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Chapter 1 

Literature review 

Sue Kilpatrick and Sarah Fischer 

Overview 

Higher education worldwide has expanded its intake to attract a more diverse student 

enrolment in order to achieve both social equity and the economic imperatives driving an 

innovative knowledge-based economy. To engage with this newly diverse population, 

universities have had to alter their responses to admission and retention processes (Bawa, 

2016; Higher Education Standards Panel, 2017b). The national figures hide considerable 

differences in admission, retention and success among Australian universities (Higher 

Education Standards Panel, 2017b; O’Shea, 2018). Those differences can be expected to be 

due to a range of factors: the makeup of the low socio-economic status (SES) student cohort 

(student characteristics); admissions criteria; student preparation and support programs before 

and/or during study; and other university-specific factors relating to pedagogy of learning and 

teaching and/or non-academic supports. The need for an exploration of the complexities and 

nuances around the reasons why such issues occur for low SES students is therefore vital to 

avoid the loss of such a diverse and necessary student population (Becker, 2008; Edwards, 

2008; Gale & Tranter, 2011).  

In response, universities have put in place many programs, as well as entry and ongoing 

processes, to begin to tackle the “wicked problem” of high attrition/low retention rates of 

students identified as low SES when they enter university (Beer & Lawson, 2018; Campbell 

& Narayan, 2017). This project will seek to provide an analysis of such initiatives in four 

select Australian universities to help improve success rates for low-SES and disadvantaged 

students. 

Scope of review 

Using Bennett et al.'s (2015) Equity Initiatives framework from their Critical Interventions 

Framework Part 2 as a guide, this literature review will explore the research associated with 

university admissions and success for low SES students and will focus on efforts pertaining 

to the second, third and fourth stages of the student life cycle (Bennett et al., 2015), which 

include accessing higher education, participating in higher education and transitioning out of 

higher education. This framework, which updates and expands on Naylor et al (2013) was 

chosen because of its thoroughness and high level of detail. There have been a limited 

number of literature reviews previously conducted that focus on aspects of admissions and 

retention. Those that do exist will be discussed under the relevant topic. 

Australian Equity Policy Context  
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Australia has a long history of expanding access to education through a variety of 

mechanisms (Duckworth, Akerman, Gutman, & Vorhaus, 2009; Forsyth, 2015). However, it 

is only in more recent years that formal equity policies have been implemented (Koshy, 

2018). A recent Productivity Commission (2019) show that the expansion efforts have only 

been partially successful. While some equity groups (low SES and first in family) have 

expanded their participation in higher education, others (indigenous people and people from 

regional and remote areas) have not. The level of participation among people from these 

equity groups still remains much lower than participation among people who do not come 

from disadvantaged backgrounds. Another key finding of this latest report is that while access 

has improved, many students are arriving ill-prepared and struggle with their studies. More 

support is needed for these students once they have commenced their studies. The recent 

Table 1 below gives an overview of the major Australian higher education equity policies and 

reviews from 1985 to 2019. 

Table 1.1 Summary of key Australian higher education equity policies and reviews 

Year Policy Key points1 

1985 Review funded by the Commonwealth Tertiary 
Education Commission in collaboration with the 
National Aboriginal Education Committee to 
examine Indigenous Higher Education Centres (The 
Jordan Report) 

reviewed Indigenous Higher Education 

Centres to improve their operation 

within universities to increase 

Indigenous participation 

1985 Report of the House of Representatives Select 
Committee on Aboriginal education (The Blanchard 
Report) 

Highlights the educational disadvantage 
experienced by Indigenous Australians, 
shift from ‘welfare’ to ‘equity’ 

1985 Aboriginal Participation Initiative (API) funding additional places for Indigenous 
people in higher education 

1988 Higher Education: A Policy Statement White Paper 

(Dawkins report) 
enhance the ‘quality, diversity and 
equity of access’ to education while 
improving the ‘international 
competitiveness’ of Australian 
universities 

1988 Report of the Aboriginal Education Policy Task 
Force 

Outlined current situation of Aboriginal 
education 

1990 Higher Education: The Challenge Ahead (Dawkins) identified six under-represented 
populations, termed ‘equity’ groups: 
people who identify as Indigenous, 
from low SES (socioeconomic status) 
backgrounds, from regional or remote 
areas, from non-English speaking 
backgrounds (NESB), with a disability, 
who are women in non-traditional 
areas of study. 

1990 A fair chance for all (DEET) reviewed under-represented groups in 
higher education 

1989/90 National Aboriginal Education Policy (NAEP) identified 21 goals to work towards the 
aims of involving Aboriginal people in 
educational decision-making; equity of 
education access and participation; 
equitable and appropriate outcomes 

1995 Final Report of the National Review of Education identified that educational inequality 

 
1 (Department of Education and Training, 2015; Wilks & Wilson, 2014) 
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for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples 
and Government Response 

still existed for Indigenous Australians; 
government responded with additional 
funds and expanded tutorial assistance 

2002 Review of Higher Education in Australia (Nelson 
Review) 

forms basis for current higher 
education financing landscape 

2003 Higher Education Support Act Main act governing higher education in 
Australia, defines three groups of 
institutions for funding purposes 

2008 Melbourne Declaration on Educational Goals for 
Young Australians 

Goals include improving educational 
outcomes for Indigenous youth and 
disadvantaged young Australians, 
especially those from low 
socioeconomic backgrounds and 
strengthening accountability and 
transparency 

2008 Review of Australian Higher Education (The Bradley 
Report) 

High impact on expansion of university 
participation and approach to student 
equity. Reshaped higher education and 
formed the foundation of the Demand 
Driven System. 

