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NATIONAL AND COUNTY RATES OF
ADMISSION TO HIGHER EDUCATION

One of the major features of the report on the 1980 survey was the attempt to formulate precise
estimates of participation rates both at national and county level. It was argued that trends in participation
rates are best measured by ‘admission rates’ rather than by ‘enrolment rates’. Enrolment rates are
calculated by relating total enrolment to the population of the age group to which 70 - 80% of students
belong. it was suggested that these rates are a crude index of participation since the actual rate is as
much influenced by the duration of courses and the age distribution of the student population as it is by
the actual number of students enrolled. In contrast, admission rates provide a less ambiguous indicator
since they are calculated solely on the basis of the flow of new entrants: the rates are calculated on “the
basis of the average of the populations of the single years of age from which more than 75% of the new
entrants come” (11).

In the present study the permanent home address of each student was recorded. A total of 238 new
entrants were foreign students while a further 104 students came from Northern Ireland. These students
were excluded for the purpose of calculating participation rates, leaving a total of 16,817 students from the
Repubilic of Ireland.

The age of these students at the time of the 1981 Census of Population was calculated. Eighty five per
cent of these students were aged 12 or 13 at this time; a half of the number of persons in this two year
cohort represented the base on which rates of admission to higher education were calculated. Table 21
presents, for each county and for the country as a whole, the number of new entrants to higher education
together with the size of the relevant age cohort on which admission rates were calculated. It also shows
the resultant admission rate for 1986 and, for comparative purposes, the 1980 admission rate.

It is observed from Table 21 that for the country as a whole, the rate of admission to higher education
was 25% (12). Rates of admission varied significantly by county. Two counties, Sligo and Kerry, share the
highest rate of admission, 35%, while Leitrim had a rate of admission of 34%. Six other counties had rates
of admission of 30% or more. These were Galway 33%, Carlow 32%, Mayo and Westmeath both 31% while
Clare and Longford had admission rates of 30%. The county with the lowest rate of admission was
Donegal (19%) followed by Dubiin and Offaly both with rates of 20%. Other counties with noticeably low
rates were Wexiord 22%, Wicklow and Lacis boih 23%. These differential county rates of admission are
illustrated on a map (Figure 1). It is noticeable that six of the nine counties with the lowest rates of
admission are from Leinster while the three counties of Ulster make up the remaining three in this
category. :

When compared with the findings of the 1980 survey a noticeable increase in admission rates is
revealed. The National rate of admission to higher education was 20% in 1980; it had risen to 25% by
1986. All counties show an increase in admission rates, with the exception of Donegalf where the 1986 rate
of 19% was 2 percentage points lower than the 1980 rate. The greatest increase in admission rates were
recorded for Leitrim which showed an increase of 15 percentage points followed by Westmeath (+11),
Sligo, Kerry and Clare each of which showed an increase of ten percentage pomts

The relative changes in admission rates for each county are summarised in Figure 2 which presents a
crosstabulation between the county admission rates in both studies. For the purpose of this
crosstabulation, both-variables have been trichotomised with the nine counties with highest rates classified
as ‘high’, the next eight counties classified as ‘medium’ and the nine counties with the lowest rates
classified as ‘low’. If there was no change in the refative ranking of the counties between the two studies,
all counties would be located in the cells on the diagonal. This is almost the situation in respect of those
counties with lowest rates. Eight of the nine counties with the lowest rates of admission to higher
education in 1986 -were also in the lowest category in 1980. Donegal and Meath are the exceptions.
Donegal was one of the nine counties with the highest rate of admission in 1980, while in this study it
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TABLE 21

RATES OF ADMISSION TO HIGHER EDUCATION

BY COUNTY OF PERMANENT RESIDENCE, IN 1986 AND 1980

County 1986 New Size of Admission | Admission
Entrants Age Cohort Rate 1986 | Rate 1980

Carlow 240 753 .32 29
Dublin 3,863 19,443 20 A7
Kildare 494 2,070 .24 1B
Kilkenny 372 1,384 27 .20
Lacis 245 1,044 .23 15
Longford 176 592 30 21
Louth 456 1828 26 | 23
Meath 483 1,956 25 .16
Offaly 244 1,214 20 .15
Westmeath 395 1,297 31 .20
Wexford 433 2,011 .22 .18
Wicklow 386 1,657 23 .18
Clare 493 1,629 .30 .20
Cork 2147 7,803 .28 22
Kerry 789 2,275 35 25
Limerick 841 3,169 27 20
Tipperary 712 2,687 27 19
Waterford 504 1,826 .28 .23
Galway 1,097 3311 .33 .28
Leitrim 157 457 34 .19
Mavyo 669 2,147 31 23
Roscommon 289 1,026 28 .20
Sligo 368 1,067 35 .25,
Cavan 236 999 24 16
Donegal 490 © 2525 A9 21
Monaghan 238 9gb 24 16 .
TOTAL 16,817 67,140 .25 .20
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Figure 1.

Admission Rates to Higher
Education by County

.-.239 -

' : Sligo . P

i S %8 Laag -+ Nenaghan
‘ i 1 e o . -Leitrim Cavan . A

I . 036 . Louth

: 7 - *..249
| : Roscommon * -
: : '-.. Lt . 282 Longforq : g . e
Q L : 297 . . Meath ..
T . s ' . . mps - 24T
| T .. . R . . i
| . West th.* “ Dublin
| % o A . e
L e . : A 1]

b . ‘ . m: A

t Offc’:ﬂy 201 ..' Kildare ..- P
< !1 ) . .239 W

i ‘. P

:: {‘ ) s . Wicklow
" Laois -. . 233
A 235 . el
o - - L
a Lol A .

i | « Carlow- |

' E . . 319 -
| A® ! Tipperary . o '
: i, Limerick . .266 . lkenny .

I 266 . ) 268 - - Wexford

i o 215

Kerry . Cork
‘ : 276

‘mA
B University

A Technological College
® College of Education

48

ﬁ*v-___——-“’——'—ﬂ

FIGURE 2
RELATIVE COUNTY RATES OF ADMISSION TO HIGHER EDUCATION IN
1980 BY RATES OF ADMISSION IN 1986
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belongs to the lowest category.

In contrast, Meath was amongst the nine counties with the lowest rate in 1980, while in 1986 it was cone
of the counties with a ‘medium’ admission rate. The other counties which are not located in the cells on
the diagonal also reveal contrasting trends. The relative ranking of Leitrim, Westmeath, Longford and Clare

* has improved between 1980 and 1986, In the earlier survey these counties had medium rates of
admission, while in this study they were found to have high rates. In contrast, Cork and Waterford and
Louth were amongst those counties with highest rates in 1980 while in this study they were classified as
having medium rates of admission.

In the foregoing description of rates of admission to higher education by county the data presented
relate only to students who were admitted to colieges in the Republic of Ireland. The 1980 survey was also
limited to these coileges. However, just as some foreign students attend Irish colleges a small number of
Irish students go outside the state for their third-level education. All of the indications are that this will be a
significant factor in the future now that irish students can avail of higher education fee exemptions or
substantially lower fees in other European Community countries. However, the present survey relates to
1986 before the European Court ruling which defined the terms under which students could avail of higher
education in other member countries of the community. In the present study information was collected on
students from the Republic who were new entrants to higher education in colleges in Northern Ireland.
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thirty-six colleges. These data make possible a more detailed exploration of the relationship between
county of origin and rate of admission to higher education. The next section presents the. results of a
multi-variate analysis of these data,

. Information was sought from the two universities, two colleges of education and 26 Colleges of Further
I Education. Details of this part of the survey are given in Appendix C.
i

. The majority, 84%, of an estimated total of 151 new entrants from the Fiepublié to full-time higher
Y !- education in Northern Ireland enrolled at the University of Ulster. Smaller numbers of students enrolled at

. Queen’s University (17), St. Mary's College of Education .(3), Stranmillis College of Education (1), North TABLE 22
‘ ; West College of Technology (1) and College of Technology, Belfast (1). These numbers exclude an . : :
H estimated 57 new entrants to these colleges who had some previous third-level education; the largest ) RELATIVE RANKING OF COUNTIES ON RATES OF ADMISSION TO HIGHER EDUCATION
! o element of this group was represented by 30 former RTC or DIT students who were new entrants to BY TYPE OF COLLEGE
B Engineering at Queen’s University. The county of origin of each of the new entrants was identified to ‘ L - -
| assess what impact this would have on the overall county admission rates. The main effect was to raise . All Colleges. Universities NIHEs piT RTCs Colleges of Ed.
| | the Donegal rate of admission to 22%, a rise of 3 percentage points. Thus, when the new entrants to the Sligo 248 | Cork 129 | Limerick .057 | Dublin 061 | Sligo 194 | Longford 032
‘. Northern Ireland Colleges are included Donegal no longer has the lowest rate of admission. Dublin and -
i 1 Offaly now share this distinction; correct to one decimal place Dublin, at 19.9%, has the lowest rate of Kerry 347 | Kery  .120 | Clare 046 | Wicktow 056 | Leitrim  .171 | Clare 029
- ac!mssw_m yu_uth Oftaly at 2q.1%. The inclusion of the new entrants to the Northern trgland cglleges also Leitim 344 | Galway 120 | Kerry 030 | Kildare 048 | Waterford 169 | Sligo 028
. raised significantly the admission rate for Monaghan to 26%, a rise of 2 percentage points, while the rates
- for Louth, Leitrim and Roscommon rose by one percentage point in each case. , Galway 331 [ Dublin  .103 | Tipperary .026 | Meath 041 | Carlow 166 | Kerry 027
: In view of their relative proximity to the northern colleges it is not surprising that the admission rates in Carlow 319 | Maya 103 | Longford .022 | Leitrim 039 | Kitkenny .158 | Mayo 025
the border counties of Donegal and Monaghan are most affected by their inclusion in this analysis. It is ) — .
. - . . . - . . M 312 | W . 1 . . . .
likely that future studies of admission to higher education will have to pay much greater attention to ayo estmeath .038 | Leitrim 022 | Longford 037 | Galway 157 | Galway . 022
students who move outside the state for their education. This minor exploration of students from the Westmeath 305 | Leitrim  .094 | Laois 020 | Monaghan .033 | Rescomn. .149 | Monaghan 020 -
i Republic of lreland who entered Northern Ireland colleges can provide a benchmark for future studies. : -
b However, for the remainder of this report the analysis is confined to those students who were new entrants Clae 303 |Carlow 093 | Carlow . 019 |Cavan 031 | Westmeath .149 | Roscomn. .019
‘ L to higher education in colleges within the state. Longford .297 | Wicklow .091 | Galway 018 | Louth 030 { Longford .147 | Lacis 0177
¥ The rates of admission by county varied significantly between the different college types. This variabliity Roscomn, .282 | Sligo 082 | Mayo 017 | Mayo 029 |Clare - .145 ‘| Westmeath .017
: is illustrated in Table 22 which displays the relative ranking of counties in the admission rates to the : . . ; -
Mt ! ; ) - - . 1 Waterford .276 d . sl 017 | € . . 0
E| different forms of higher education. Because of the small number of students in the ‘other colleges aterford 276 | Kildare 078 | Sligo alow 027 | Kerry 142 | Tipperary 017
f category and because of the heterogeneity of these colleges the rates of admission to this category are Cork 275 | Roscomn, .078 | Roscomn, .017 | Westmeath .026 | Mayo 136 | Cork 016
1 not shown separately in Table 22, although they are included in the column which shows the rates for “all ] i . — ——
A N . . Kilk 269 | T .078 | C 015 | K . th . o .
2" colleges’. The range of variation by county for each college type is larger than the rate for higher fKenny IPErary avan BTy 025 | Lou 123 | Donegal  .016
f education as a whole. The rate of admission to the universities is highest in Cork (12.9%), Kerry (12.0%) Limerick .266 | Laois .076 | Waterford .014 | Sligo .025 | Limerick .123 | Cavan .016
1 and Galway (12.0%). These rates are more than twice the rates found in the six lowest counties. . —
E ] ; - ; : , . T ry .265 | Meath .071 | Offal 014 | Wexf 023 | Monaghan .122 | Leit 015
‘i Predictably, the three counties with large university centres, Cork, Galway and Dublin ali have relatively Ipnarary s ay exford ghan Sftrim.
i high rates of admission to university education. However, the rate for Dublin (10.3%) is only marginally Louth 249 | Kilkenny .067 | Leuth 014 | Donegal .022 | Tipperary ,121 |Waterford .014
i above the rate for the country as a whole (9.6%). Meath 247 |Louth  .066 | Monaghan .013 |Offaly ~ .021 |Cavan .15 | Wexford .014
;‘-‘ - - . - . . o, -
N ‘The rates of admission to the NIHEs are highest in Limerick (5.7%), Clare (4.6%), Kerry (3%) and Monaghan 239 | Clare 066 | Kildare 013 | Tipperary 020 |Wexford 109 | Kitkenny 014
® | Tipperary (2.6%), reflecting the regional impact of NIHE, Limerick. In contrast, the rate of admission to the . - e
!i ' NIHESs for Dublin is a mere 1.1% and is the fifth lowest county rate. This suggests that recruitment to the - Kildare ~ .239 | Waterford .065 | Cork 013 | Kilkenny 017 | Cork 108 | Limerick 012
o NIHE,I Dublin is predom.iqatly national rather than‘region_al. _Its relatively Io_w impact on Dublin admission Cavan 236 | Limerick 065 | Wexford 012 | Roscomn. 017 | Meath 108 | Kildare 012
| rates is somewhat surprising. In contrast, the rate of admission to the Dubiin Institute of Technology does : _
| reveal a strong geographical factor. The rate was highest in Dublin (6.1%) followed by the three adjacent Laois 2356 | Longford .089 | Westmeath ,012 | Laois 015 | Laois 103 | Offaly 012
counties Wicklow (5.6%), Kildare (4.8%) and Meath (4.1%). ) Wicklow 233 | Cavan .069 | Dublin 011 | Galway  .013 | Offaly 099 | Meath .010
i Rates of admission, by county, 1o the RTCs also reveal the importance of geographical factors. All of the Wexford 215 | Donegal 054 | Meath 011 | Clare 012 | Donegal 095 | Louth 008
i counties with high rates of admission to their colleges have an RTC located within the county, or as in the - .
E | case of Leitrim and Kilkenny, in an adjacent county. In contrast with the situation for the Regional Colleges, Offaly 201 | Wexford .054 |Wickiow .009 |Waterford .010 | Kildare  .080 | Carlow = .008
| | rates of admission to the College; of Education are not sens1t!ve_ to where these colleges are .Iocated. It is Dublin 199 | Offaly 054 | Kilkenny 008 | Limerick 006 | Wicklow 062 | Wicklow 007
! observed, for example, that Dublin has the lowest rate of admission to the Colleges of Education although : :
; the majority of these colleges are located in Dublin. Donegal  .194 | Monaghan .050 | Donegal .006 | Cork .004 | Dublin .009 | Dublin 006
| _
More comprehensive information” on the pattern of recruitment to all colleges is provided in the ‘Country 250 | Country 096 | Country = .017 | Country  .033.{ Country  ..091 |Country ~.014

