| 0 22 0.0% 0 50 0.0% 0 17 0.0% | <5 168 1.2% 0 160 0.0% <5 445 0.4% <5 495 0.4%
U Divinity 0 13 0.0%| 0 6 0.0% 0 19 0.0% <5 12 16.7% <5 120 1.7% 0 171 0.0% <5 303 1.3% <5 322 1.2%
UNDA <5 60 3.3%| <6 60 3.3% <5 120 3.3% <5 204 1.0% 0 569 0.0% <5 773 0.3% 6 893 0.7%
Torrens 0 6 0.0% 0 6 0.0% <5 153 1.3% 0 161 0.0% <5 314 0.6% <5 320 0.6%
cQu <5 46 4.3%| <5 29 6.9% <5 75 5.3% <5 156 1.3% 0 468 0.0% <5 624 0.3% 6 699 0.9%
FedUni 0 56 0.0%| 0 16 0.0% 0 72 0.0% <5 258 0.8% 0 190 0.0% <5 448 0.4% <5 520 0.4%
SCU <5 53 3.8%| 0 13 0.0% <5 66 3.0% 16 741 2.2% 0 220 0.0% 16 961 1.7% 18 1027 1.8%
UNE <5 66 3.0%| 0 37 0.0% <5 103 1.9% 24 1244 1.9% 0 868 0.0% 24 2112 1.1% 26 2215 1.2%
usQ <5 110 1.8%| 0 36 0.0% <5 146 1.4% 26 647 4.0% 0 823 0.0% 26 1470 1.8% 28 1616 1.7%
uUsc 0 45 0.0%] 0 16 0.0% 0 61 0.0% <5 139 1.4% 0 153 0.0% <5 292 0.7% <5 353 0.6%
Grand Total 44 6821 0.6%| 30 2302 1.3% 74 9123  0.8% 0 26 0.0% 19 1390 14% | 438 46569 0.9% 0 31572 0.0% 457 79557  0.6% 531 88680  0.6%

33 Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018). Cells with fewer than 5 students were assumed to have 2 students, thus percentages calculated using these cells are approximates only.
Refer Study approach for measurement error, sensitivity analysis and interpretation considerations associated with this assumption.