2009 Transforming Australia’s Higher Education System Funding reform to support high quality 
teaching and learning, improve access 
and outcomes for students from low 
socio-economic backgrounds, build new 
links between universities and 
disadvantaged schools, reward 
institutions for meeting agreed quality 
and equity outcomes, improve 
resourcing for research and invest in 
world class tertiary education 
infrastructure  

2011 Higher Education Base Funding Review (Lomax-
Smith Review) 

Suggested funding reform, but Gillard 
government did not make major 
changes, increased HEPPP funding 

2012 Review of Higher Education Access and Outcomes 
for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders (Behrendt 
Review) 

built on Bradley Review’s identification 
of the need to address access and 
outcomes in higher education for 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
people 

2014 Review of the Demand Driven Funding System 
(Kemp Norton Review) 

Suggested extending the demand 
driven system will expand opportunities 
for students 

2016 Higher Education Standards Panel’s (HESP) 
Improving the Transparency of Higher Education 
Admissions 

Made recommendations to achieve 
greater transparency in higher 
education admissions 

2018 Independent Review into Regional, Rural and 
Remote Education (Halsey Review) 

Initiatives in response include: 
Expanding accessibility of sub-bachelor 
programs, expanding accessibility for 
bachelor students at regional study 
hubs, improving access to Youth 
Allowance for Regional Students 

2019 Australian Qualifications Framework (AQF) Review 
(Noonan Review) 

Recommended significant reforms to 
reinvigorate the connection between 
vocational education and training (VET) 
and higher education 

2019 Regional Rural and Remote Education Strategy Found that there is a significant city-
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(Napthine Review) country divide when it comes to 
accessing, participating and attaining 
tertiary education 

2019 Review of the Higher Education Provider Category 
Standards (Coaldrake Review) 

Sought to simplify provider categories 
in order to increase diversity of 
providers in higher education 

2019 Performance-Based Funding for the 
Commonwealth Grant Scheme (Wellings Model) 

Initiates a shift away from demand 
driven system to allow universities to 
focus on ‘core business’ 

 

Factors affecting admission and success for low SES university students 

Low SES definition 

Like many people from disadvantaged populations, low SES students come to universities 

experiencing multiple forms of disadvantage (Berliner, 2006; McMaster & Cook, 2019) 

which they are typically expected to solve through their own agency (Berlant, 2011; Bok, 

2010; Zipin, Brennan, Sellar, & Gale, 2015). SES is, of course, one nested dimension of 

social disadvantage which includes what are now understood to be “intersections” of different 

forms of social position and identity (Archer, 2018; Kyriakides, Creemers, & Charalambous, 

2018; McMaster & Cook, 2019; Pham, 2019). There is very little literature that relates 

intersectionality to issues of attrition and retention, and we see this project leading toward 

more detailed analysis of the complex technological, geographic, economic, social, 

psychological and cultural factors influencing persistence. While recognising the complexity 

of these issues, this study adopts the funding body’s definition of low SES: the population of 

domestic students from statistical areas identified in the bottom 25% of the Australian 

population (according to the 2006 ABS SEIFA IEO; DET, 2016), measuring levels of SES on 

a purely economic/location basis, as recorded in the participating universities’ student data.  

As we point out above, low SES typically involves multiple intersections of disadvantage that 

present complex barriers to living and working in a university environment. Low SES is often 

used as a proxy measure for other forms of disadvantage. Students from low SES 

backgrounds are often unable to commit to full-time study (Bowl & Bathmaker, 2016). Work, 

family, social and other commitments (House-Peters, Del Casino, & Brooks, 2019), rurality 

and travel distances (Corbett, 2000; Halsey, 2018), access to financial aid (Devlin & McKay, 

2018b; Qayyum, Zipf, Gungor, & Dillon, 2019), culture and opportunity costs (Guenther & 

Fogarty, 2018) present barriers to relocation on or near a university campus. Indeed, the 

dichotomous enrolment classification of full- and part-time students has become of 

questionable relevance. Many students taking a full-time load now have some degree of part-

time employment to make ends meet (Allen & Farber, 2018; Daniel Edwards & McMillan, 

2015), while some work full-time, taking as many units as they can manage (James, Krause, 

& Jennings, 2010). Some students located off-campus are commuters, who travel to classes. 

Others do not attend face to face classes because: they live too remotely; they cannot manage 

the time commitment; the expense is too great; or, because they prefer the convenience of 

more flexible study modes. For many such students, universities have had to provide modes 

of study which enable study at a distance from the campus.  

Walpole (2007) conducted a comprehensive literature review focusing on economically and 

educationally challenged higher education students in the United States. She began by 
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reviewing the definitions of socioeconomic status and its various components, and then 

moved on to students' access to, experiences in, and outcomes of attending university. 

Because there are multiple aspects to a student’s social identity, Walpole examines how these 

aspects, such as race and gender, intersect to create unique situations. She concludes with a 

close look at institutions have responded to and made policies affecting these low SES 

students in the United States. 

A large section of the literature focuses on factors affecting success of low SES students. 

These factors or characteristics can be broken down into three broad levels of characteristics. 

The first is student or individual-level characteristics such as, prior attainment, gender, 

ethnicity, aspirations and attitude (Browman & Destin, 2016), disability or being the first in 

family to attend university (Brosnan et al., 2016; Luzeckyj, McCann, Graham, King, & 

McCann, 2017; O’Shea, 2015, 2016a, 2018; O’Shea, May, & Stone, 2015; O’Shea, Stone, 

Delahunty, & May, 2018; Spiegler & Bednarek, 2013; Wainwright & Watts, 2019). Another 

category is family-level characteristics such as SES level, parental involvement, and parental 

aspirations (REFS).  And finally, school-level characteristics may affect the success of low 

SES students such as type of school (primary school, single-sex schools, etc), school 

resources, and class size (Higher Education Standards Panel, 2017a). 

Geography 

Researchers (Dockery, Seymour, & Koshy, 2016; Halsey, 2018; Parker, Jerrim, Anders, & 

Astell-Burt, 2016; Pollard, 2017) argue that geography also affects educational attainment. 

Parker et al. (2016, p. 1156) found that “distance is significantly associated with both 

university expectations and entrance, with an especially large impact upon young people 

from low socioeconomic backgrounds” in Australia. However, they also found that distance 

was not closely related to young people attending a university-led outreach session. This 

indicates that there are likely other variables, or costs, that are affecting aspirations and 

attainment. These costs may be financial, social or emotional. Jury et al. (2017) also 

examined the emotional costs, identifying psychological barriers to success. 

In 2018, the Australian government an independent review into regional, rural and remote 

education was conducted (Halsey, 2018). In terms of attainment, it found that there was a 

persistent relationship between distance and educational attainment; there was a decreasing 

trend in attainment with increasing remoteness. However, the review also found that this may 

be due to people not applying to study in the first place rather than receiving or accepting an 

offer to study. This is consistent with the findings in Parker et al. (2016). Although the review 

recognised that efforts focused on “which focus on raising aspirations, relationships, 

networks, values, and reasons for hope” (Parker et al., 2016, p. 22) may be useful, 

government initiatives for increasing educational attainment were largely financial in focus. 