Appendix. Table A26 shows the distribution of students by county of permanent residence for each of the
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FACTORS RELATED TO
COUNTY ADMISSION RATES

Introduction

An important finding of this study is the documentation of marked regional disparities in third-level
participation rates. This finding prompts a number of questions which require further analysis. Two of
these questions will be pursued in the remainder of this report. First an attempt is made to find an
explanation for the differential rates of admission by county. In addition, some of the implications of these
differential rates are explored.

The main focus of this chapter is a multivariate analysis of factors related to the varying county
admission rates to higher education. The international research literature on the delineation and
explanation of geographical disparities in educational participation is surprisingly limited. In the present
analysis three groups of variables are examined as possible predictors of county admission rates. These
groups of variables are distance from the nearest college, pattern of educational participation at second
level, and some socio-economic variables. In all fourteen variables are identified as possible predictors of
admission rates. Initially these variables are individually correlated with county admission rates. Following
this, multiple regression analysis is carried out to ascertain which variables, considered separately and
collectively, best account for differences in county admission rates.

In addition to the fourteen predictor variables included in the regression analysis three other correlates of
county admission rates are also examined in this chapter. These variables are, level of socio-economic
group inequality, proportion of students in receipt of financial aid and leve! of prior academic attainment.
These variables cannot be considered as predictors and may more appropriately be viewed as possible
consequences of the pattern of admission to higher education. Before proceeding with the multivariate
and other correlation analysis the county admission rates are disaggregated by gender and differences in
the data and on the basis of this classification are briefly discussed.

County Admission Rates by Gender

In seeking to examine possible correlates of differential county rates of admission to higher education it
is necessary to take account of the implications of the findings already presented. [t has been
demonstrated that, in addition to the variability between counties in the overall rates of admission, the
pattern of variability differs markedly between the various higher education sectors{(13). The pattern
becomes further differentiated when gender is introduced as a variable. The correlation between overall
male and female participation rates by county was .67; thus, in any attempt to explain differential county
admission rates it is desirable to carry out separate analyses by gender and by sector. For the purpose of
this analysis the university and NIHE county participation rates were combined to form a single rate for the
university/NIHE sector. Similarly, the DIT and RTC county participation rates were combined to form the
vocational/technological sector participation rate. The colleges of education constitute the third sector. The
rates of admission to higher education of males and females within these three sectors are reproduced in
Table 23. These data form the basis for, the analysis which follows. It will be observed that the participation
rates in the heterogeneous “other colleges” sector are not part of this analysis although they are included
in the totals in the final two columns of Table 23.

The differentiation by gender in Table 23 reveals a number of interesting findings. The highest overall
fernale participation rate is an impressive 39% in Kerry, the male participation rate here being 30%. In
contrast, Leitrim has the highest overall male participation rate of 38%, the comparable female rate being
30%: Within the university/NIHE sector the female participation rate exceeds the male rate in 16 of the 26
counties. In addition to Kerry, Mayo and Galway also have a large differential in favour of females within
this sector. Within the vocational/technological sector the male participation rate exceeds the female rate
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TABLE 23

RATES OF ADMISSION TO HIGHER EDUCATION BY COUNTY,
GENDER & HIGHER EDUCATION SECTOR
University/ Vocational/ Colleges of . All Higher -
NIHE Sector Tech. Sector Education Education
County Male Female Male Female Male Female Male | Female
Carlow 106 118 188 197 005 011 301 | 337
Dublin 113 114 082 057 003 009 207 180
Kildare 095 088 149 104 004 021 255 220
Kilkenny 068 083 179 173 007 020 258 280
Laois 097 085 132 103 012 023 243 225
Longford 078 084 183 185 003 060 264 329 »
Louth .087 073 ;1 66 160 003 014 267 241
Meath 075 080 .155 141 006 .014 239 255
Offaly 083 |. 072 116 125 009 014 190 213
Westmeath 114 1056 213 .136 008 027 337 271
Wexfard 069 061 148 118 007 022 226 204
Wicklow .095 104 123 112 002 012 .232 233
Clare .108 1156 184 129 013 045 .309 .295
Cark 139 144 143 |- 079 010 022 .295 253
Kerry 128 A71 1565 178 017 038 304 380
Limerick 134 109 157 ~.100 1 .007 018 .299 1231
Tipperary 095 113 157 123 012 022 268 261
Waterford 088 070 187 170 Q04 028 282 269
Galway 127 149 174 167 009 036 2310 355
Leitrim 136 .093 235 181 004 028 .380 .302
Mavyo 100 - .140 165 166 016 034 .2é2 341
Roscommon 080 A1 73 .58 004 037 .258 307
Sligo . .090 110 221 215 .022 036 336 361
Cavan 075 073 149 143 014 018 237 235
Donegal 056 066 120 114 008 025 183 205
Monaghan 065 062 162 1567 012 029 229 | 250
All Countries 106 A1 137 110 007 020 254 247

in 22 counties, the exceptions being Kerry, Carlow, Offaly and Longford. The difference between the mate
and female rate is greatest in Westmeath where the male rate is 21% compared to less than 14% for
females. Turning to the colleges of education it is observed that the female rate greatly exceeds the male
rate in all counties. The highest overall rate of 6% was found for femaies in Longford. In contrast, the male
participation rate for Longford (3%) was one of the lowest, exceeded only by Wickiow. :
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Predictors of Variation in Admission Rates
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Multivariate Analysis

as then correlated with the male and female participation rates

for each of the three sectors. These zerp-order correlations are presented in Table 24. It is observed that
with the exception of the youth unemployment  variables, each of the other predictor variables is
statistically significantly related to at least one of the six participation rate variables. On the other hand,
none of the predictor variables is significantly related to all six criterion variables. However, the correlations
presented in Table 24 allow us only to examine the relationship between pairs of variables. Since many of
the predictor variables were themselves highly intercorrelated (see appendix, Table A27 ) some form of
multivariate analysis is necessary. Alternatively we run the risk of positing a causal link between variables
where the relationship may be merely a statistical artifact. Multiple regression analysis was carried out 10

assess the collective and separate contributions of the predictor variables to variation in higher education
admission rates.

Each of the fourteen predictor variables w.

TABLE 24
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN PREDICTOR VARIABLES & RATES OF ADMISSION
TO HIGHER EDUCATION
University/ Vocational/ Colleges of
NIHE Sector Tech. Sector Education
Predictor Variables —’T————Jj
Male Female Male Female Male Female
]
Distance from University
or NIHE _52% —40* 42 B4" 23 .26
Distance from technological *
college -.38 —-.29 02 03 19 -.04
Distance from college . . oo
of education | 2o L - 47"  e3*| 38"| .33
Retention rate to Leaving
Certificate level AT 54~ 56 M* 25 16
Praportion of post-Primary- " e
enrolment in secondary schs. 25 35 24 09 18 .38
Proportion of post-primary
enrolment in vocational schs, -.38 -39%, —00 16 —.10 -.33
Proportion of population in .
farming ~0.3 18 437 527 A7 a5 |
Proportion of population in R : .
higher socio-economic groups 34 A9 -.10 —.38 —.28 —-.19
Proportion of population in . .
lower socio-economic groups —.21 ~38" —49* —-41 =41 —.06
o S [ T S
Income per capita 22 06 _43*| —B4*| --36%| -03
Proportion of population in - . N
urban areas .26 .08 —.40 —52 —.36 —.06
Youth unemployment rate | =07 =21 —13 04 —.18 .06
‘|Proportion of population who wl
left school under 15 yrs. _—_-“J_:El;r-_ozf___-??_rﬂ_ﬁ;@L
Proportion of population with- | . . N : .
third-level education .39 .39 —,23 —.34 —.20 —.14

* Gignificant at the .05 level.




The choice of variables to be entered into the regression equations was determined by a number of
factors. Firstly, on substantive grounds it was considered desirable that each of the three groups of
variables should be represented. Thus, it was decided that each regression model would ideally have at
Iea§t one distance from college variable, one post-primary participation variable and one socio-economic
variable. Secondly, the choice of predictor variable from within each group was initially influenced by the
zero order correiations reported in Table 24 above. Thirdly, account had to be taken of the highly
correlated independent variables which can cause problems of multicollinearity. This problem is

particularly acute in the case of some of the socio-ecortomic variables which were highly intercorrelated. -

Guided by these gonsiderations a number of regression models were calculated for each criterion variable.
Table 25 summarises the four regression models chosen to best fit the data. These models seek to explain
the variance in the male and female university/NIHE and vocational/technological participation rates.

. The first of the regression equations summarised in Table 25 seeks to explain the inter-county variation
in male admission rates to the university/NIHE sector. In this regression model five predictor variables
accounted for 49% of the variance in county admission rates. The BETA co-efficients of these predictor
v_anqbles are shown in the first column of Table 25. In addition, to allow an assessment of the statistical
significance of these coefficients, their associated T values are also shown. One of the post-primary school
varigples. retention rate to Leaving Certificate level, proved to have the largest independent effect. In
addition, two of the distance variables, distance from university/NIHE and distance from technological
col!_ege,_ contributed significantly to the explained variance. Neither of the other two predictor variables, the
proportion of population in higher socio-economic groups and the proportion of post-primary enrolment in
vocational schools, continued to have a significant independent effect on participation rates when
controlling for the effect of the other independent variables.

The multivariate analysis of female university/NIHE admission rates accounted for 61% of the inter-county
variance, As was the case for males, the two distance from college variables and the retention to Leaving
Cer‘-uflcate level all contributed significantly to the explained variance. In addition, one of the
socic-economic variables, proportion of the population in farming, was found to have a significant
independent effect on admission rates.

~ Turning to the analysis of male vocational/technological participation rates we observe that 46% of the
inter-county variance is accounted for by five predictor variables. In this regression model, only two
vgngl_)les - retention rate to Leaving Certificate Level and distance from university/NIHE - have a statistically
significant independent effect on participation rates. However, each of the other predictor variables in this
model, distance from technological college, proportion of population in lower socio-economic groups and
income per capita is shown to have a small independent effect on participation rates.

In respect of female vocational/technological participation rates the regression model accounts for 63%
of the inter-county variance. Both the distance from college variable and the retention to Leaving
Certificate variable make a significant contribution to the explained variance. Two of the socio-economic
yariables, proportion of the population in urban areas and income per capita, are shown to have some
:ndelpendent effects, although their contribution to total explained variance is not significant at the .05
evel,

One of the noticeable features of the regression analysis reported in Table 26 is the fact that it has
proved possible to account for a greater proportion of the variance in female participation rates in both
sectors. The multivariate analysis was most successful in accounting for the female participation rates in
the vocational/technological sector while it was least successful in explaining the male participation rate
within this sector.