Grant-Smith, Irmer & Mayes 96



Table 18. Continuing postgraduate students from remote areas, 2016

Research Postgraduate De

rees

Coursework Postgraduate Degrees

All Postgraduate

Doctorate Research | Masters Research Total Research Doctorate Coursework | Masters Extended | Masters Coursework | Other Postgraduate | Total Coursework Students
n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N %
Curtin 7 1159 0.6% |<6 238 0.8% 9 1397 0.6% 32 2547 13% | 0 1731 0.0% 32 4278 0.7% | #1 5675 0.7%
QUT <5 1136 02% |<6 551 0.4% <5 1687 02% | 0 24 0.0% 59 3315 18% [ 0 3255 0.0% 59 6594 0.9% | 63 8281 0.8%
RMIT <5 1085 02% | 0 177 0.0% <5 1262 0.2% <5 4134 0.0% | O 1196 0.0% <5 5330 0.0% | <5 6592 0.1%
UniSA <5 753 03% | 0 72 0.0% <5 825 02% | 0 9 0.0% 1" 2135 05% | 0 1595 0.0% 1" 3739 03% | 13 4564 0.3%
UTS 0 871 0.0% | 0 180 0.0% 0 1051 0.0% <5 4479 0.0% | O 1297 0.0% <5 5776 0.0% | <5 6827 0.0%
Monash <5 2495 01% |<6 239 0.8% <5 2734 0.1% 41 6588 06% | 0 2348 0.0% 41 8936 0.5% | 45 11670 0.4%
ANU 6 1683 04% | 0 103 0.0% 6 1786 0.3% 14 2996 05% | 0 2074 0.0% 14 5070 0.3% | 20 6856 0.3%
Adel <5 1293 02% |<6 288 0.7% <5 1581 0.3% <5 162 1.2% 12 1204 1.0% [ 0 785 0.0% 14 2151 0.7% | 18 3732 0.5%
UNIMELB <5 2832 01% |<6 413 0.5% <5 3245 01% | O 37 0.0% 18 14150 01% | 0 3360 0.0% 18 17547 01% | 22 20792  0.1%
uaQ 7 2218 03% |<6 436 0.5% 9 2654 03% | 0 38 0.0% |<5 620 0.3% 31 3268 09% | O 1370 0.0% 33 5296 0.6% | 42 7950 0.5%
Sydney 8 3106 0.3% |<56 900 0.2% 10 4006 02% | 0 37 0.0% 1" 9204 01% | O 1524 0.0% 11 10765 01% | 21 14771 0.1%
UWA 14 1196 12% | 5 208 2.4% 19 1404 1.4% 14 1269 1.1% 52 3274 16% [ 0 805 0.0% 66 5348 12% | 85 6752 1.3%
UNSW <5 2207 0.1% | <5 405 0.5% <5 2612 0.2% 33 7922 04% | O 1267 0.0% 33 9189 0.4% | 37 11801 0.3%
Cbu 13 181 72% | 8 39 20.5% 21 220 95% | 0 7 0.0% 44 335 131% | 0 554 0.0% 44 896 4.9% | 65 1116 5.8%
Flinders 14 779 1.8% [<6 67 3.0% 16 846 1.9% | <5 19 10.5% |10 565 1.8% 81 2370 34% | 0O 1760 0.0% 93 4714 2.0% | 109 5560 2.0%
Griffith <5 1154 0.2% <5 1154 02% | O 12 0.0% |<5 751 0.5% 41 2996 14% [ 0 2516 0.0% 45 6275 0.7% | 47 7429 0.6%
JCU 20 479 42% |<56 54 3.7% 22 533 41% | 0 5 0.0% 89 1417 63% | 0 611 0.0% 89 2033 44% | 111 2566 4.3%
La Trobe <5 1011 02% | 0 167 0.0% <5 1178 0.2% 5 2784 02% | 0 657 0.0% 5 3441 01% | 7 4619 0.2%
Murdoch <5 405 05% |<6 76 2.6% <5 481 08% | O 6 0.0% 21 673 31% | 0 991 0.0% 21 1670 13% | 25 2151 1.2%
UWS <5 731 03% | 0 98 0.0% <5 829 0.2% 5 3233 02% | 0 561 0.0% 5 3794 01% | 7 4623 0.2%