Kilpatrick et al. (2019) point out that both aspiration and knowledge and support are needed 

to access higher education. 

Social and family capital 

Building on the idea that there are a wide variety of factors affecting low SES admissions and 

success, there is a portion of the literature that examines how choices are made to attend 

university. Cardak, Bowden, & Bahtsevanoglou (2015) developed various models of the 

university application and admission process in order to highlight a range of predictions 

around SES and the application procedure. With these models, the authors suggest that is 
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possible to predict how application behaviour varies across students by SES and whether low 

SES students experience any disadvantage in the application process. The algorithm at the 

heart of the model takes into consideration the various stages of the application process and 

the availability of information to applicants. Using this model, Cardak et al. (2015) found that 

“there is growing evidence that part of the SES gradient in university attendance is related to 

disadvantaged students struggling with the application process” (p.61) and that is due to lack 

of information about universities and/or programs. Low SES students typically have less 

informed networks to draw upon. 

Similarly, other researchers, such as Smith (2011) and Macqueen (2018) have also examined 

how family and social capital affect the success of non-traditional students in higher 

education. Smith (2011) explored how students from low SES backgrounds form higher 

education aspirations through various social networks. She found that ‘hot knowledge’, 

which was obtained though friends and family, especially siblings, was more effective at 

influencing post-school aspirations than ‘cold knowledge’, which was received through 

website and pamphlets. Smith (2011) recommends universities use a ‘people-rich’ approach 

when reaching out to students from low SES background rather than relying on website and 

pamphlets. 

More recently, Macqueen (2018) also looked at how disadvantaged students use social and 

cultural capital in order to succeed in higher education. She found that while families and 

friends of low SES students may not have experienced university themselves and could not 

provide ‘hot knowledge’ (Yosso, 2005) about higher education, they were still able to offer 

support in other forms such as reading over their work and just being there. The capital 

accessed by these students does not fit traditional views; Macqueen (2018, p. 47) cautions 

that “the benefits of such insight cannot be underestimated for its ability to ease settling in, 

especially in first year, and progress throughout study years.” Support provided by families 

can make a significant difference for non-traditional students in higher education. 

Paths of entry to university 

While the first part of the literature review has focused on various factors affecting low SES 

students’ higher education aspirations and their decisions to seek higher education, this next 

section will examine the literature that covers the various routes of entry to university and 

enabling programs such as pathway programs, foundation programs, outreach to VET/adults, 

and bridging programs. The first year of university which is typically a time when high 

attrition rates occur. For example, pre-degree preparation programs or alternate pathway 

entry programs are offered for those who may not meet entry criteria; and language and 

academic literacy services are offered to assist with any academic skills development students 

might need. Alongside these more specialised programs run programs that are commonly 

found at most universities such as those for student orientation, processes for the 

identification of students as risk, scholarship offerings, and other forms of financial support 

and payment options. 

Enabling programs 

Pathway programs are a type of enabling program used by Australian universities to improve 

access, participation and success for students who have been historically underrepresented in 

the Australian higher education system (McKay et al., 2018). It is important to note that some 
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Australian universities use the term ‘pathway program’ as an official name for a specific 

program, while other Australian universities use the term as a catchall for any type of 

enabling program offered. While there is a wide variety of types of enabling programs, 

researchers (Harrell & Forney, 2003; Johns et al., 2016; McKay et al., 2018; O’Rourke, Relf, 

& Crawford, 2019; T Pitman et al., 2016; Mahsood1 Shah, Goode, West, & Clark, 2014; 

Vernon, Watson, Moore, & Seddon, 2019) agree that these programs are important. This 

portion of the literature review will focus on the broader group enabling, or pathway, 

programs.  

In a National Centre for Student Equity in Higher Education (NCSEHE) report, Pitman et al. 

(2016) describe the broad variety of enabling programs and examine the effectiveness of the 

various pathways to higher education for disadvantaged students. They report three key 

findings. First, there is a wide range of types of programs currently available in Australia and 

that these programs differ in course length, content and mode of delivery. Second, they found 

that there is a lack of transparency and transferability about these programs which may be 

preventing students from enrolling in them as it is unclear to the students which institutions, 

other than their own, will recognise their studies and admit them to undergraduate programs. 

They suggest that a nationally recognised system would ease this problem by facilitating a 

greater consistency of program design. This in turn would a “would increase opportunities for 

institutions to recognise enabling programs other than their own for the purposes of admission to 

further undergraduate studies” (Pitman et al., 2016 p. 9)Third, they found that with the 

exception of programs for Aboriginal Australians and Torres Strait Islanders, there are 

limited restrictions on who can access these programs, including what types of domestic 

students can apply and prior academic performance. In addition, they developed a typology 

of enabling programs to help practitioners and students navigate the options and illustrate the 

variety of programs. Prior to this, Naylor, Baik, & James, (2013) offered a typology of what 

they termed critical intervention programs. 

In a subsequent paper, McKay et al. (2018) build on these key points from the NCSEHE 

report and offer additional suggestions for improvement, including a call for clarity on what 

an enabling program is and does and what qualifies for Commonwealth funding. They also 

add to their findings from the earlier study and state “enabling programs produce more 

resilient and persistent learners, although their success rates remain an area for focused 

improvement; enabling pathways are primarily functioning as a pathway for equity groups; 

and, finally, those engaged in enabling programs are focused on a higher education pathway – 

and these programs give them the confidence they need to progress and succeed.” (p.59).  

Two highly successful programs aimed at encouraging university entry by low SES high 

school students prior to university enrolment include AIME, targeting Indigenous students 

(Harwood, McMahon, O’Shea, Bodkin-Andrews, & Priestly, 2015), and In2Uni, specifically 

for low SES students (Harwood, O’Shea, Howard, & Cliff, 2014).  

O’Rourke, Relf, & Crawford (2019) compared and mapped the curriculum of three 

Australian university open-access enabling programs and echo the call for clarity, this time 

within the programs themselves. They suggest that the enabling programs would be improved 

if the outcomes expected of the students by establishing attributes specific to the programs 

rather than attempting to align them with university-wide graduate attributes. Enabling 

programs are distinct from the rest of the university and this should be considered when 

developing curriculum. In addition, they propose that critical intangible aspects of enabling 

programs, such as developing a deeper understanding of the processes of learning, were not 
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always presented in the course materials. Programs could be improved if these broader unit 

outcomes were made to be measurable. 