The results of the regression analyses on rates of admission to colleges of education are not presented
in tabular form since none of the regression models meets the minimal goodness of fit criteria. This failure
to account for inter-county variation in rates of admission in this sector is consistent with the findings of the
earlier survey. While in the present analysis a number of zero-order correlations were statistically
significant; with one exception, these correlations ceased to be significant after the introduction of other
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TABLE 25

REGRESSION ANALYSIS RESULTS OF DISTANCE FROM COLLEGE, POST-PRIMARY
PARTICIPATION AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC VARIABLES ON MALE & FEMALE
UNIVERSITY/NIHE & VOCATIONAL/TECHNOLOGICAL PAFIT_ICIPATIO_N RATES

University/NIHE Vacational/Technological
Participation Rate Participation Rate
Predictor Variables :
Male Female - Male Female
Beta* Beta* Beta* Beta*
Distance from University/ —-.52 —.54 .58 .68
NIHE {—2.659) (—3.175} (2.391) | 13.395)
Distance from technological —.42 —-.50 —-.33 —.5b
college (—2.054) {—2.634) {—1.813} (—3.065)
K1
Retention rate to Leaving 54 43 b2 A4
Certificate level (3.589) {2.691} {2.503) (2.982)
Proportion of post-primary .00 .00 — —
enrolment in Vocational schs. {.012) (.008)
Proportion of population in — b3 — —
farming (2.437)
Proportion of population in —-.18 — — ' —
higher socio-economic groups (—.856) ‘
Proportion of population in — — —.24 —
lower socio-economic groups (—1.084)
Income per capita — — CA7 45
: (.660) (1.275)
Proportion of population — - - —.66
in urban areas _ (—1.718)
R Square {adjusted}) A9 61 46 63
F 5.793 8.767 5.214 9472
(P <.01) {P <.001) (P<.01) (P <.001) -

* SGignificant at .05 level where T values (shown in parentheses) greater than 1.96,

control variables. The one exception to this general finding was in respect of the female admission rate
where the statistically significant zerc-order correlation with proportion of post-primary enrolment in
secondary schools remained significant after controlling for the other key predictor variables.

It is clear from this analysis that the pattern of participation in the colleges of education is unrelated to
the factors which determine participation in the other sectors. One of the factors which has differentiated
the colleges of education from the rest of the third-level sector has been the long tradition of recruitment
(especially into primary teaching) from western counties. This tradition continues though the pattern is less
pronounced now than it was in the early 1960s (see Appendix, Table A28 }. In 1986, 30% of new entrants
into the five colleges of education which educate national teachers came from Connaught and Ulster 3
counties); in 1963, more than 41% of lay new entrants to these colleges came from these provinces. There,
has been a corresponding increase, from 19% to 33%, in the percentage of new entrants 10 these colleges
coming from Leinster. The percentage of new entrants coming from Dublin has. been particularly
significant, rising from less than 3% in 1963 to 10% in 1986. . '
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Distance from Colleg__e

One of the main results of the multivariate analysis is to confirm the finding of the earlier survey about
the importance of distance from college as a determinant of variation in University/NIHE admission rates.
Counties which were distant from a university or NIHE had substantially lower rates of admission to this
sector. The analysis also suggests that -distance from a technological college has a negative influence on
admission rates to the university/NIHE sector. It may be that one of the consequences of having a local
technological college is that it fosters higher levels of educational aspiration for ail types of third-level
study.

The present analysis also serves to substantiate the finding of the 'earlier study that distance from a -

technological college is negatively associated with the rate of admission to the vocational/technolgical
sector. This relationship is strongest in respect of the female admissioni rate to this sector. [n respect of the
male admission rate the independent effect of distance from a technological college falls short of being
statistically significant at the .05 ievel. ' :

The third major finding in respect of the impact of distance from college also confirms the result from the
earlier study. It was found that while distance from a university/NIHE was negatively associated with the
admission rate to this sector, it was positively. associated with- the rate of admission to the
vocational/technological sector. Counties which were furthest from a university or NIHE had substantially
higher rates of admission to the vocational/technological sector. This finding suggests that the high rate of
admission to vocational/technological education in many counties is as much influenced by the distance
from a university/NIME centre as it is by the proximity to a technological college. Different types of higher
education may be viewed as substitutable for one another depending on the opportunity cost of take-up.

This differential take-up of different forms of higher education, by county, is clearly. demonstrated in
Table 26 which shows, for each county, the proportionate distribution of new higher education entrants by
sector. It is observed that the two counties which had the highest proportion of their new entrants in the
university/NIHE sector are Dublin (67.3%), and Cork (51.6%). Correspondingly, these counties had the
lowest percentage. of their new entrants in the vocational/technological sector. Since both counties had
colleges of each type locally it is clear that in such a situation, at least in these counties, the
university/NIHE sector attracted a disproportionate share of the new entrants. Howaver, this is by no
means a universal trend as the evidence for Galway testifies; here the vocationalftechnological sector
attracted a higher proportion of new entrants from the county than the university/NIHE sector.

The five counties with the highest proportion of new entrants in the vocational/technological sector were
Kilkenny (65.3%), Waterford (64.9%), Monaghan (64.7%), Louth (63.6%) and Sligo (62.8%). Each of these
counties had a correspondingly low proportion of new entrants in the university/NIHE sector. With the
partial exception of Monaghan, these counties’ demonstrate the way in which the two distance variables
influence rate of admission to higher education in the vocational/technological sector; they have a local
vocational/technological college and they are distant from a university/NIHE centre.

This analysis of the data in Table 26, which links accessibility to the differential take-up of different forms
of higher education, points to the way in which the structure of opportunity varies for different parts of the
country. However, the issue is not merely one of geographical proximity. Different funding arrangements
also heip to define the structure of opportunity. In addition, different higher education sectors require
varying levels of prior educational attainment in order to secure a palce. Thus, the pattern of participation
is affected by the supply of potential students with the required level of academic ability. Furthermore, as
was suggested in respect of admission rates to the coileges of education, local culture and tradition can
foster particular career choices which are not influenced by geographical accessibility.

Post-primary school variables

Three of the predictor variables inciuded in the muitivariate analysis were chosen to represgnt the
pattern of participation at second level in each county. Neither of the two variables, which were indicators
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TABLE 26

BY SECTOR AND BY COUNTY

-| PROPORTIONATE DISTRIBUTION OF NEW ENTRANTS TO HIGHER EDUCATION

University/ Vocational/ |Calleges of Other
County . NIHEsfec'tqr Tg’zh. Edug/nation Colé:gas o TOTAL N
Carlow 35.0 60.4 25 2.1 100 240
Dublin 57.3 353 3.0 45 100 3,863
Kildare 38.3 53.6 49 3.2 100 494
‘|Kilkenny 28.0 65.3 5.1 16 100 372
Laois 40.8 50,6 73 1.2 100 245
Longford 27.3 61.9 10.8 - 160 176
Louth 32,0 63.6 33 1.1 100 456
Meath 33.1 60,2 3.9 27 100 483
Offaly 33.6 59.8 5.7 0.8 100 244
Westmeath 35.9 575 5.6 1.0 100 395
Wexford 30.5 61.7 65 1.4 100 433
Wicklow 42.7 50.5 3.1 36 100 386
Clare 36.9 51.9 95 16" 100 493
Cork 51.6 40,7 5.9 1.8 100 2,147
Kerry - 43,2 48.0 7.7 1.0 100 789
Limerick 45.9 48.6 4.5 10 100 841
Tipperary 39.0 53.2 6.3 1.4 100 712
Waterford 28.7 64.9 5.2 1.2 100 504
Galway 41.7 51.3 6.7 0.3 100 1,097
- |Leitrim 33.8 61.1 45 06 100 1657
Mayo 384 | 531 8.1 0.4 100 669
Roscommon 336 58.8 6.9 0.7 100 289
Sligo 28.5 62.8 8.2 05 100 368
Cavan 314 61.9 6.8 - 100 236
Donegal 31.2 60.0 8.4 04 100 490
Monaghan 26.5 64.7 8.4 0.4 100 238
All Counties ~ 43,2 493 6.4 20 100 | 16,817
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FIGURE 3

RATE OF ADMISSION TO HIGHER EDUCATION BY RETENTION RATE TO
LEAVING CERTIFICATE LEVEL
Admission Rate to Higher Education
High Medium Low
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of the structure of post-primary education (proportion of post-primary en_rolment in seco['nd‘ary sch.ool_sf:. anc:
in vocational schools), contributed significantly to the explained variance. The_statlstically‘ significan
correlations found at the zero-order level were not sustained when other control vanablgs were mtroducgd.
in contrast, a major finding of the multivariate analysis was the importance of retention rate to Lgsvmg
Certificate level as a predictor of the rate of admission to higher education. This variable COI’;:_T'IE uted
significantly to the explained variance in male and female admission rates in both the u_m\{ersny/N ) l?nth
the vocational/technological sectors. In the case of the regression models on male admission rat‘es,m : ot
sectors, it proved to be the most significant predictor. This finding on the importance of retention raft ?hig
Leaving Certificate level contrasts with that of the earlier study where the mdepend_en’F effect o
variable was limited to the case of male university admission rates. The present findings are more
emphatic: counties which had a high retention rate to Leaving C_}ertificate level tended to have s.lgnn‘llcar)tlyI
higher male and female rates of admission to both the university/NIHEs and the vocational/technologica

sectors.

It is of interest to explore further the relationship between retention rates at Leaving Certificate level gnd
admission rates, by county, to higher education. Figure 3 presents a c_:r_osstabulatlon between admlﬁlﬁn
rates to higher education and estimated retention rates to Leaving Cemflcat_e Iev_ei. Fc_)r the purpose of tl |g
crosstabulation, both variables have been trichotomised with the nine counties with highest rates class!fl_e
as high, the next eight counties classified as medium, and the nine counties wnt‘h‘the lowest rates clas_sﬁ;c;d
as low. If there was a perfect relationship between the two variables, all counties would bg Io_cated in : e
celis on the diagonal. Thirteen of the counties were thus located. (In a comparable analysis in the earlier
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study only eight of the counties were located in the cells on the diagonal.)

it is observed from Figure 3 that six of the nine counties which had high retention rates to Leaving
Certificate level also had high rates of admission to higher education. Similarly, five of the nine counties
which had low retention rates to Leaving Certificate level also had low rates of admission to higher
education. The most interesting feature of Figure 3 is the identification of any county which deviates
markedly from the diagonal. Only one county, Wicklow, occupies this position in Figure 3 {17). It was
found that Wicklow had a high estimated retention rate to Leaving Certificate level, yet it was one of the
counties with a low rate of admission to higher education. Apart from Wickiow, each of the other counties
which is located off the diagonal exhibits a less marked discrepancy between the Leaving Certificate
retention rate and the admission rate to higher education. For five of these counties, their relative ranking
on admission rates is lower than their relative ranking on the retention rates. In contrast, for the seven
counties ieft of the diagonal, their relative admission rates to higher education are greater than their
relative retention rates to the Leaving Certificate level. It is of interest to note that each of this latter group
of counties has a locational advantage, having at least one local third-level college, while the counties
right of the diagonal, with the exception of Cork (and perhaps Roscommon), are relatively disadvantaged
vis-a-vis accessibility to a local third-level college. This analysis demonstrates how the interaction of
separate independent variables may help to account for differential county admission rates. A relatively
high retention rate to Leaving Certificate level would appear to be a necassary precondition for achieving
high third-level admission rates. However, if a county is locationally disadvantaged this potential may not
be realised; although, as the high admission rate for Mayo suggests, this disadvantage may be
neutralised by the operation of other factors.

Socio-economic variables

In contrast to the importance of the distance from college and retention to Leaving Certificate level, the
socio-economic variables included in the multi-variate analysis proved to be poor predictors of differential
county admission rates to higher education. Only one of these variables contributed significantly, at the .05
level, to the explained variance. It was found that the higher the proportion of a county's population
engaged in farming the higher was the female rate of admission to higher education in the university/NIHE
sector. In addition, female admission rates to the vocational/technological sector were influenced,
somewhat, by the proportion of a county’s population living in urban areas {negative relationship) and by a
county's income per capita (positive relationship).

While noting the poor predictive power of socio-econamic variables in this analysis, it is necessary to
avoid drawing false conclusions. What has been demonstrated is that, at the county level, aggregate
measures of the socio-economic variables included in this analysis do not account for much of the
inter-county variability in rates of admission to higher education. We cannot conclude from this analysis
that these socio-economic variables do not account for variability in rates of admission to higher
education. It is necessary to distinguish between inter-county variability and intra-county variabiiity.
Socio-economic variables may well account for most of the intra-county variability in admission rates.
Indeed; the different rates of admission from the different social groups, already reported in this study,
point strongly in this direction. However, the present multivariate analysis has not been concerned with
this level of analysis; its objective has been to attempt to explain inter-county variability in admission rates.