_l:gtr;-Allgned 45 7556 0.6% (18 1407 1.3% 63 8963 0.7% 56 00% | <5 411 1.0% 357 32207 11% | 0 17233 0.0% 361 49907 0.7% 424 58870 0.7%
Public Total 34 7150 0.5% |16 1185 1.4% 50 8335 0.6% 56 0.0% | O 174 0.0% 339 30503 11% | 0 15601 0.0% 339 46334 0.7% 389 54669 0.7%
ACU 0 327 00% | 0 51 0.0% 0 378 0.0% 32 3489 09% | O 1785 0.0% 32 5274 0.6% | 32 5652 0.6%
Batchelor <5 10 20.0% [<5 7 28.6% <5 17 23.5% <5 17 23.5%
Csu 6 421 1.4% (<5 31 6.5% 8 452 1.8% 0 12 0.0% 81 5295 15% [ 0 2987 0.0% 81 8294 1.0% | 89 8746 1.0%
Deakin <5 1023 02% | 0 95 0.0% <5 1118 0.2% 0 7 0.0% 77 5823 13% [ 0 2200 0.0% 77 8030 1.0% | 79 9148 0.9%
ECU <5 369 05% |<6 161 1.2% <5 530 0.8% 27 1465 18% [ 0 2373 0.0% 27 3838 0.7% | 31 4368 0.7%
Macquarie <5 953 02% |<6 351 0.6% <5 1304 0.3% 18 3805 05% | 0 879 0.0% 18 4684 04% | 22 5988 0.4%
Swinburne 0 536 0.0% |<6 47 4.3% <5 583 0.3% 10 1803 06% | O 1891 0.0% 10 3694 03% | 12 4277 0.3%
uc 0 341 0.0% |<56 38 5.3% <5 379 0.5% 0 62 0.0% <5 1062 02% | 0 551 0.0% <5 1675 01% | <5 2054 0.2%
UON <5 927 02% | 0 132 0.0% <5 1059 0.2% 0 27 0.0% 0 112 0.0% 56 3625 15% [ 0 782 0.0% 56 4546 12% | 58 5605 1.0%
UTas 14 927 1.5% (<56 91 2.2% 16 1018 1.6% 24 1471 16% [ 0 917 0.0% 24 2388 1.0% | 40 3406 1.2%
uow <5 813 02% |<6 132 1.5% <5 945 0.4% 10 1357 0.7% | 0 461 0.0% 10 1818 0.6% | 14 2763 0.5%
VicMelb <5 503 04% | 0 49 0.0% <5 552 0.4% 0 10 0.0% <5 1308 02% | 0 775 0.0% <5 2093 0.1% | <5 2645 0.2%
Private Total 11 406 27% |<6 222 0.9% 13 628 21% <5 237 1.7% 18 1704 11% | 0 1632 0.0% 22 3573 0.6% | 35 4201 0.8%
Bond <5 121 17% | 0 55 0.0% <5 176 1.1% <5 192 1.0% <5 383 05% | 0 209 0.0% <5 784 05% | 6 960 0.6%
U Divinity 0 77 00% | 0 17 0.0% 0 94 0.0% <5 45 4.4% <5 375 05% | 0 395 0.0% <5 815 05% | <5 909 0.4%
UNDA 9 208 43% |<6 143 1.4% 1 351 3.1% 12 649 18% [ 0 817 0.0% 12 1466 0.8% | 23 1817 1.3%
Torrens 0 7 0.0% 0 7 0.0% <5 297 07% | 0 211 0.0% <5 508 04% | 2 515 0.4%
cQu <5 222 09% |<56 68 2.9% <5 290 1.4% 7 352 20% | 0 743 0.0% 7 1095 0.6% | 11 1385 0.8%
FedUni 0 230 0.0% | 0 45 0.0% 0 275 0.0% 0 11 0.0% 9 649 14% [ 0 413 0.0% 9 1073 08% | 9 1348 0.7%
SCU <5 220 09% | 0 34 0.0% <5 254 0.8% 21 1440 15% [ 0 327 0.0% 21 1767 12% | 23 2021 1.1%
UNE 10 383 26% |<6 113 1.8% 12 496 2.4% 65 3248 20% | 0O 1672 0.0% 65 4920 13% | 77 5416 1.4%
usQ <5 391 05% | 0 58 0.0% <5 449 0.4% 0 5 0.0% 64 2056 31% | O 1467 0.0% 64 3528 1.8% | 66 3977 1.7%
uUsc <5 228 09% | 0 58 0.0% <5 286 0.7% <5 351 06% | 0 225 0.0% <5 576 03% | <5 862 0.5%
Grand Total 174 36004 0.5% 57 6494 0.9% 231 42498 0.5% <5 266 0.8% 36 3778  1.0% 1129 119327 09% 0 52337 0.0% 1167 175708 0.7% 1398 218206  0.6%

34Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018). Cells with fewer than 5 students were assumed to have 2 students, thus percentages calculated using these cells are approximates only.
Refer Study approach for measurement error, sensitivity analysis and interpretation considerations associated with this assumption.
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Table 19. Graduating postgraduate students from remote areas, 2016%°

Research Postgraduate Degrees Coursework Postgraduate Degrees All Postgraduate
Doctorate Research | Masters Research | Total Research Doctorate Coursework | Masters Extended | Masters Coursework | Other Postgraduate | Total Coursework Students
n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N % n N %

Curtin <5 261 0.8% <5 46 43% <5 307 1.3% 6 1900 0.3% | 37 1325 2.8% (43 3225 1.3% 47 3532 1.3%
QUT <5 303 0.7% <5 128 1.6% <5 431 09% | O 6 0.0% 12 1908 0.6% | 44 2055 21% |56 3969 1.4% 60 4400 1.4%
RMIT 0 246 0.0% 0 34 0.0% 0 280 0.0% <5 2875 0.1% | 42 653 6.4% |44 3528 1.2% 44 3808 1.2%
UniSA <5 199 1.0% 0 10 0.0% <5 209 1.0% 6 1334 04% | 33 802 4.1% |39 2136  1.8% 41 2345 1.7%
UTS 0 178 0.0% 0 28 0.0% 0 206 0.0% <5 3055 0.1% | 51 975 5.2% [53 4030  1.3% 53 4236 1.3%
Monash <5 716 0.3% 0 94 0.0% <5 810 0.2% <5 5003 0.0% | 44 1177 3.7% |46 6180 0.7% 48 6990 0.7%
ANU <5 37 0.5% <5 33 6.1% <5 404 1.0% <5 2006 0.1% | 86 1276 6.7% (88 3282 2.7% 92 3686 2.5%
Adel 0 333 0.0% 0 72 0.0% 0 405 0.0% | O 5 0.0% | <5 41 49% | 7 1332 05% | 35 671 52% |44 2049 21% 44 2454 1.8%
UNIMELB 0 755 0.0% 0 146 0.0% 0 901 0.0% | O 20 0.0% 7 8013 0.1% | 50 3037 1.6% |57 11070  0.5% 57 11971 0.5%
uaQ <5 731 0.3% 0 91 0.0% <5 822 02% | O 16 0.0% 11 2451 04% | 28 1076 2.6% (39 3543 1.1% 41 4365 0.9%
Sydney <5 679 0.3% <5 194 1.0% <5 873 05% | 0 25 0.0% <5 6240 0.0% | 35 595 5.9% (37 6860 0.5% 41 7733 0.5%
UWA <5 349 0.6% 0 48 0.0% <5 397 0.5% <5 160 1.3% 16 1222 13% | 14 546 2.6% (32 1928  1.7% 34 2325 1.5%
UNSW <5 531 0.4% 0 99 0.0% <5 630 0.3% 16 4715 0.3% | 13 462 2.8% (29 5177  0.6% 31 5807 0.5%
Cbu <5 32 6.3% <5 9 222% | <5 41 98% | O 5 0.0% 9 324 28% | 19 260 7.3% |28 589 4.8% 32 630 5.1%
Flinders 0 172 0.0% <5 13 15.4% | <5 185 11% | 0 18 0.0% | <5 148  1.4% 17 1574  1.1% | 40 1036 3.9% (59 2776 2.1% 61 2961 2.1%
Griffith 0 333 0.0% 0 333 0.0% | O 10 0.0% | <5 167 12% | <5 1625 0.1% | 83 1589 52% |87 3391  2.6% 87 3724 2.3%
JCU <5 134 1.5% 0 10 0.0% | <5 144 1.4% (<5 14 143% | O 13 0.0% | 9 863 1.0% | 7 328 21% (18 1218 1.5% 20 1362 1.5%
La Trobe 0 181 0.0% 0o 21 0.0% | O 202 0.0% <5 1851 0.1% | 17 845 2.0% (19 2696 0.7% 19 2898 0.7%
Murdoch 0 110 0.0% 0o 14 0.0% | O 124 0.0% 5 559 0.9% | 22 543 41% |27 1102 2.5% 27 1226 2.2%
UWS 0 130  0.0% 0 22 0.0% | O 152 0.0% <5 1591 0.1% [ 14 293 4.8% |16 1884 0.8% 16 2036 0.8%
_I:gtna-lAllgned 10 1780 0.6% <5 433 0.9% |14 2213 0.6% 0 36 0.0% 103 0.0% | 69 17604 0.4% | 474 11035 4.3% (543 28778 1.9% 557 30991 1.8%
Public Total 8 1731 05% | <5 402 0.5% |10 2133 0.5% 0 36 0.0% 46 0.0% | 61 16465 0.4% | 468 10040 4.7% |529 26587 2.0% 539 28720 1.9%
ACU 0 57 0.0% 0o 8 0.0% | O 65 0.0% 8 1090 0.7% | 32 844 3.8% 40 1934 2.1% 40 1999 2.0%
Batchelor