Mentoring programs can have a positive impact on widening participation for some students. 

Vernon et al. (2019, p. 489) conducted research to determine whether academic 

encouragement from teachers would increase higher education aspirations and whether there 

were differences dependent on the pathway of study (ATAR vs enabling program. They 

found that academic encouragement did indeed increase school satisfaction and in turn, 

higher education aspirations, but only for ATAR students. Similarly, Lynch, Walker-Gibbs, 

& Herbert (2015) suggest that a mentoring program that targets and offers support to year 9 

students could be used to facilitate widening participation in higher education. 

The recruitment and retention of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students is another 

area of focus in the literature. Fowler et al. (2018) examines the process one Western 

Australian university used to promote the recruitment, retention and academic success of 

these students, looking specifically at impacts on curricula, academic staff and the Aboriginal 

and Torres Strait Islander students. This study found that a collaborative process and 

culturally responsive curriculum were key to successfully creating change and enhancing the 

university experience for the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students. 

Fleming & Grace (2015) conducted a case study of the University of Canberra’s the ACT-

Indigenous Success (ACT-IS) program, which aims to increase participation in higher 

education for students from rural and regional, and low SES backgrounds. This program was 

developed to assist indigenous and low SES students to consider higher education options 

and to work toward the achievement of such goals. It was designed to reach students and 

build aspirations for students in years 7 to 10 and then for students in years 11 and 12, the 

aims were focus on building skills and confidence. The authors report lessons learned from 

this program including strong partnerships with diverse stakeholders, such as government 

education departments, university preparatory colleges and university indigenous education 

units, contributed positively to this program. They also suggest that programs aimed at 

improving indigenous outcomes in higher education must recognise the important role that 

indigenous people and indigenous knowledge can contribute. 

Another area covered in the academic literature regarding pathway programs is the 

academic’s role in these programs. Often, the cohorts that progress through enabling 

programs are diverse and complex. Crawford & Johns (2018) consider the role academics 

play in supporting these cohorts, including supporting the well-being and mental health of 

students.  They assert that while universities offer central counselling services, academic staff 

often provide a source of support and pastoral care. As such, their study explored the 

experiences of academic staff teaching in an enabling program including the types of support 

academic staff provided to students, how capable these staff thought they were of providing 

this support and the impacts of providing this support on the academic staff. They found that, 

in general, the academic staff had clear boundaries and lines of referral, so were not taking on 

counselling roles. However, providing support had negative impacts with academic staff 

mentioning feeling tired, distressed and unsettled. Crawford & Johns (2018) suggest more 

support needs to be provided to academic staff for this often-unrecognised role. Crawford et 

al. (2018, p. 23) also explored the “high ‘emotional labour demands’ of teaching a vulnerable 

cohort” and found that there were positive and negative impacts on the academic staff 

teaching in enabling programs. This study found that developing a community of care and 

along with witnessing the transformations of students worked to protect against staff burnout. 
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Vocational studies 

Another pathway to entering university in Australia is from vocational programs. Some 

students use studies in a vocational program as a stepping stone to enter further higher 

education studies at a university. Those students who enter university after completing 

studies through these programs may be allowed to enter with credit transfers and/or advance 

standing. O’Shea, Lysaght, & Tanner (2012) suggest that what this entails for students who 

chose this path is not clear. Their study focuses understanding why students chose this route 

and their transition to higher education at a university. It was found that the concept of 

advanced standing was not clear and confused students. The authors, as in other studies 

described above, call for transparency and clarity within universities regarding advanced 

standing and suggest that common frameworks and approaches across institutions would 

contribute to a smoother transition for students. They also recommend that prior learning and 

skills achievement be recognised and celebrated. 

Mature age students 

A final section of the enabling program literature looks at mature age students and enabling 

programs aimed as supporting them (Christensen & Evamy, 2011; Heagney & Benson, 2017; 

Mallman & Lee, 2016; O’Shea, 2016). These are students who are aged 25 and above and do 

not enter university directly after completing secondary school. In Australia, there has been 

an increase in the number of mature age students attending university. As such researchers 

are seeking to understand the best ways to support this cohort. For example, Johns et al. 

(2016) conducted a longitudinal study that explored enabling programs aimed at rural, 

mature-aged students. This study, focused on the University Preparation Program (UPP) at 

the University of Tasmania, found that the benefits of enabling programs “extended beyond 

the individuals studying, to family and friends, and beyond. These broader benefits included 

an enhanced local skills base in key industry areas, and an increased awareness of the value 

of higher education within the community.” (p.69). For example, interview participants 

described how their participation in the program had a positive influence on the aspirations of 

their family members and others in their communities. UPP participants also felt the program 

prepared them well for further study and employment opportunities. 

Christensen & Evamy (2011) describe the MAPs to Success program at the University of 

Western Australia and evaluates its success. The program aimed to achieve the best possible 

outcomes for mature age students enrolled in the University of Western Australia through a 

pathway program. They found that the ongoing information and support supplied to mature 

age students through this program had a positive impact on their outcomes. One area the 

authors highlight as being key in achieving success is the ‘demystifying of university 

culture’. By providing the mature age students with chances to develop their networks and 

learn university terminology, culture shock was lessened and transitions to university life 

were smoother. 

Admission practices 

Alternative pathways for university admission have become more available in recent years, 

for the most part under the inclusive rubric of widening participation (McKay et al., 2018; 

Mahsood Shah & McKay, 2018). The ‘straight from school’ entry pathway is no longer the 

dominant entry point. It is now well understood that high participation education systems do 
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not automatically create increased opportunity for all (Cantwell, Marginson, & Smolentseva, 

2018) and that the persistent influence of SES and intersectionality persist. Universities have 

responded by creating alternative entry schemes, giving credit for characteristics such as 

maturity and professional experience. Interviews and ‘aptitude’ or non-cognitive tests for 

some professional courses, such as UMAT (Undergraduate Medicine and Health Sciences 

Admission Test) for undergraduate medical entry and compulsory pre-admission tests for 

teaching students, have been introduced to supplement the traditional academic criteria of 

ATAR, Vocational Education Training qualifications and prior higher education results. 

Entry criteria vary considerably between universities and between courses and programs, and 

many universities offer bonus points on student ATAR scores to circumvent the impact of 

low SES and/or regional and remote status.  