One of the variabies which was not included in the multivariate analysis, although it is closely related to
the socio-economic characteristics of the different counties, was the proportion of students who are in
receipt of financial aid (18). This variable is also strongly influenced by the differential availability of
different types of higher education. Table 27 shows the distribution of students by type of financial aid and
by county. The pattern revealed is one of considerable variability. Louth and Monaghan had the highest
percentage (58%) of new entrants in receipt of E.S.F. funding, while the percentage of new entrants in this
category was in excess of 50% in a further nine counties. Dublin had by far the lowest percentage (22%) of
new entrants with E.S.F. funding, the next lowest being Cork with 36% in this category. Kerry had the
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highest percentage (34%) of new entrants in receipt of local authority grants. The percentage of new

";‘! _ ‘ TABLE 27 entrants in receipt of local authority grants exceeded 30% in three other coupties_; Mayo, Qavgn and
[ Galway. Again Dublin had the lowest percentage (13.7%) in receipt of local authority grants, while Wicklow,
PISTRIBUTION OF REW EN'-II'-SI?I;\gli -;?NTIS;E\T_ i?tl;’ CATION BY COUNTY & BY Kildare and Meath also had very low percentages in this category.
The cumulative effect of these differentials in the percentages in receipt of both E.S.F. and local aut_honty
Type of Financial Aid l grants is reflected in the first column of Table 27 which shows the percentage of new entrants with no
' J financial aid. Predictably, Dublin represents the most signiticant depart‘u_re_ from the general pgttern. Mtzre
County Mone Grant ESF Other ToTAL - than 62% of new entrants from Dublin were without any financial aid. Wicklow (45%) and Knldra:re](m A)t
i j inanci ' ties with the lowes
2 . also had high percentages of new entrants without any financial  aid. The coun - " ve
o = . i o8 lhad 4? percentages of new entrants without financial aid were Roscommon and Cavan, both with 20%, Leitnm
Dublin 62.2 13.7 21.7 24 100 : (219%) and Donegal (23%).
Kildare 40.9 15.4 40.9 28 100 The great variability in the percentages of new'entrants \.yith different types of financial a_1d_reﬂect§ al
i : : complex interaction of factors. Variability on the supply side is obviously a maijor factor. Dublin is atyplc?
e %2 o8 238 >3 199 ; in having a very small number of short-cycle courses which qualify for ES_F funding. In contrast, the sugp;;
Laols 273 27.0 44.9 08 100 'z of ESF-funded courses is relatively high in those counties Y\lthh are ad]acentdtot 821 I[?]'gcth (eDr:) :gsos;:il:) negf
| demand side, variability in the occupational structure and in family incomes deter _ ;
e e 212 ik o8 19 | the relevant age cohort who gqualify on a means tested basis for a local authquty grant. Dnﬁergnnf’a‘l Ie\felshof
Louth 243 17.3 56.8 15 - 100 1 academic attainment by county may also be relevant in accounting for some of the var|ab|||tyf ;2 the
i percentages of new entrants who are in receipt of financial aid. What_e_ver the relevant str_ength o ese],‘
e ne o3 28 o2 10 | and other explanatory factors, it is probable that the differential availability and Fake-up of different forms o
Offaly 26.2 205 52.9 0.4 100 ' financial aid in a county is related to the pattern of social group inequality to which we now turm.
Westmeath 284 23,0 47.3 1.3 100 An exploration of inter-county differences in social group inequalities rleveals_a shift .a\l.vay.from ahconlcern
‘ with predictors towards a concern with possible consequences of differential parthlpatlon. It as ong
a— 22 = %2 2 10 been a central assumption of liberal educationalists and policy makers that the expansion of schc?(illn_g ctr;m
Wicklow 453 14.0 38.6 2.1 100 ! increase equality of opportunity. This concern with equality has bgen one of the factors __ushe Io 2:: 2;
' ' : ' increased educational provision. This view of educational expansion suggests ‘that as higher e\(fj >
- -2 22 2420 e 199 education are made available to a larger proportion of the pop_ulanon. inequality will be reduptT . Oue
Cork 37.2 25.1 36.2 15 100 ] present analysis addresses this issue, examining the relationship between the degree of social group
| ' i T issi igher education by county.
Kerry 245 34.2 402 1.1 100 inequality and rates of admission to high v - ty | f o gt
imeri it will be recalled that in our examination of the socio-economic status of new
Limarick 37 2.1 398 138 1% education a participation ratio was calculated for each socio-economic group which serv‘c,ed as a TﬁaSL;r:,
Tipperary 30 26.0 434 06 . 100 of the degree to which each social group was “over-represented”’ or under-repres.%r};ed n?‘r:t?:g be?wr:a -
i ificati erenti
entrants. In subsequent analysis a more truncated threefold classification was used al ing b
Waterford 23 218 442 10 100 higher socio-economic groups, lower socio-economic groups andlfarme_rs. Thls threefold classification V\trﬁ:
et 210 261 810 19 100 then used to assess whether the pattern of social group inequality varied by (;ounty. In eacglrti%c;]unot}/ thel
ay tegories was expressed as a prop
' percentage of new entrants from each of these ca . propc )
Gatway 24.4 30.1 435 20 100 ' percentage of children under the age of 15 years. This provided, for each county, a participation ratio from
Mave 247 323 42.2 08 100 'y the higher socio-economic groups, the lower socio-economic groups and the farmers social group.
Roscommen 201 28.7 512 ~ 100 % The results of this analysis are presented in Table 28. This table 3!'39 includes a _soz(:j:ot;ecccilicic:jl;r:c
' { inequality index calculated for the nori-farm population in each county. This index was deflve y g
- o = 23 - e b ’ icipati [ i io- [ by the participation ratio of the lower
‘ D the participation ratio of the higher socio-economic groups Dy 1 pa : O ol 1o higher
Cavan 20.3 30.1 49.2 04 100 : socio-economic groups. The index is a measure of the differential probability of being abml e | gwer
D education of a member of the higher socio-economic group as opposed to a member e o the
— — 2 222 10 L socio-economic group. For example, if we look at the situation in respg:ct .of' Co. Canflow we n:)oﬁ T
Monaghan 252 181 56.7 _ 100 participation ratio of the higher S0cio-economic group wae; :19? &gntfgggegggog:iisgr c?ups?.v gt
icipati i the lower s - -
] ' over-represented by a factor of two. The participation ratio o _ o
s = o =7 = = indicating that these groups were under-represented by a factor of more than two. Thulg.. t_hget)j(tf‘(ffg)ent
probability is in excess of four, indicated by a score of 4,17 on the socio-economic inequa ity ir .

i i of an
‘ Before examining some of the detailed distributions by county in Table 28, we report the result



TABLE 28

PARTICIPATION RATIO OF HIGHER SOCIO-ECONOMIC GROUPS’ LOWER SOCIO-
ECONOMIC GROUPS, FARMERS’ SOCIO-ECONOMIC GROUP & LEVEL OF NON
FARM SOCIO-ECONOMIC GROUP INEQUALITY, BY COUNTY

= Group Participation Ratios  Non-Farm Socio- | Farmers’ Socio-
County Higher Socio- Lower Socio- |Economic group [Economic group -
_Economic Economi¢ Inequality Par. Ratio
Carlow 1.96 0.47 4.17 1.59
Dublin 2.01 0.33 6.16 167
Kildare 158 0.49 3.23 2.0
Kilkenny 1.71 0.49 345 1.39
Laois 1.93 0.43 4.46 1.563
Longford 175 0.38 4.65 143
Louth 1.94 0.52 3.77 1.92
Meath 1.68 0.53 3.14 1.44
Offaly 2.19 0.44 501 1.60
Westmeath 1.50 0.49 3.05 1.31
Wexford 1.72 0.56 307 151
Wicklow 1.84 0.45 4.09 1.36
Clare 1.68 0.50 337 1.26
Cork 1.80 0.45 396 1.39
Kerry 1.65 0.492 337 1.37
Limerick 1.81 0.47 3.84 1.45
Tipperary 1.86 0.40 471 1.67
Waterford 2.35 0.40 5.91 -1.40
Galway 163 055 204 1.06
Leitrim 1.81 0.37 4.87 1.24
 Mayo 1.88 0.50 3.76 1.05
Roscommon t1.54 0.42 2.68 1.26
Sligo | 1.73 © 0.56 3.12 0.92
Cavan 176 0.48 3.60 1.17
Donegal 2.12 0.49 4.29 1.21
Monaghan 1.67 0.57 2.78 1.29
All Counties 1.82 0.43 4.23 1.45
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overall test of the relationship between the degree of non-farm socio-economic group inequality by county
and the rate of admission to higher education. The rate of socio-economic group inequality was negatively
correlated (r = -.26) with the county rate of admission to higher education. While this correlation is not
statistically significant we note that the directicn of the relationship is as predicted; there is a tendency for
counties with high rates of admission to higher education to have lower levels of socio-economic group
inequality among the non-farm population. '

This partial support for the proposition is well illustrated if we examine the detailed data in Table 28. The
most striking finding in this table is the high level of socio-economic group inequality evident in Dublin.
Here the participation ratio of the lower socio-economic groups is a mere .33 while the participation ratio of
the higher socio-economic groups is 2.01, vielding a score of 6.16 on the index of non-dfarm
socic-economic group inequality. This highest inequality score is matched by Dublin’s lowest rate of
admission to higher education. Similarly, Offaly, Laois and Donegal, all of which have a low participation
rate, manifest a high level of inequality. However, there are also many exceptions to this general trend;
Waterford, Leitrim, Tipperary and Longford have high levels of non- farm socio-economic group inequality,
although they have either high or medium rates of admission to higher education. Lowest levels of
non-farm socio-economic group inequality were found in Monaghan, Galway and Westmeath. Here again
the evidence is inconclusive; Galway and Westmeath are amongst the counties with highest admission
rates while Monaghan had a low admission rate.

The failure to find a more emphatic relationship between county rates of admission to higher education
and the level of nonfarm socio-economic group inequality should not deter us from considering the
serious implication of the findings reported in Table 28. The level of socio-economic group inequality in
Dublin requires particular attention when we consider that 29% of the country’s relevant age cohort are
found in Dublin. Thus, while this finding applies to only one county, simultaneously, it applies to more than
a quarter of the total age cohort in the country. An attempt to redress this marked. inequality in the Dublin
region will require policy initiatives on a broad front. One obvious initiative woutd be to create additional
places, especially on short cycle courses. The speedy development of the new RTCs in the Dublin area
must be a policy imperative. However, initiatives will also be required at first and second level where social
group inequalities first manifest themselves. It is relevant here to note that, on the basis of the estimates
derived for this study, Dublin shares with Donegal the distinction of having the lowest retention rate to
Leaving Certificate level.

In examining the relationship between socio-economic group disparities and the rate of admission to
higher education, it was not considered appropriate to correlate the participation ratio of the farming
socio-economic group with the county rates of admission. The inappropriateness of such a test is due to
the fact that the socio-economic group ‘farmer’ does not have the same connotations in each county. The
social class position of the average farmer in Co. Meath or Co. Kildare cannot be compared to that of the
average farmer in Co. Leitrim cr Co. Mayo. The sacial differences within the farming sector mirror the social
class differences which are evident between the other social groups. Indications of this intra-farmer group
variance are provided by the present data. The participation ratio of the farmer social group correlated
strongly (r = .60) with the income per capita of the agricultural workforce by county. This relationship is
clearly demonstrated in Table 30 where the lowest participation ratios of the farmer socio-economic group
were found in western counties and the highest ratios were found in eastern counties.