Csu <5 99 2.0% 0o 9 0.0% | <5 108 1.9% 0 5 0.0% 13 2545 0.5% | 29 1589 1.8% 42 4139 1.0% 44 4247 1.0%
Deakin <5 259 0.8% 0o 14 0.0% | <5 273 0.7% 7 2493 0.3% | 24 1183 2.0% 31 3676 0.8% 33 3949 0.8%
ECU 0 67 0.0% 0 23 0.0% | O 90 0.0% <5 914  02% | 12 1211 1.0% 14 2125  0.7% 14 2215 0.6%
Macquarie 0 284 0.0% 0 254 0.0% | O 538 0.0% 0 6 0.0% <5 2074 01% | 11 450 2.4% 13 2530 0.5% 13 3068 0.4%
Swinburne 0 121 0.0% 0o 1" 0.0% | O 132 0.0% <5 1075 0.2% | 27 843 3.2% 29 1918  1.5% 29 2050 1.4%
uc <5 65 3.1% <5 65 3.1% 14 0.0% | <5 828 02% | 23 456 5.0% 25 1298  1.9% 27 1363 2.0%
UON 0 228 0.0% 0 13 0.0% | O 241 0.0% 0 25 0.0% 32 0.0% | 21 1648 13% | 5 636 0.8% 26 2341 1.1% 26 2582 1.0%
UTas <5 198 1.0% | <6 22 9.1% | <5 220 1.8% <5 857  0.2% | 120 1563 7.7% [122 2420 5.0% 126 2640 4.8%
uow 0 235 0.0% 0 40 0.0% | O 275 0.0% <5 1926 01% | 5 304 1.6% 7 2230 0.3% 7 2505 0.3%
VicMelb 0 118 0.0% 0o 8 0.0% | O 126 0.0% 0 1015  0.0% (180 961 18.7% 180 1976 9.1% | 180 2102 8.6%
Private Total <5 49 41% [ <6 31 6.5% | <5 80 5.0% 57 0.0% | 8 598 13% | 6 995 0.6% 14 1650 0.8% 18 1730 1.0%
Bond 0 23 0.0% 0 16 0.0% | O 39 0.0% 45 0.0% | <5 92 22% | <5 240 0.8% <5 377 1.1% <5 416 1.0%
U Divinity 0 18 0.0% 0 18 0.0% 12 0.0% | <5 170 12% | 0 201 0.0% <5 383 0.5% <5 401 0.5%
UNDA <5 8 25.0% | <5 15 13.3% | <5 23 17.4% <5 279  0.7% | <5 484 0.4% <5 763 0.5% 8 786 1.0%
Torrens <5 297  0.7% | <5 70 2.9% <5 367  1.1% <5 367 1.1%
cQu <5 57 3.5% <5 6 33.3% | <6 63 6.3% <5 1334 01% | 11 540 2.0% 13 1874  0.7% 17 1937 0.9%
FedUni 0 24 0.0% 0 24 0.0% <5 1133 02% | 11 249 4.4% 13 1382  0.9% 13 1406 0.9%
SCU 0 60 0.0% 0 6 0.0% | O 66 0.0% <5 380 05% | 8 281 2.8% 10 661 1.5% 10 727 1.4%
UNE <5 1M1 1.8% <5 1 18.2% | <5 122 3.3% 8 751 11% | 9 537 1.7% 17 1288 1.3% 21 1410 1.5%
usQ <5 79 2.5% 0 6 0.0% | <5 85 2.4% 10 1084 0.9% | 23 922 2.5% 33 2006 1.6% 35 2091 1.7%
uUsc <5 28 71% 0 6 0.0% | <5 34 5.9% <5 270 07% | O 152 0.0% <5 422 0.5% <5 456 0.9%
Grand Total 40 8883 0.5% 20 1580 1.3% 60 10463 06% 2 155 13% 8 632 1.3% 232 72997 0.3% 1250 33260 3.8% 1492 107044 1.4% 1552 117507 1.3%

% Source: Published and unpublished data (DET 2018). Cells with fewer than 5 students were assumed to have 2 students, thus percentages calculated using these cells are approximates only.
Refer Study approach for measurement error, sensitivity analysis and interpretation considerations associated with this assumption.
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