The Higher Education Standards Panel address the issue of transparency in the higher 

education admissions process with a consultative report (Australian Government Department 

of Education and Training, 2016). This report found that there were multiple bases used for 

admissions criteria into undergraduate courses of study and that surprisingly, in 2014, the 

majority of students were admitted not on the basis of their ATAR score, but rather based on 

“previous vocational or higher education study, mature age entry special provisions and the 

like” (p.2). The panel recognised that transparency needed to be improved in the higher 

education admissions processes and identified 10 principles that should underlie any 

initiatives to do so. 

Along with increased transparency and widening participation, the concept of universal 

design (Burgstahler, 2009; Elias, 2010; S. Kilpatrick et al., 2017; King-Sears, 2009; Story, 

1998), which originated in the field of architecture, has been expanded to various aspects of 

the field of education, including admissions. Czarnecki (2018) investigates how the recent 

push to increase the participation of domestic students in Australian universities by 

expanding the number of domestic places available has affected inequality of access to 

university. He refers to this push as ‘universal access’ and found that “expansion has not 

dramatically changed the differentiated access within different socioeconomic groups” 

(p.501) as had been expected when the initiative started. This study found that those who 

benefitted most from the expansion were youth in the upper-service class, not the middle- nor 

lower-service classes. Forsyth (2015) also looked at the effects of expansion efforts in the 

Australian university system, but from a historical perspective. She examined two periods of 

growth, the 1940s/1950s and the 1960s/1970s, in an effort to understand what strategies 

universities were using to try to expand participation beyond the ‘traditional elite.’ She found 

that while each push to expand targeted a different group of people, in both cases tensions 

surrounding admissions criteria were present with concerns raised about lowering standards 

of students and thus, academic pursuits at the universities. Recently, Craft (2019, p. 1372) 

conducted a study at a satellite campus of an Australian university to see if these concerns 

were valid and found that there not a strong relationship between SES and first year success, 

leading to the conclusion that “universities can recruit low SES students to meet 

governmental policy, without the concerns of increased failure rates.”  

In a comparative study, Wellings (2015) explains that both the UK and Australia have 

recently pushed to expand participation in higher education. He notes that the context for this 

push differs, but universities in the two countries have used similar approaches to this effort. 

Where Australian universities use the ATAR as the dominant criterion for entry, UK 

universities similar entry standards based on A-level grades. When the governments moved 

to expand participation in university and relaxed these standards for entry and removed caps 

on student number controls, universities saw an increase in students entering university 
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directly from school rather than through pathway programs and a “rapid growth in low socio-

economic status (SES) students coming to regional universities” (p 74) in both countries. 

Pitman (2016) conducted an analysis of the admission policies of Australia’s public 

universities to critically examine the use and application of notions of fairness. He identified 

three types of fairness: merit-based (generally academic merit), procedural (places same 

expectations, requirements and calculations on everyone) and normative (seeks to select the 

‘right’ students, as opposed to the ‘best’ students (p. 1208)). While merit-based fairness was 

identified as the preferred understanding of fairness, normative fairness was found to 

dominate the admissions process.  

Another section of the literature looks at admissions practices for refugees and people 

seeking asylum in Australia. For example, Webb, Dunwoodie, & Wilkinson (2019) explain 

that most equity and social inclusion understandings assume stable domestic populations 

within nations and do not account for refugees or people seeking asylum. They continue on to 

explain that these two groups often have high educational aspirations, but university access 

for them is restricted due to admissions practices that favour the dominant national culture. 

This study found that while in some cases, ‘workarounds’ were used to find solutions for 

refugees and people seeking asylum, new thinking and policy changes were needed to include 

this group of people.  

Alternative selection criteria  

Selection criteria for admission to university is frequently studied by academic researchers. 

There are several aspects to this topic covered in the literature including ATAR scores and 

their use, best practices and policies, recognition and prior learning, and innovative practices 

for inclusion. There are also examples from overseas that can be looked to for improving 

Australian practices. These topics will be summarised below. 

ATAR  

Another part of the admissions literature focuses on specific admission tools, such as the 

Australian Tertiary Admissions Rank (ATAR) (Blyth, 2014; Li & Dockery, 2015; May, 

2011). For example, Blyth (2014) concluded that although the ATAR has been used for many 

years as a standard criterion for entry into university and is likely to continue to be used, its 

use will not be sufficient to meet participation targets set by the Australian government. She 

encourages universities to use alternative entry mechanisms such as pathway programs with 

preferential entry permitted upon completion. May (2011) came to a similar conclusion 

regarding the exclusive use of the ATAR for admissions in her research. She suggests that a 

combination of factors should be considered for admission “such as 'class rank' or 'school 

rank' models; the use of entrance portfolios; TAFE or VET qualifications; or completion of 

university foundation, pathway or bridging programs” (p14). 

Li & Dockery (2015) conducted a study to determine whether a school’s SES had an effect 

on students’ ATAR scores. Their results show that while a school’s SES did have an effect on 

a students’ ATAR scores, with private and catholic school students having slightly higher 

ATAR scores, “most school characteristics and school resourcing measures do not appear to   

have any substantial or meaningful impact on students’ performance in university” (p 92). 

They suggest that this supports the argument that efforts to broaden low SES participation in 

university should be continued. 
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Other researchers (Cardak et al., 2015; Cardak & Ryan, 2009) are focused on innovative 

practices for inclusion. In a National Centre for Student Equity in Higher Education report, 

Cardak et al. (2015) ask whether low SES applicants are disadvantaged by current Australian 

university admissions practices. Their study focuses on the sources of inequalities in the 

application and admissions processes. They found that upon learning their ATAR score, high 

SES students were more likely to adjust their applications than low SES students, which is 

consistent with international data that shows low SES students struggle with the application 

process. High SES students understand the application process better and are better equipped 

to respond to new information that comes to light during that process, giving them an 

advantage. The authors suggest that policies aimed at bridging the gap should focus on the 

final phases of the application process and help low SES students better understand how to 

modify their application as they receive new information, such as their ATAR scores. They 

also make clear that this should complement other efforts to improve high school 

achievement, not replace them. 

Best Practices/Policies  

Other research looks at best practices and policies for admissions. Peacock et al. (2014) 

examine how Australian student equity policy is articulated and put into practice at the 

university level. In this study, policy is traced through three different sites in the same 

Australian state, two differently positioned universities and one group of equity practitioners. 

The authors found that the site of policy enactment can affect policy production. Institutions 

will adapt and translate the policy to address local priorities. 