Prior academic attainment of new entrants

The final correlate of differential county admission rates to higher education which was examined in this
study was the level of prior academic attainment of new entrants. It is necessary to take this variable into
account in attempting any estimate of the potential for future expansion in higher education enrolment.
Specifically the question posed is whether the level of prior academic attainment of new entrants
decreases as the rate of admission rises. Some commentators have argued that as larger proportions of
the age cohort are enrolied in higher education this inevitably involves reaching down into the lower ability
bands to fill the quota of places. An adequate test of this proposition is not possible with the present data.
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TABLE 29

LEVEL OF PRIOR ACADEMIC ATTAINMENT OF NEW HIGHER

EDUCATION ENTRANTS BY COUNTY

I}Id.'of .Subjects with Grade C or Higﬁe: on Higher Level Papers

yl

11.6

0 1 | 2 3 4 5 6 7 | 8+

County % | % | % % % % % % %
Cariow - 41| 150 167! 128| 98| 85| 11.5| 103 13
Dublin 39| 70| 93| 130| 155| 170| 173] 136] 35
Kildare 99| 130| 15| 155| 1657 130| 119| 86| 08
Kilkenny 105 | 159 | 149 | 138 | 116 | 122 | 100 100 | 1.1
Laois 92 | 130| 100 | 139 | i09 | 147 | 181 | 97| 28
Longford 75| 127 | 150 | 179 | 150 | 110 | 127 | 64| 1.7
Louth 121 | 145 | 130 | 68| 110| 58| 143 | e4l 22
Meath 80| 148 | 179 | 131 | 162 | 114 | 84| 82 1.9
Offaly 77 | 123 | 132 | 166 | 149 | 106 | 128 | 98| 21
Westmeath 70| 132 | 168 | 145 | 121 | 104 | 109 | 121 | 34
Wexford 93 | 138 | 170 | 128 | 126 | 105 06 | 128 | 18
Wicklow 75 |- 104 | 157 | 167 | 149 ] 133 | 125 8.5 1.3
Clare " 88| 96| 137 | 166 | 125 141 | 131 | 109 | 08
Cork 44| 87| 115 | 128 | 137 | 146 | 159 | 158| 25
| kerry 57 | 102 | 130 | 134 | 157 | 120 | 148 ! 132'| 1.4
Limerick 95| 130 | 120 | 125 | 121 | 127 | 164 | 111 | 10
| Tipperary 98 | 108 | 141! 160 | 100 | 136 | 124 | 119 | 1.3
| Waterford 85| 111 | 143 | 155 | 165 | 129 | 115 | 81| 18
Galway - 45| 87| 165 | 158 | 158 | 124 | 127 | 96 | 4.9
Leitrim A5 | 122 | 154.| 147 | 192 | 109/ 86 | 15| 18
Mayo 63| 95| 129 | 153 | 168 | 134 | 11.3 | 11.0 | 35
Roscommon 70| 92| 169 | 180 | 134 | 116 | 120 81| 39
Sligo - 36| 118 | 165 | 196 | 149 | 113 | 80| 88| 55
Cavan 99 | 125 | 134 | 151 | 190 | 82| 116 | 86| 1.7
Donegal 95 14.8 16.1 19.6 15.6 109 7.2 5.2 1.2
Monaghan 68 | 179 | 179 | 149 | 115 | 115 | 94 89| 13
All Counties 6.6 10.4 13.0 144 14.4 134 13.7 25

For such a test we would need to know the distribution of ability and attainment level in each county in
addition to the information which we have on the level of prior academic attainment of higher education
entrants. ' S ‘ o

The absence of relevant data on this issue is not confined to the county level. The inadequacy of
national data on the overall level of attainment of those who sit the Leaving Cenrtificate each year was
commented upon in the report on the 1980 survey. The absence of this information reveals a major gap in
the available statistics published on the resuits of the Leaving Certificate Examination. While we know the
number of students taking each subject and the levels of attainment in each subject, it is not possible to
establish for all candidates the overall level of attainment. For example, it would be of significance to know
the number of students who achieve a minimum of five D’s on Ordinary Level papers or those whp achieve
twa or more C's on Higher Level papers. ‘ ‘

In the absence of adequate data at a national or regional level, the present analysis is limited to an
examination of the distribution of new entrants by level of prior academic attainment and by county (Table
29). In addition, to provide a summary measure of the relationship between academic attainment of new
entrants and admission rates, the proportion of new entrants in each county with less than two subjects at
Grade C or higher on higher level Leaving Certificate papers was correlated with higher education
admission rates. The resulting negative correlation (r = -.30) does not support the proposition that the
higher the admission rate in a county, the higher-the proportion of new entrants with less than two Grade
Cs or higher at entry. The balance -of evidence points in the opposite direction. This correlation is
considerably stronger (p = -.43) when controlling for the percentage of a county’s new entrants who
enrolled in the vocational/technological sector. This latier negative correlation stands in contrast to the
findings of the previous survey where a similar analysis yielded a positive correlation. of (r = .54). Thus,
contrary to the indications from the 1980 survey, there is much less evidence from the present survey that
the potential for future increases in enrolment from existing high admission rate counties is limited by the
number of students who would have at least the minimum entry requirements.

It is probable that, given the existing output from the second level system, this near saturation point may
be close to being reached in Co. Carlow which had the highest proportion of new entrants with less than
two Grade Cs or higher. However, as a close inspection of Table 29 reveals, the majority of the counties
with a high proportion of new entrants with less than two Grade Cs or higher presentiy have relatively low
levels of admission to higher education. The majority of these counties were aiso found to have low
retention rates to Leaving Certificate level, suggesting that the output of the second leve!l system may be a
limiting factor in providing more potential higher education entrants. Again, Dublin stands as the main
exception to the general pattern. While having the lowest admission rate to higher education, it also had
the lowest percentage of new entrants with less than two Grade C’s or higher. This suggests that, if we
assume that the distribution of students by level of attainment in the Leaving Certificate is broadly similar
for all counties, Dublin has the highest proportion of students with high levels of attainment who were not
admitted to higher education in 1986. This finding contributes to the volume of evidence documenting
Dublin's uniquely disadvantaged position in Irish higher education. :




_— CONCLUSION

The objective of this report has been to describe the pattern of participation in higher education in
Ireland. This final section summarises the main findings of the research. The report does not seek to make
any comprehensive recommendations for the future development of third-level education. The aim has
been to add significantly to the information base which informs decision-making. The contribution of
research to policy making is more diffuse and indirect than is frequently recognised. Weiss's description of
the enlightenment function of research for policy-making is apposite (20). Policy implications do not arise
directly from the findings of empirical research; value judgements will always influence the choice of policy.
Hence, while some of the implications which appear to emerge most clearly from the findings are
discussed, the reflections which are included in this concluding section are intended, merely, to facilitate
the formulation of a decision agenda rather than to prejudge any possible future options.

Summary

~ In Autumn 1986 there was a total of 17,159 new entrants to full-time higher education in the Republic of
Ireland. These students were distributed between 36 colleges where the number of new entrants ranged
from 28 to 2,661. Thirty-seven per cent of the new entrants were admitted to the university sector, 36% to
the Regional Technical Colleges, 13% to the Dublin Institute of Technology, 7% to the National Institutes of
Higher Education, 5% to the Colleges of Education with the remaining 2% divided between a group of five
other colleges. '

The number of new entrants in 19§6¢;ﬁms_agggm_@2f22§"kcwzfjﬁug_ﬂgﬂﬂmlEQnt. With the exception
of the Colleges of Education;, which show a decrease of 22%, all other major sectors have contributed to
the increase in enrolment. Howe@igggwmﬁim—uﬂjﬂmf@ehween 1980 and 1986 the
percentage increase in new entrants was 56% for the NIHES, 52% for the RTCs; - 40% for the DIT and 11%
forAhe universities. This differeitiatpararn of growth is leading to a significant restructuring of the higher
educat]qWﬂﬁmﬂ%@ﬂ@mWedumieﬁ"cohort.

Technology was the field of study with the largest percentage (25%) of new entrants. When enrolments
in Science and Agriculture were added to this, it emerged that 41% of new entrants were enrolled in the
combined fields of Science and Technology. Following Techrology, Commerce was the field of study
which-e Xt Targest percentage (22%) of new entrants With a furiier 16% of new entrants
enrolled in the Humanities. When the-distributiormofnew entrants by field of study in 1986 was compared
with that for 1980, it was found that there had been little change in the disciplinary balance in the period.

Males constituted a majority (52%) of new entrants. This gender differential in participation is anomatous
in view i icipation rates by females in the senior cycles of the post-primary . sector.
HWanicipaﬂon rates in higher Wﬁk&mﬂﬁiatgman those of males.
In"1980, 46% of new entrarnts were female compared 10 48% in the prasent study. Gender differentials by
field of study were considerably more marked than was the case for overall participation rates. Farty-per
cent.of male new entrants were enrolled in th&ﬂ@@i@@lww,
maKimg tHis the most sex-typed Tield of study. In contrast, females were disproportionately represented.in

Hotel, Catering and Tourism, Social Science, Education and Art and Design. T

— ——— ———————— e ——— T e

Forty-six per cent of new entrants were aged 18 at the time of entry; a further 34% were aged 17 while
13.5% were aged 19. These findings on the age of new entrants are significantly different from those of the
1980 study where the modal age of entry was 17, as opposed to 18 in this study. However, there was a
reduction in the percentage of students aged 20 or over; only 5.1% of the 1986 entry cohort were in this
age category compared to 7.8%of the 1980 entry cohort.

The analysi ia-economic status of new entrants revealed the continued existence of marked
social inequalities. More than 55% of new entrants_came_from five social groups (Higher Professional,
e —— e T e -

Lower Professional, Employers and Managers, Salaried Employees and Intermediate ‘Non-Manuaf)

!
|
|
|
;
1

although these groups constituted only-30%-of-the relgvant target population. In contrast, five other groups
(Other Non-Manual, Skilled, Semi-Skilled and Unskilled Manual and Other Agricultural) were seriously

" under-represented: 24% of entrants_came_from_these five_socio-economic groups, although these

groups constituted more than 55% of the relevant age cohort. The final socio-economic group, Farmers,

was significantly over-represented among new entrants to higher education. Aimost 21% of new entrants
came from this socio-economic group although this group. constitutes only 14% of the appropriate age
cohort. » :

These findings on the socio-economic group inequalities in participation in higher education are
consistent with all previous research on this topic. The pattern of sacial group disparities is broadly similar
to that found in respect of the 1980 new entry cohort. In particular, the consistency of the findings in
respect of the under-representation of the five lower socio-economic groups points to the stubborn
persistence of marked social inequalities. The participation ratio of these socio-economic groups was .43
in the present study compared to .40 in the 1980 study. However, a comparison between the findings of
the two studies does reveal some changes. The representation of the Farmers socio-economic group has
increased significantly at the expenses of the five higher socio-&conorhic groups. In 1980 the
representation of the Farmers group corresponded approximately to the proportionate size of this group in
the relevant age cohort; by 1986, the Farmers group was over-represented amongst new entrants to
higher education with a participation ratio of 1.45. The improvement in the participation ratio of the
Farmers group has resulted in a reduction in the participation ratio of the higher SOCi0-ecoNomic groups.
While these groups continue to be over-represented amongst new higher education entrants their
participation ratio has been reduced from 2.22 in 1980 {0 1.82 in 1986.

The social selectivity which was reflecz_e_mg_v______ﬁeranhawejgﬁoLpar_tigipatjpn in higher education was also
evident when we differentiated Between sectors and fields of study. In general, the more prestigious the
sector and-field-ef-study,-the-greater-the-sociatinequality in panicipation levels. Inequality between social
groups was_greatest within—tke university-seeter; students from-the-Higher Professional group, 'in
particular, were most highly represented here whils_sfudeifs-frem-werkingclass_backgrounds had their
lowest representation in this sector. The disparities Between social groups, in admission to university, were
most pronounced within the professional faculties. There were also large disparities between the social

groups in the patterns of enrolment in technological colleges and colleges of education. However, the
degree of inequality was considerably less in thesetwo sectors. Although still under-represented, students
from working class backgrounds constituted a significantly larger proportion of entrants-tethese colieges.

One of the innovativé features of this study was that information was collected on all new entrants to
establish if they were in receipt of financial aid. It emerged that 39% of new entrants were in receipt of ESF
funding, 22% were in receipt of a Higher Education Grant or Vocational Education Committee Scholarship,
while a further 1.5% were in receipt of “other funding”. Thirty-seven per cent of new entrants were not in
receipt of any funding. The pattern of funding varied significantly by type of higher education college. The
great majority (88%) of new entrants to the Regional Technical Colleges were in receipt of ESF funding,
while half of the new entrants to the Dublin Institute of Technology were also in receipt of this funding. The
percentage of new entrants in receipt of local authority grants was 52.5% in the NIHEs, 40% in the
Colleges of Education and 34% in the universities. Sixteen per cent of new. entrants to the DIT were in
receipt of grants as were 4% of new entrants to the RTCs.

An examination of the pattern of traquosupnmafy—te-lﬂg@ education revealed differences in

retention rates and transfer rates which were _to_the type of past-primary-sechool-attended. An

analysis of aggregate post-primary enfolment data for the years 1981/82 to 1985/86 suggested that 72% of
the first year post-primary enrolment in 1981/82 were still enrolled four years later. The retention rate over
the four-year period was almost 85% for secondary schools and 43% for Vocational schoois. It was
suggested that when account is taken of the increased incidence of repeat Leaving Certificate students
that these retention rates needed to be adjusted downwards. It was estimated that the true overall
retention rate was approximately 66%. Looking at the transfer rate from the Leaving Clertificate year 'to
higher education, it emerged that the 1986 higher education entrants constituted approximately one-th_lr_d
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of the 1985/86 Leaving Certificate enrolment. This er rate varied b *—9__‘3]; EE??'Q[imﬂfy_ECIIQOEJ
secondary schools had the higher transfer rates (35%), the rate of fee-pay[lﬂiewds_bﬂﬂg
45%. " T T e e e o

An analysis of the level of prior educational attainment of new entrants revealed a wide range of
attainment levels. Less than 8% of new entrants had no subject with a Grade C or higher on a Higher level
paper, while 2.5% had eight or more subjects with this level of attainment. The largest percentage {14%) of
new entrants had four subjects with Grade C or higher on a Higher level paper, while almost as many
students had three, five and six subjects with this level of attainment. Significant differences were evident
in the level of attainment of entrants to the different types of third-level college. New entrants to the NIHEs,
the universities and the Colleges of Education had the highest levels of attainment with the largest
percentage of their entrants having six or seven subjects with Grade C or higher on Higher level papers.
Significant differentials in attainment by field of study were also evident, especially in the universities,
where the highest levels of attainment were found in the professional faculties.

A comparison between the levels of prior academic attainment of the 1986 new entrants with those of
the 1980 cohort revealed a significant increase in the level of attainment. There was a reduction of 9% in
the percentage of new entrants with less than four subjects with Grade C or higher on a Higher level paper
and an increase of 9% in the percentage of students with six or more subjects with this level of attainment.
The increase in the level of prior academic attainment was especially notable in the case of new entrants
to the NIHEs and to the RTCs. '

One of the trends evident in recent years has been the increased incidence of students repeating the
Leaving Certificate in order to improve their competitive position. In the present study information was
sought on the number of years in which students sat the Leaving Certificate and/or Matriculation
Examination. It was found that, in all, 24% of new entrants had sat the Leaving Certificate and/or
Matriculation Examination in more than one year. The percentage of new entrants with examination resuits
for more than one year was highest in the DIT, the universities and the NIHEs. Within the university sector
Trinity College Dublin had the highest percentage (41%) of new entranits with examination results for more
than one year.

An important feature of this study is the comprehensive analysis of national and county participation
rates. Following the pattern established in the report on the 1980 study, the present report argues that the
most appropriate and most sensitive index of the participation rate in higher education is the rate of
admission, which is calculated on the basis of the flow of new entrants. It was found that the rate of
admission to higher education in the Republic of Ireland in 1986 was 25%. This represents a significant
increase when compared with the findings of the 1980 survey where the national rate of admission to
higher education was 20%.

Rates of admission varied significantly by county. Sligo and Kerry shared the hi g of admission
(35%), while TeitrirT 1 ISSion of 34%. The county with the lowest rate of admission was
Donegal (19%), followed by Dublin and Offaly, both with rates of 20%. Six of the nine counties with tr}e
lowest rates of admission were from Leinster, while the counties of Ulster make up the remaining thl_'eg in
this category. In contrast, with the exception of Donegal, all western counties have high rates of admission
to higher education.

The foregoing summary of variabiiity in rates of admission to higher education, by county, refers only to
students who enrolled in colleges in the Republic of Ireland. information was collected on students from
the Republic who were new entrants to full-time higher education in Northern Ireland. The.majority (84%) of
an estimated total of 151 new entrants from the Republic to colleges in Northern lreland enrolled at the
University of Uister. The largest percentage (39%) of these new entrants came from Donegal. When these
students were .combined with students attending colieges in the Republic the overall rate of admission for
Donegal was 22%. Thus, Donegal no longer had the lowest rate of admission. Dublin and Offaly shared
this distinction; cor{ggwmplmmamwmweautew.,.

' Having provided evidence of major disparities between counties in rates of admission to higher

70

education, an attempt was made to explain some of these. inter-county differences. Three groups of
variables were introduced as possible predictors of differential admission rates, these variables were
distance from the nearest college, pattern of educational participation at second-level and some .
socic-economic variables. One of the main results of the multivariate analysis was to confirm the finding of
the 1980 Survey about the importance of distance from-college-as & daterminant- of-variation in admission
r.:ggg;\. Distance from a university or NIHE and distance from a vocational/technological college was
n%]—’——\—m-ﬁ—/m gly assSociated with the rate of admission te-each of these sectors. This finding is illustrated by the
fact that all of the counties which had high rates of admission to the RTCs had a local college situated
either within the county or within a short commuting distance. Simiiarily, three of the four counties with
highest rates of admission to the university sector had a university located within the county. It was found
that in addition to influencing the overall admission rate, the accessibility of different forms of higher
education influenced the number of students enrolling in each sector. The evidence suggested that the
high rate of admission to technological education in many counties may be influenced as much by the
distance from a university centre as by the proximity of a technological college. '

A second major finding of the multivariate analysis was to establish the impbrtance of retention rate to
Leaving Certificate level as a predictor of the rate of admission to higher education. This variable
contributed significantly to the explained variance in male and female admission rates to both the
university/NIHE and the vocationaltechnological sectors. In the case of male admission rates, in both
sectors, it proved to be the most important predictor. This finding on the importance of retention rate to
Leaving Certificate level contrasts with that of the earlier study where the independent effect of this
variable was limited to the case of male university admission rates. :

In contrast to the importance of distance from college and retention to Leaving Certificate level, the
socio-economic variables included in the multivariate analysis proved to be poor predictors of differential
county admission rates to higher education. Only one of these variables contributed significantly to the

explained variance. It was—f igher the proportion county’s_population engaged in
farming the higher was the female rate of admission to higher education in the university/NIHE seeter It

was pointed out that the poor predictive power of the socio-economic variables included in this ‘analysis
represents only a failure to predict inter-county variability in admission rates; no conclusions are warranted
concerning the possible predictive power of these variables in explaining overall nationai rates or
intra-county variability in admission rates. : o

In addition to the variables included in the multivariate analysis three additional correlates of differential
county admission rates were also examined. A socio-economic inequality index was calculated for the
non-farm population in each county and this was correlated with the rate of admission to higher education. -
Although not statistically significant, there was a tendency for counties with high rates of admission to
higher education to have lower levels of socio-economic group inequality among the non-farm population.

In respect of inter-county variabiity in the level of prior academic attainment of new entrants, it was found

that counties which had higher levels of admission tended to have a lower proportion of new entrants with
a low level of prior academic attainment. This finding stands in contrast to that from the 1980 survey where
a similar analysis yielded a positive correlation.. Finally, the wide range of inter-county variability in the
percentage of new entrants with different types of financial aid was examined. . ‘ :

Some Implications

In considering some of the implications of the findings of the survey the first question Wh'ich ari_ses
concerns the extent of participation in higher education in Ireland: The-study documents the increasing

rate of admission.to_higher-edusation, The fact that by 1986 one-in—femaef—\he_agpm%agemcohon weht
on_to_some form-of-higher education, may be viewed-as-a-eonsiderable. achievement. AThough we lack

any systematic research on the strength of the social demand for higher education, the indicatiops are that
demand considerably exceeds the supply of places. The high; and constantly growing, retention rate to
the Leaving Certificate level will provide an increased pool of potential higher education’entrants. While we
lack the appropriate data on the overall level of attainment of Leaving Certificate cgndidates. the present
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to be that of increasing the post-primary cycle to six years in all schools.

in addition to the low modal age of new entrants, the pattern of admission to Irish higher education is
also marked by a very s sm_aLpetcentag__ MM@M&M_MF It has aiready been suggested

Under existing arrangements the sequentral relatronshrp between the completlon of second fevel and the
commencement of third level education is unduly rigid. Greatly increased access to higher education for
older students should be facilitated. Those who were not in a position to avail of higher education
immediately after leaving school should be given & second chanee—at—a later stage—Quite-apart from
egalitarian consrderatronmm age groups can be justified by economic
imperatives in an era of rapid technological and social change. Access to higher education should not be
aonce in a lifetime opportunity. Instead, the availability of programmes of study in higher education shouid
be seenas a communrty resource which can be utilised at different and recurrent intervals throughout the
life cycle.

It is likely that a large percentage of older students would wish to avail of higher education on a part-time
basis. In this context it is appropriate to stress the limited scope of this report which is confined to new
entrants to fulltime higher education. Some data on part—time students have been collected but they are
not reported here, However, it Is clear t higher educatio or i oped and,
indeed, und ed in Ireland. This reflects a serious structural imbalance in the higher educatton system:
Perhaps what is required is the dropping of the rigid distinction between part-time and full-time higher
education and a disaggregation of academic programmes of study giving students greater flexibility in
their study plans, allowing them to accumulate credits at a rate suited to their own circumstances and
consonant with their evolving career plans.

The final issue 10 be raised in this brief consideration of some of the implications of tha study concerns
the desired balance between short and long cycle higher education. In examining the distribution of new
entrants between the different higher education sectors, attention has been drawn to the significant

- restructuring of the higher education system. By 1986 almost half (49%) of the new entrants were admitted

to the vocational/technological sector where the majority of students took sub- degree level short cycle
courses. Furthermore, it is envisaged that the new Dublin colleges, when developed, will also offer mainly
short-cycle courses. There is little doubt but that these proposals correctly meet the needs of the Dublin
region. However, the question arises as to whether any additional places should also be in the short-cycle
sector. In this context, it is of interest to note that while other European countries have also seen a shift
towards short-cycle courses, the extent of restructuring appears to have gone further in Ireland than in
most other countries. With the exception of the Netherlands, Ireland now has the largest proportion of
higher education students taking sub-degree level courses (26). While the need for more short-cycle
courses in the Dublin area must be catered for, a renewed emphasis on the provision of more advanced
level courses for the country as a whole may be the next imperative. The expansion of the higher
education sector over recent decades has responded to the social and economic transformation of Irish
society. However, in the future the speed and complexity of technological change, with the consequential
social and cultural problems, will demand a higher-edueation system which will develop to an advanced
level the capacities and the sensibilities of cur people.
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APPENDIX A
Additional Tables

TABLE A1

DISTRIBUTION OF FULL-TIME STUDENTS, IN THE FIRST YEAR OF A
THIRD-LEVEL PROGRAMME IN 1986, WITH SOME PREVIOUS '

THIRD-LEVEL EDUCATION :

PREVIOUS THIRD-LEVEL COLLEGE TYPE BY PRESENT COLLEGE TYPE

Previous

Present College Type

Coilege  |UNIVER.| NIHE DIT RTC | COLLS. | OTHER | TOTAL
Type OF ED. COLLEGE
% % % % % % %

Same as
present )
college 61.9 50.0 45.6 50.0 23.8 26.7 b6.4
University 20.2 33.0 20.8 17.2 23.8 10.0 20.3
N{HE 8.4 2.3 3.4 6.6 4.8 3.3 7.1
DIT 3.0 34 8.7 7.3 0.0 10.0 4.4
RTC 3.2 5.7 74 13.1 28.6 20.0 6.1
Coll. of Ed. 0.5 3.4 0.7 0.7 ab 10.0 1.0
Other Irish
College 0.4 1.1 11.4 1.1 4.8 13.3 1.9
College Outside
the State 2.3 1.1 1.3 2.8 4.8 6.7 2.4
Previous
College
Unknown 0.0 0.0 0.7 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.3

% 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
TOTAL N 983 a8 149 274 21 30 1,545
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TABLE A7

TABLE A9

AGE AT OCTOBER 1, 1986 OF NEW ENTRANTS BY FIELD OF STUDY
' -IN NON HEA-DESIGNATED COLLEGES

DISTRIBUTION OF NEW HIGHER EDUCATION ENTRANTS TO
UNIVERSITIES, NIHEs AND COLLEGES OF EDUCATION BY
AVAILABILITY OF DATA ON SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS & BY FUNDING

Socio-Economic Status: Socio-Economic Status:
Funding Data Available Data Not Available
N % N %
Grant _ 2,518 33.9 516 63.3
Other 231 3.1 38 4.7
None 4,671 63.0 261 32.0
TOTAL 7,420 100 851 100

. =]
Field . :‘zj
of Study 3 . E' . g g
2 3 2 E'E @ n
2 | B c | 2 |E2 B &
g = 5 |« |o%lg 3
" w a 5 (€88 _| S| &
. o @ [1] - o
3 - o | O 5 |25 CPE| 5 | 5
Age s o b} 2 88|21 B [l
5 S| €| | E|E®|TE|l 8| & .
s 5|8 lc | E|28 88 3|5
S|&|8i< |8 |83z & & TOTAL
% % % | % % % % | % % N %
Under 17 years 1207|1105 |1b|08|09|09(1.9 87 0.9
17 years 33.0 |35.4 |34.5 [30.3 [39.4 [35.3 [27.6 [34.5 |13.6 | 3,145 |} 33.8
18 years 43.9 |145.3 [45.0 41.8 |41.2 [46.6 (494 449 476 | 4,219 | 454
19 years 14.7 13.6 [15.8 17.9 |12.7 [14.7 |15.6 [13.3 |16.8 | 1,360 | 14.6
20 years 412625351 33|16 |5656|1.9)|68 251 2.7
21 years 081104 24113|06|07]1.2]|39 96 1.0
22-25 years 1711207 28105|04]|02]24]|64 112 1.2
26-30 years 05 00| 010502 - 04 ] 3.2 22 0.2
31-40 years 02100| - |02 04)06 8 0.1
QOver 40 years - - - - - - - - 0.3 1 0.0
% 100} 100 100| 1001 100| 100{ 100( 100 100 - 100
TOTAL N 65812,005|1,222| b74| b51(2,781| 442( 760| 311 | 9,301 -