Recognition of prior learning (RPL)  

Recognition of prior learning is another topic within the university admissions literature. As 

universities seek to expand participation, researchers (Fox, 2005; Pitman & Vidovich, 2012; 

Pitman, 2009; Toop & Burleigh, 1993; Webb et al., 2019) seek to understand best practices, 

policies and barriers for recognizing prior learning. This has evolved over time, as can be 

seen in the literature.  

Over 25 years ago, in a Commonwealth Department of Employment, Education and Training 

report,  Toop & Burleigh (1993) discuss key principles of RPL, review the recent 

developments in RPL, and describe issues surrounding the implementation of RPL, including 

resource-efficient approaches, attitudinal barriers, costs, and standards for recognition. The 

authors concluded the report with a description of best practices at the time for each stage of 

the recognition of prior learning, including publicity, initial support and counselling, 

applications, assessment, post-assessment guidance, and certification. This report shows that 

RPL is not a new issue within Australian universities. 

Moving forward in time, Fox (2005) presents issues connected to adult learners and RPL. She 

recognises that the number of adult learners seeking higher education at Australian 

universities is increasing and declares that it is time for Australian universities to establish 

practices surrounding recognition of prior learning that are transparent and consistent. Pitman 

(2009) examines Australian policies pertaining to the recognition of prior learning and 

suggests that while there have been universities have built barriers to RPL in the past, they 

are now actively working towards developing and promoting RPL. Amongst Australian 

universities, Pitman & Vidovich (2012) assert there is no common consensus about 

recognition of prior learning “equity or quality across the sector, as each university interprets 
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the two concepts for its own benefit” (p 761). They state that the Australian government says 

the two concepts should be held as equal, but an analysis of the discourse reveals that quality 

is given more weight. Most recently, Webb et al. (2019) examine RPL in relation to refugees 

and people seeking asylum and conclude that Australian universities need to revise policies to 

properly account for this particular group of people. 

Examples from overseas  

Finally, there is a section of the literature that examines admissions practices from overseas, 

particularly from the United States. While the admissions and university systems may be 

different from those in Australia, these results of these studies may be looked to for 

alternative approaches. For example, there are several recently published studies that examine 

how admission practices at selective American colleges affect low-SES students (Bastedo & 

Bowman, 2017; Bastedo, Bowman, Glasener, & Kelly, 2018; Bowman & Bastedo, 2018). 

These studies show that holistic review, or the degree to which an admissions officer 

understood the context of an applicant from a low SES background, affects the likelihood of 

an applicant from a low SES background being admitted. For example, Bastedo & Bowman 

(2017, p. 430) found that “admissions officers from historically underrepresented groups 

were more likely to admit low-SES applicants, whereas participants with more work 

experience and who were employed at their alma mater provided less equitable 

recommendations.” Breland et al. (1995) provides an older, yet comprehensive study of 

admission policies and practices in the United States. Smith (2001; 2008) also looks at 

admissions practices in the United States and how they can be improved for low SES African 

American and Latino students. Among other factors, Smith noted that if a university 

admissions office was familiar with the secondary school a low SES applicant attended, it 

increased the likelihood of that student being accepted. 

Beyond the United States, China’s special admissions practices are described by Niu & Wan, 

(2018). These special admission policies have been introduced in recent years to “increase 

access to elite universities for disadvantaged students from rural areas and less developed 

inland regions” (p 63). In general, under these policies universities were required to increase 

their admits from low SES areas and decrease them from more advantaged areas. This 

involved accepting students with lower scores on college admission exams. The authors 

found that these efforts have been successful in creating equal access and students admitted 

with lower college admission exam scores performed well in university, despite not scoring 

as high on admission exams. 

Burke & McManus (2011) examine the art admissions processes in the context of the UK’s 

push to expand low SES participation in university. As Pitman (2016) found in Australia, 

Burke & McManus (2011) observe that the terms ‘fairness’ and ‘transparency’ are often 

conflated by admissions policies and thus, fail to adequately address the inequalities in the 

processes for low SES applicants. The authors suggest that this leads to potential in students 

not being recognised or mis-recognised and applicants being excluded during the selection 

process. They argue that in order to rectify this, policy and practitioners need to move from 

focusing on how to improve the disadvantaged students to “involving those in the positions of 

authority and power to subject their assumptions and expectation to critique, to challenge 

discourses of difference, derision and inequality” (p 710). 

Support during study 
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Support services 

Moving further into the student lifecycle, a portion of the literature focuses on support 

practices during study at university. Universities offer various types of academic and non-

academic support services and programs for low SES students once they are enrolled in a 

university course. These can include, but are not limited to, orientation programs, first year 

programs, academic support, social programs, alternate modes of study, financial support and 

support for health and well-being. It is widely acknowledged that these types of services are 

beneficial (Bridgstock, 2009; Glaser, Hall, & Halperin, 2006; Priest, 2009; Simpson & 

Ferguson, 2012; Stone, Walton, Clark, & Ligertwood, 2016; Walton, 2016). 

Stone, Walton, Clark, & Ligertwood (2016) explored how the success of low SES students 

was impacted by their interaction with support and development initiatives during their 

studies at UNSW Australia. Overall, it was found that these services, which included support 

for academic writing, disabilities, counselling, educational and careers support, and co-

curricular development programs, had a positive impact on the success of low SES students, 

who accessed the services at a rate equal to or higher than their peers.  

Within this topic, some researchers look at specific groups or cohorts. For examples, Wilks & 

Wilson (2015) look specifically at Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students and suggest 

that there is a need for an “ongoing and major need for targeted investment in skills, 

knowledge and support for these students to negotiate higher education cultures successfully 

through to course completion” (p 27-28). Hutchings, Bainbridge, Bodle, & Miller (2018) 

recently conducted a comprehensive systemic review of factors that affect the attraction, 

retention and completion for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander higher degree research 

students. They note that most research has focused on the experiences of indigenous students 

during their undergraduate studies and there is limited research examining why only small 

numbers of indigenous students continue on to HDR studies and the challenges faced by 

those who do. This is a gap that should be addressed. 

Priest (2009) provided a literature review concentrating on research about the types of 

support low SES students need. Priest emphasises the importance of language and points out 

that this importance moves beyond literacy or being able to read and write. It requires a more 

sophisticated mastery of language and extends to using various modes of language; 

understanding and being able to participate in the academic discourse is essential for success 

at university. This is identified as an area where low SES students require support. 