TABLE A8

DISTRIBUTION OF NEW ENTRANTS TO HIGHER EDUCATION BY
AVAILABILITY OF SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS DATA AND BY TYPE
OF POST-PRIMARY SCHOOL ATTENDED

Post-Primary

Socio-Economic Status:

Socio-Economic Status:

School Type Data Available Data Not Available
Fee Paying Secondary 9.8 5.2
Non-Fee Paying Secondary 68.5 68.7
Vocational 11.7 15.2
Comprehensive 24 23
Community 5.1 7.0
Other Non-Recognised 2.6 1.6

% 100 100
TOTAL N 14,226 2,342

84

85




0E . - 0oL | €€ - 0oL | €EE | €EL | L9l . £EL uouueyg

LS - - g0l | g8 oL a8 L1'8C | O0°L 9've - £'S "D
g9 - gy 29 L'E LL g€ClL | t'eZ | 8CL | 9FbE | " - 204 : ‘av's'1'a
LS - S¢ €6l | gclL | £9 q'e §Z1 | 0L £€cL | €5 orl piojmely
<6 - e L'#lL | €€ 137 e'f voE | L'l | L'kl - 'S ‘av'ION
: safiajjoy 1210
e | - - | ¥e - | ¥eL | e |eee |8yl | LE - | 962 s,elabuy g
8¢ - - T g ge 9'c L0l | 9€ 1L - £09 | . 3010
og T - geL ! g £E - EEL | £9¢ | O°0L - | £'9¢C s, Adepy 115
fard L'z ¥ ve G'LL | B6LE | V€ PLe | £'91 | 8P oo 06l 130 131y
06 - ¢ CEL | €C |99 L'9 ooE | L'LL ) g¢ L1 gee IlIH uolg
8l - VA 28l | L'f L'g (A Lol | 8¢l | ¥'L e g'le puowoy ]
e 80 S¢ 6’6 L'y L8 L'e 6rlL | 8¢l | L'¢ ¢l €6t ERORN
G6ve <l 80 (A (A1 ol | 9t er1 | 591 | 89 Al G'BC §,5011ed 15
’ uoneonp3 jo sebajjon
oLE 6l £l gLl | L9 9’6 0oL | 9lEe | OCL | OLL |90 89 alenbg Aolunop
LPE 90 L1 o6l ( L'8 GG 8's L1929 oLL | 0¢ L9l 122.15 EYBNIgG |EUIED
LVE L'l ¥l oLl L0118 ¥ L'6C | 9'F oL | ¥'L 0l sauIwyley 5
L6E o'l 0'¢c 9417 88 £8 §'e 6%¢¢ | L'é gLl | sc 8zl 183115 UlAa3]
Zov Gl og 6l | 99 Ll L9 6l | 0L L | 20 ool 188115 uoljog
N % % % % % % % % % % % ‘1'1ra
wioL | S| E EIZR|FFIE| 5|8 & |§28! ¢
= = = @ ] g g m = c o 3
2 £ = g |52 5 . T l2g| ¢ aBajjon
= 3 S 7 g2 3 s = < 5z
o a c = =a 3 = o @ =
2 = = 5 = g z @, a, =
s | 5§, =) 2 |2 | =] 8|8 3
2| E} 2| =5 |2 s 3| 2% -
.m. =3 z | & dnoig
B 8 i = = DIWOUDIF-01908
b = 2 -
[1-} w©

3937709 A9 NOILVYINA3 H3HODIH OL SINVHLNZ M3IN 40 SNLVLS JINONOI3-0100S

{P.1u0]) 0LV 379V.L

S0L 9'6 9 SclL | ¥ 9LL | 8¢ S0l | L6 0's oe 1's¢  pAoLiRIEA
ae 0C 0'¢ I'9L [ € L' e vl | £F L'e ¥e L' ¥t agjel]
cLE £l L'Z 95l | 99 £'9 9t Svl 1678 & 8’0 6 e : obi|g
[A) 4 Sl Sl ¥l | 679 ¥olL | §°¢ 8¢l | 60l | 69 gL 8¢ Auuay,q
8.9 9L [ CC L1'aL | L2 €9 L'e G591 | 69 B'S 8¢ LA , Aem ey
697 £c £y 6FC | €Ol | LV ¥e £8l | 99 St 1L Log diepung
clo ge 8¢ ¥'6l- ) 0°0L ) 69 'S il LYy 8L o¢ vie oD
LS L'l e Ove | VL 6'SG 6'¢ L'EL | 28 9'6 L0 0¢ce 10voo
LS5 Ll £c g6L | LOL | ¥9 L'y FAVA N V& 4 6'F L' L'GZ AO|JED
06v L. | ¥l L'SL | 579 19 6F L | 9L 5°E gL §'Ge auo|Y1y
. SO
6EF L0 Le 9Ll | 87 €¢l | 86 991 | €21 | 90l | O¢E L76G1 uligng
LLS €0 ot £'6 Sy gl | 28 £€El | 58 0’8 60 8'6¢ | PR
: S'A'H'I'N
or - - S°¢ 2 0’9 - §clL | 00l | 949 - . 1'STOH
L¥E €0 6'¢c L ¥8 | ¥¥L | E9 ¥l | 68 ¥8 | €0 £'8d LpoouAely
L10'L €0 e LS SZ FLll | L8 60 g€l | 962 | 90 0'6 ‘ado’L
158 | ¢0 Le 6’8 o'e LEL [ L9 el Lel | eel | ¥ g'se 00N ©
eLL’L S0 9¢ £6 g8t 6'Cl | 678 ¢9l | 96 LELTL ¥lLe 20N
#L0'2 L'0 £l L'z [ ZEL |Eg |80z |go0lL |92z |80 oel ‘aon
N % % % % % % % % % % % salsaRANIn
_ c » o o |25 » m | - T {o0o| = .
AN A NI AR R NI
= |lae &[22 |823| | 3| =% 2 || &
@ E = D @ (=3 =< - o e P -
= = = o S o m o = ~ 2o abajoo
= |8 |2 | 2|88 3| 2|8 |%g 55
£ |z |8 | |=®| 2|2 |¢&|& "¢t
5 13 | |28 |$|s|§8|¢]| &
= g S g | = 2 B = = 2 dnosq
9 = -3 2 |2 ] 31Wwou0s]
= = | 3 ] < :
) ] @ = 3 -0190§
ol E 3

3937709 A8 NOILYONA3 H3HDIH OL SLNVHLNI M3N 4O SNLv1isS JINONOI3-0130S

Oly 37149V1L




0z9'/ (574 80L £8€ 6vL’e| [Z¥ 69¥ 666 09’1 . oS N Iv1iolL
00l 001 001 00]) 0ol 0oL 00L | 00l 00l 0oL % .
9z L'e gL ol ¥'C G L'e L'l 7 E L'e | 5495100 [BNUEBY Pa||1S-1WRS
£ ge 'L 80 E¢C o Ll 9°¢ e 9 SJAXIOAN [BNUBIY PaIIXsUN
991 £81 96 651 gl 1'0¢ 9El 09l L'0¢C g'gc SIBIOM [BNUBY PB|[INS
§f L6 . v GG (7] 68 g/ oL 6L 84 SI3XIOAN [BNUBN-UON JaU10
[y E'A 98 L'E . L '8 L'l 59 L'L 87 51831004 (enuely-UON aleIpalliaiu]
Sv L't 8t A 6’7 9c 09 6t 6F v saaAodw3 poueles
a'8lL gLl G831l ¢'6¢ L'le avL ¥Fel €9l 691 L9l siabeuely pue siaAojdw3
S/ L it ¥'8 29 99 £01 66 £9 L9 |[EUO]SS8101d JaMoT
VL L8 L'ty ¥'3 89 gL ¢9l 9 oL 9L |EUOISS3]0.d 1ayBIY
L'l A L0 L€ £l 'l ec £ 0¢C 90 *000 fean}|NdLIBy JaLI0
8'ce A [AYAN £6! Lve £ie 8¢l gle 1'ze 26l siawied o
@
% 9% 9, 9, 9, o o, 9 o sdnoJn J1WoU0I3-01208
vioL | % g gz | g2 ¢ 2 g g &
3 c € = Qs 3 @ 3 3
@ o =2 o 3 - e 2 @ u
& = &'~ =0 2 ] = o
— = m o) b “ jr Qo -] —_ =]
@ | 8 s | g0 | 2| ¢ ol 2
£ E | wBE| 2 g & )
z & | §3| & 2 @
) e 52| 8 s | §
“3 a 5 Apmg
= jo pjatd
@
g
$3H37102 A3LVYNDISIA-¥YIH NON NI AQNLS 20 41314 A9 SLNVHLINI M3N 40 SNLV1S JINONOI3-0I30S

clv 371avL
€6£°0| LE | ZvL| 8 | €4 | 86E| I+ | /88 |60Z1i|64L |96 |£LL [8LL |8FL |00L |26 |8bL laviz| N IY10L
00L | 00L) O0L| OOL| OOL) OOL| OOL{OQL /OOl |00L {001l |00L | Q0L |00L {QoL |00l |00l |.oOL %
£0 - - - - - |20 (g0 |1l {20 80 - 140 oL - - 120 Slaylop
_ [ENUE}Y Pa|[13fsU N
Ve - -|ve (¥ 0L -|¥e |€T L)L (Ve |8 (T (L2 (0L (8¢ |¥S €2 S0
[enuEBly PajiIds Jweg
£g (L6 |G¢ - |89 |€G |86 [£6 [c0L6E |16 (L' €6 |0C |02 |1¥l|E8L|98 SI9YIOAL |ENUEIA PI|IXS
L' |CE |8¢C S YL e (Ve [8C |€¢€ (T¢ L8 |92 (9L (¥l |0V |€€ |y (§F SiaX1op
[enUB-UON Jayi0
reL [ vellsz |e9 (g6 |68 (LZLozL|geL|8s CRL|EGLGEL[LOLIOPLIEY [ 18 |EFL SIOMN [BNUELY
FUON 91BIpaLULaIL |
18 |S9 |0L (&% |L'P |E8 |86 |LL |98 (L9 |00L,Z0L(ZOL|L'8 (OGS (€% L'V 167 seaAo|dwz palejes
VL | L6 |66 (€8 |L'SLIE9L|VLL{CSL|vSL| g le(8 L 2 Lle|6LL|FoE|0ge| oL Lol L6l slabeuely
. pue sigAo|dwg
L'LL S L VL9 VSLEEL gL | L0LETLL|ETIL|E6 |9EL|(eY |88 |00l L1g|geL| oLl |EUOISS310.d JamoT]
1 LL - |C6 |80C|¥VLE|662|LLE|OBLICLL|LBZ|2CL)S8 |€6 |OLE|OLLLLPLIFL | L9L [euoissajolg Jaybiy
L'L ¥l e - 180 -1z |go |zl |21 |80 | L0 - - g Fe Lo 090 [eA3nauby JayiQ 3
/L1 | 8PS| L0G|SLE|CEC|EFL 6 |OBLOLL|GRL| L ZL(98L 88BC|L'8 [09L|tS |ZLE|L L siawnieq
aviol, % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % sdnoln
: _ J1WOU0IT-0I190§
2lesl 8| 2 5| =5 3 EEREREH AR AR
« |3 m EY a 5 T g 8 @ m = e |& m v ] =
& 12| 28| <] ® | & = a I=23 | 3 =] a | a |0
® |2 | < c =] @ o5 . » 3 8 3
W o = = 7] ER- w 20 3 =]
@ w wa| € o 3
o 3 =g & | @ °
g @ m.m 2 8, Apnis
s 3 23 = jo pai4
$39371703 A3 LVYNDISIA-VIH NI AQNLS 40 A1314 A8 SLINYHINI MIN 40 SNLVLS JINONOD33-0120S

LY 3719dvL




e TN

| "TABLE A13 TABLE A13 Cont'd.