In 2017, the Higher Education Standards Panel published a report titled ‘Final Report - 

Improving retention, completion and success in higher education’. This report is a follow-up 

to a previously published report calling for transparency in admissions practices. It found that 

attrition rates had not changed much over the last decade, but that some institutions are better 

at retaining students than others. The report states that “the institution is a more important 

factor in explaining attrition than the basis of admission, the student’s ATAR, type of 

attendance, mode of attendance or age” (Higher Education Standards Panel, 2017b, p. 5) and 

suggests that the strategies and methods used by these institutions be identified and looked to 

as examples.  

This same report also recommended providing students with a greater range of exit options 

with meaningful qualifications. Luckman & Harvey (2019) show that even partially 

completing a bachelor’s degree is economically advantageous, with non-completers reporting 

higher incomes than those who have not attempted a Bachelor degree. Yet, there is very little 

Australian academic literature on this topic. One of the only studies located was Harvey & 
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Szalkowicz (2016) who suggest that alternative exit points may be “an important way of 

reducing attrition, promoting student mobility, and reducing inequities across the higher 

education sector.” The following year, Harvey & Szalkowicz (2017, p. 79) suggest that 

universities should attempt to re-engage students who leave university prior to completing 

their studies as they “generally remain positive about higher education; and are relatively 

likely to return to the sector in future. Despite this, they found that universities have limited 

strategies surrounding point of departure and have little communication with departing 

students. 

Inclusive pedagogies and learning spaces 

Within the classroom, researchers agree that curriculum and inclusive pedagogies should be 

taken into consideration when planning support for low SES students (Gale & Mills, 2013; 

Thomas, 2014; Tranter, 2012). For example, Thomas (2014) conducted a study which found 

that universities are generally successful in recruiting and supporting student from low SES 

backgrounds, but there is a gap when it comes to consideration within the classroom. He 

suggests that universities should direct more attention to the teaching and learning challenges 

and opportunities created by increased student diversity. Among the strategies the author 

identifies for this are “the need for different thinking, new approaches to pedagogy and 

learning support, and appropriate staff development and resources” (p.816). 

Gale & Mills (2013) also identify the need to develop an approach to pedagogy that is 

inclusive for students from low SES backgrounds. They offer three principles for doing this. 

First, the pedagogy should be focused on student assets, not deficits, and recognise the unique 

attributes that students from low SES backgrounds bring to the classroom. This is consistent 

with (Yosso, 2005, p. 69) who calls for a shift away from the deficit view to one that “focuses 

on and learns from the array of cultural knowledge, skills, abilities and contacts possessed by 

socially marginalized groups that often go unrecognized and unacknowledged.” The second 

principle is to acknowledge and value the differences these students bring to the classroom, 

while the same time providing them access to new ways of thinking and expressing 

themselves, thus enabling critical engagement with the academic system. And finally, the aim 

of an inclusive pedagogy should be “to ‘work with’ rather than ‘act on’ students and their 

communities” (p.15), a practice that is collaborative in approach.  

Tranter (2012), on the other hand, looks at the more specific details of the curriculum and 

suggests that the hierarchy and choices of subjects offered in secondary school combined 

with the entrance requirements for university are skewed against students from low SES 

backgrounds. She argues (p.913) that “the expansion of vocational education in low SES 

schools has re-introduced a class-differentiated system of technical education to train 

working-class ‘kids’ … while constraining pathways to higher education that can lead to 

more secure employment” and suggests that universities should reassess their recruitment and 

admission requirements and make them more flexible. 

Modes of study, engaging and inclusive learning spaces and technologies  

Another area researchers have focused on is modes of study for students from low SES 

backgrounds (Bailey, Gosper, Ifenthaler, Ware, & Kretzschema, 2018; Bawa, 2016; House-

Peters et al., 2019; Kember, 2007; Pollard, 2017; Qayyum et al., 2019). Today, the 

predominant mode of distance study is some variant of online learning. Indeed, all tertiary 

study in advanced societies involves both a choice of modes of study (Bailey et al., 2018), as 



32 

 

well as some blending of different modes of virtual and F2F learning (Keengwe, 2019). This 

change toward more online and blended learning is not necessarily a good fit for students 

without family and friends nearby, ideally possessing higher education experience that 

enables “insider” advice (Devlin & McKay, 2018a; Mills & Gale, 2007). Entry directly from 

high school is no longer the standard path, resulting in the age range of students widening 

considerably. As a result, low SES students often begin tertiary studies lacking confidence, 

preparation and the cultural and social capital (Bell & Santamaria, 2018; Bourdieu, 1984; 

Macqueen, 2018) that tends to support tertiary success. Studies of university students, 

studying by a range of modes of distance and blended learning, have indicated the importance 

of students’ conceptions of teaching and learning, their epistemological beliefs and how these 

relate to approaches to learning in-class and online (Kember, 2001, 2007). Inexperienced and 

disadvantaged students commonly hold reproductive teacher-centred beliefs and find it hard 

to adapt to other study modes.  

Bawa (2016) conducted a literature review focused on retention in online courses and 

identified various factors affecting retention and proposed solutions. This literature review 

was not limited to higher education, nor students from low SES backgrounds, but because 

many students from low SES backgrounds are involved in online learning, the findings from 

this study are important to consider. The factors found to affect retention included 

misconceptions relating to cognitive load, social and family factors, motivational factors, 

technological constraints for digital natives who are familiar with popular technology, but not 

educational technology, lack of instructor understanding of online learners, faculty limitations 

of using technology and lack of training for faculty. To address these issues, Bawa (2016) 

proposes four solutions: mandatory orientation programs for students, using live interaction 

and transparency in computer mediated communication, creating classes structured for 

collaborative learning and enhancing faculty training and support.  

Non-academic support 

In addition to providing academic support as described above, researchers recommend non-

academic support be provided as well (White, 2014). This may include providing social 

activities, employment support (work integrated learning, part time employment, leadership 

programs, mentoring) (Bridgstock, 2009; Harwood et al., 2015; Lenette & Ingamells, 2013), 

and services such as childcare (Dodson & Deprez, 2019), counselling and health (Jackson, 

Henderson, Edwards, & Raines, 2011; Simpson & Ferguson, 2012; Wright & Titus, 2013), 

and financial aid and scholarships (Devlin & McKay, 2018b; Qayyum et al., 2019). While 

there is agreement that non-academic support services are needed, there is very little literature 

examining these services in detail. The area of non-academic support that researchers have 

examined most extensively is financial support (De La Rosa, 2006; Devlin & McKay, 2018b; 

Johnson, 1998; Kane & Spizman, 1994; Murray, Lombardi, Bender, & Gerdes, 2012; 

Qayyum et al., 2019). For example, Lenette & Ingamells (2013) offer a case study in which 

they follow a group of overseas skilled migrants and refugees as the progressed through a 

graduate certificate that offered fee scholarships. They found that this particular program 

allowed the group to advance as a cohort, often as the majority group in class, and to tailor 

the curriculum to their needs. This provided an enriching learning experience for these 

students. While this method was successful, it was resource intensive.  

Online students’ support preferences 
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Support services for online students tend to be developed to mirror those for on campus 

students, and so online students miss the particular academic and non-academic services they 

need (Dare, Zapata, & Thomas, 2005). The typically heterogeneous online student cohort 

requires support approaches that are “purposeful, proactive, and timely, focussed on early 

intervention, anticipatory guidance, preparedness for online study, skill development, and 

social and academic engagement (Brindley, 2014, 293).  

Students studying at a distance (for example, online) are unlikely to use university academic 

or non-academic student support services, according to a qualitative Canadian study (Cain, 

Marrara, Pitre, & Armour, 2007). Students expect support services to be available at a time 

when they are studying, that is be available 24 hours a day, seven days a week. When 

available, distance students prefer geographically close, non-university face to face support 

services to services delivered at or from a distant campus. 

Despite detailed email communication about online and on campus services with embedded 

links, and contact lists of relevant staff, most students in Cain et al.’s (2007) study were 

unaware of the services available and/or did not believe they meet their needs. Other 

researchers report similar findings (Owens, Hardcastle & Richardson, 2009; Dare, Zapata, & 

Thomas, 2005). Rather than formal support services, students seek out their instructors and 

peers for academic and psychosocial support. The knowledge and expertise of the instructor 

or tutor is important for student retention and success as they play a more prominent role in 

support for the distance compared to on campus student (Owens, Hardcastle & Richardson, 

2009; Lentell, 2003; Mason, 2003). For this reason and because many online students who 

drop out do so very early in their study, tutors should make personal connections with online 

students during student orientation (Forrester, Motteram, Parkinson & Slaouti, 2005). As well 

as instructor psychosocial support, peer support can assist overcome online students’ sense of 

isolation that can lead to drop out (Owens, Hardcastle & Richardson, 2009); facilitating 

formation of online peer networks is a strategy to increase engagement and retention, made 

easier by the affordances of modern online environments (Brindley, 2014). 

Attainment and transition out 

While much attention is paid to enabling programs and support during study, there is a gap in 

the literature regarding the “initiatives during later years of participation, including those 

relating to completion, transition to employment and postgraduate study” (Bennett et al., 

2015, p. 7).  There are, however, a few studies worth noting. (Smith-Ruig, 2014, p. 780) 

explored the links between mentoring and work integrated learning and found that mentoring 

is an “effective means of addressing the gap between the skills needed and valued by students 

and those of the workplace.” This study focused on female law students, but universities 

could use it as a model to expand to a wider audience or integrate into more degree programs. 

Similarly, Reed, King, & Whiteford (2015) examined Macquarie University’s Media 

Mentorship program, which is aimed at providing pathways from university into the media 

industry for culturally and linguistically diverse students and Aboriginal and Torres Strait 

Islanders. They found that in general, the program was successful at increasing diversity and 

identify three features of the program that could be applied to other participation widening 

efforts to help ensure success: designing for evaluation, cross-sectoral collaboration and 

conceptual evolution.   

Professional development for staff to support students 
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The professional development for staff to support students was an issue that cut across other 

areas described above. For example, Bawa (2016) called for enhanced faculty training and 

support for online learning, Thomas (2014) identified the need for appropriate staff 

development and resources in order to support the increased diversity in classrooms and  

Crawford et al. (2018) note the high emotional labour demands of teaching a vulnerable 

cohort. This is another area that represents a gap in the literature. While there is recognition 

that professional development for staff to support students is needed, little research has been 

conducted in this area. 

Conclusions 

Enabling programs 

There have been a wide range of initiatives to widen participation and provide access and the 

academic literature provides a thorough overview of factors affecting admission and success 

of equity group students, with enabling programs being especially well studied. However, 

while it is important to have options, a national framework would be helpful to provide 

consistency and clarity across institutions.  

Admissions 

There has been limited research into the impact of the complex interaction of broadened 

admissions practices. As described above, there is a need for transparency and clarity within 

and across universities regarding advanced standing. Common frameworks and approaches 

across institutions would contribute to a smoother transition for students. Additionally, 

researchers are discovering that low SES students are disadvantaged by the application 

process for a variety of reasons. This is an issue that should be considered and addressed by 

universities. 

Support Services 

Support services are a key to success once disadvantaged students have entered university. 

However, as identified throughout this chapter, there are gaps in the literature. In summary, 

these gaps include the following: 

• How non-academic support service can best responsed to increased student diversity, 

•  How moves toward more blended and online learning affect the retention and success of 

low SES students,  

• The benefits of alterative exit points for low SES students  

• Best practices for support in attainment and transition out of university and  

• Professional development to support both professional and academic staff who are 

providing support to students.  

Despite these gaps, key points from the literature include: 
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• Language needs to be a focus for disadvantaged students. This moves beyond basic 

reading and grammar skills and includes academic vocabulary and academic use of 

language. 

• Alternative exits should be considered, and opportunities provided for students who 

would like that option. 

• Asset-focus, or strengths-based approaches, rather than deficit focus for disadvantaged 

students. Pedagogy should recognise the unique attributes that students from low SES 

backgrounds bring to the classroom and acknowledge the differences they bring to the 

classroom while providing access to new ways of thinking and expressing themselves. 

• Online-learning is not necessarily beneficial for low SES students. Many students 

prefer and have a higher rate of success with face to face teaching. In addition, face-to-

face teaching helps them to build social capital and support, which is something that 

most low SES students lack. However, the research in this report shows that the 

recruitment of low SES, regional and remote students is facilitated by the provision of 

online learning. 

• Online students prefer academic and psychosocial support to be delivered through their 

instructor. Training for instructors in how to deliver support and ensuring instructors 

are connected to institutional support services can facilitate retention and success. The 

research reported from this project deals with this conclusion of the literature review in 

Chapters 12 and 13. 

 