|
DISTRIBUTION OF NEW ENTRANTS, BY TYPE OF FINANCIAL AID DISTRIBUTION OF NEW ENTRANTS, BY TYPE OF FINANCIAL
& BY COLLEGE AID & BY COLLEGE
i
Collage - Grant | ESF | Other | None TOTAL College- . Grant | ESF | Other | None TOTAL
o o D.L.T. % % % % % N
Universities % % % % N
- Bolton Street 13.6 58.3 0.2 28.0 100 472
UCD . 26.8 - 0.8 724 100 2,267 -
Kevin Street 26.3 18.5 0.8 54.3 100 475
Ucc -
! . 39.2 1.3 595 100 1,349 Rathmines 18.0 57.9 0.2 23.9. 100 423
uca 60.1 - | 34 | 365 | 100 | 946 Cathal Brugha Street 117 | 566 | 265 | 202 | 100 | 445
: TCD 24.7 - 28 | 725 100 | 1,122 Mountjoy Square 11.0 | 65.1 - 23.9 100 373
Maynooth & 2356 - 0.9 75.6 100 422 Colleges of Education _ ?
' RCS.I _ 73 o 73 85.4 100 41 St. Patrick’s 381 - 1.6 59.7 100 268
' M.I.C.E. 48.0 - 1.2 | 50.8 100 248
N.ILH.E.'s - :
Limerick ' 53.5 - 0.3 46.2 |. 100 636 Thomond 48.8 - 1756 33.7 100 166
Dublin 51.3 . 0.6 |481 | 100 | 489 Sion Hill 229 i i 771 100 | %
i - - 74. .
R.T.C.s Matfar Deti 0 26.0 100 b0O
Athlone - 3.7 | 906 | 02 55 | 100 615 Marino 38.7 ) - 613 100 | = 31
Carlow ] 8.3 ] 17 | 100 - c.I.C.E. 414 . . 586 | 100 | 29
St. Angelas 464 - - 53.6 100 28
Cork 4.2 87.8 1.0 7.0 100 810
. - Other Colleges :
Dundalk ' - 99.6 0.2 0.2 | 100 542 N.C.A.D. 2.8 . . 97.2 100 | 107
s Galway 58 | 813 | 041 | 128 | 100 | 744 Crawford - e85 | - 15 | 100 | 65
Letterkenny - 98.4 . 1.6 100 306 Dun Lacghaire 5.A.D. 94.6 - 5.4 100 74
COACT ‘ ' 66 | 877 0.2 55 | 100 635— College of Industrial Relations [ 8.1 - 59.7 32.3 100 62
; Shannon College of :
Sligo : 20 | 233 - 47 100 446 ' Hotel Management - - - 100.0 100 34
Tralee - 98.7 - 13 | 100 309
' Waterford 123 | 692 | 0.1 | 184 | 100 926
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TABLE A%b

TABLE A14
DISTRIBUTION OF NEW ENTRANTS TO HEA-DESIGNATED COLLEGES DISTRIBUTION OF NEW ENTRANTS TO NON-HEA DESIGNATED
BY FIELD OF STUDY AND TYPE OF FINANGIAL AID COLLEGES BY FIELD OF STUDY AND TYPE OF FINANCIAL AID
- Grant | E.S.F. | Other | None TOTAL
Grant | E.S.F. | Other | None TOTAL Field of Study o% B o % " " N
Field of Study - % % % % % N Construction Studies 9.0 | 753 . 15.7 100 656
Arts - - | 307 . 14 | 67.9 100 | 2,472 Goneral Engineering 50 1835 | 03 | 112 100 | 2,000
Education : 488 | - |175 |337 | 100 | 166 Science 80 | 794 | 01 | 126 | 100 | 1218
Art & Design 28 | - . |®872 | 100 | 107 Art & Design - 16 930 | - 54 | 100 | 570
Economic and Social Studies 10.6 - 3.1 86.3 100 160 Computer Studies 8.7 20.3 0.2 10.7 100 549
European Studies 58.5 - - 41.5 100 135 E’tﬂﬂggs Administrative & Secretarial 73 | 79.7 14 | 117 |+ 100 | 2,780
Social Science : 442 | - | %58 | 100 | 113 Hotel, Catering & Tourism 183 1336 | 04 |477 | 100 | 447
SEJ”J.”ZS“ nicstions & Information 42.3 . 51 |52.6 100 | 137 Education 37.6 - 59 | 965 100 | 750
Commerce 44.6 - 0.8 54_6 100 | 1,018 . General Studies 10.0 3.1 5.8 31.2 100 311
Law 28.7 . 05 |708 | 100 | 195 TOTAL - : i i ~__| 9.281
Science 415 - 1.7 1568 100 | 1,315
Engineering 440 - 15 54,5 100 950
i Architecture 31.7 - - 68.3 100 41
i Medicine 26.7 . 43 | 69.0 100 | 420 TABLE A16
i Dentistry 250 | - | 26 (724 1 100 | 76 DISTRIBUTION OF NEW ENTRANTS BY TYPE OF FINANCIAL
Veterinary Medicine 32.7 - - 67.3 100 49 _ AID AND BY SEX
Agricultural Science and .
Forestry _ 42 6 - - 57.4 100 148 Male Female TOTAL
Dairy Science w04 | - . |s76 | 100 | 33 Type of Financial Aid % % %
TOTAL - - - - - | 7535 | State Grant 205 23.2 218
E.S.F. . 42.4 36.2 39.4
i Other Financial Aid 1.5 _ 1.5 15
;i No Financial Aid : 35.5 39.1 37.3
% 100 100 100
i TOTAL N 8,752 8,064 16,816
o
I}
i
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P TABLE A19 (Cont'd) TABLE A20

i : .
i ~ DISTRIBUTION OF NEW ENTRANTS BY LEVEL OF PRIOR ACADEMIC FIELD OF STUDY OF NEW ENTRANTS TO HEA-DESIGNATED
College ' Number of Honours TOTAL Field of Study Number of Honours* TOTAL
0 1 2 3| 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
. Regional Tech %l % | % | %% | % | %l ow| % o N %l % | % | %[ % %] % | %% | K| % N
; [ Colleges | ' | Arts 0.1| 05| 9.2|20.1(28.8(|22.1|12.9| 52| 1.0| 0.2| - | 2,400
: Athlone 15.9127.01306] 1421 78 36l o8l - | - | . | . 604 . Education 32| 52| 45(22.1(21.4(105(136| 84| 1.9] - | - 154
Carlow _ 30.5/28.7,216|12.1| 54! 12| 04| 01l - . . 763 Art & Design 2.0|245(206|206|176| 49| 8.8} 1.0 - . - 102
: . Economic &
| Dundalk 20.6(25.8(24.21201| 7.1 1.3] 0.7| 0.2| - - - 538 Social Studies - - - - 4612911391219 53] - - 151
; Galway 7:2|128/236|275|165) 62 38| 1.6 0.7 - | - 734 | European Studies | - | - | 4.4[10.4(31.3[34.1[141] 52] 07| - |- | 135
; Letterkenny [27.9|34.8|19.3/10.2| 6.2| 1.6 - - - - - 305 _ Communications
CoACT Limerick |22.6(26.3(20.9/16.7| 6.7| 49| 11| 06| - | - | - 627 &Infor. Studies .| - | - | - | - | - 102/414]406| 78| - |- | 128
g ‘ Sligo 8.8/22.9|23.4|20.7.144| 52| 3.1 13| oz| - . 445 Commerce - - 0.1 1.3| 6.7(17.0136.3|34.0| 40| 06| - 1,016
\ - .
' Tralee 13.2(23.4|28.3|17.8,11.8| 3.3| 2.3 304 Law 06| - | - | - | - [ 16]316|54.9]104] 1.0) - 193
d Waterford C114.8/20.2|24.0|20.31125| 4.7| 25| 1.0 o086 Science 00| 0.1 10| 3.9|10.8122.3|29.0|26.8| 55| 0.7| - 1,316
. TOTAL 6,032 Engineering - 0.1]| 16| bb| 8.0]175|26.9|321] 64| 07| 02| 971
:I CO"E_Q&S of Educ. . . . Architecture 7.3(34.141.5|117.1 - - 41 ‘
i st. Patricks 10| 2612|311 0345 160 22! 07| - | 267 | Medicine 09| 06| - | 51| 2.8 6.2(16.1(505(15.4| 2.1| 0.2| 467 |
I M.|.C.E. . - . _ 3.2(13.2131.5/403(105| 1.2] - i 248 Dentistry - - - 91| 52| 26|22.116819| 78| 13| - 77
Thomond College| 2.6| 5.2| 4.6/22.2|216(196(137| 85| 20| - | - 153 Veterinary Med. | - -/- -/ - |- |- |- | 61663224 8.1 - 49
f 3 Sion Hill Colls. | 4.2| 84| 2.1(16.8(20.0(18.9(|21.1] 7.4| 14| - | - 95 - Agricultural |
! " Dei h o 20| 20 Science & Forestry - - - 4.7|27.7(30.4|203|1556| 0.7 0.7 - 148 -‘
| t . - . ' . ] _ . - ] . ‘ ;
i ater Dei Institute 16.0124.0122.0|122.0/10.0| .2.0 50 Dairy Science A - 112119120485 (12.1| 30| 3.01 - ; - 33
‘ St. M i - - - - .
1 - ary Marino | 16.1]16.1|16.1|45.2| 3.2] 3.2 31 ‘ TOTAL _ _ ~ _ _ - _ - - - - 7,485
; C.I.C.E. - - - |13.8|24.11276(27.6( 6.9 - - - 29
Al St Angela’s Sligo | - | 3.6[17.9(17.9(35.717.9| 3.6| 3.6 - - - 28 : "Honours = Grade C or higher attained on a higher
l! TOTAL 901 level paper,
' Other Colleges
National College . !
of Art & Design 2.0|1255|206|20.6(17.6| 3.9| 88| 1.0| - - - 102
| Crawfard College
I of Art & Design-Cork| 14.1(31.3|25,0|10.9(10.9| 7.8| - - - - - 64
‘ Dun Laoghaire Schaol
: of Art & Design 16.4131.3122.4|111.98| 75| 45! 8.0] - - - - G7
: li. College of industrial
‘| Relations - - - - 121.3(23.0/27.9|26.2| 16| - - 61
i Shannon College
4‘i ) of Hotel Management - 885|294 /265 8.8|2356| 29| - - - - 34
| TOTAL - - - - - - - - - - - 228
1
i
1l
I
' \‘ 98 o9




| I‘ TABLE A 21 TABLE A22

: 1! FIELD ‘QF STUDY OF NEW ENTRANTS TO NON-HEA DESI'GNATED PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS WITH LEAVING CERTIFICATE/ -
! COLLEGES BY LEVEL OF PRIOR ACADEMIC ATTAINMENT MATRICULATION EXAMINATION RESULTS FROM MORE THAN ONE
‘ ‘ . YEAR, BY COLLEGE '
Field of Study Number of Honours TOTAL
0 1 2 3 ) 5 6 7 8 9 10 ‘College % ITOTALN | College ‘ % [TOTALN
%% | % | % | % | %B|%|%B|%B|%B]| % N University Sector : Regional Technical Colleges
Construct. i . . - -
onstruct, Studies 232/24.9121.0)11.8] 8.9 61| 26| 1.2, 02 - 642 University College Dublin  [22.5| 2,262 | Athlone 19 608
G | Engi . . . . . . - .
eneral Engineer. | 25 3126.2\20.712.2(.79 42| 2.4 1.0| 01 1,960 University College Cork 22 1,343 Carlow 12 769
Sci 11.8|16.5|19. . . . . - — :
IEI’TCE 19.1(21.3(13.2| 83| 52| 41| 0.6/ 0.1 1,209 University College Galway |28 958 Cork _ 16 808
_ Art and Design 14.1728.1 123.1|18.0|10.1| 4.2 20| 04| - - - 545 Trinity College '
| Computer Studies |11.6 [20.0|21.3 [19.8(15.2| 7.8| 3.9| 04| 0.2| - | - 541 Dublin 41 | 1,201 | Dundalk 18 639
‘ Business, Admin- : . St. Patrick’s College ' E '
strative & Secre- Maynooth 35 395 | Galway 4 737
tarial Studies 8.5/16.1|121.8|21.1 (165 94| 46| 1.7| 0.1 0.0 - 2,740 Royal College of _
Hotel, Catering _ Surgeons in Ireland. 39 117 | Letterkenny 24 308
& Tourism 11.7|185(21.1[23.3|13.0) 92| 27| 02| 02| - | - 437 National I nstitutes for CoACT 14 629
. Higher Education
Education 07| 13| 23| 76154 /278|321 |11.1| 15| 0.3 - 748 Limerick 27 539 Sligo 22 393
. General Studies |22.2(19.9(14,6|16,5|13.8] 8.4| 44| 0.3 - - - 207 Dublin 27 479 Tralee 11 308
TOTAL _ i - - - - - - |- - - 1.9,119 Colleges of Education Waterford 18 922
'
' *Honours = Grade G or higher attained an St. Patrick’s Dromcondra 24 268 Other Colleges .
I a higher.level paper. ’ National Colle
5 ‘ ge of Art
| M.1.C.E. 8 248 ' & Design 22 105
h L. Crawford College of Art
‘ Thomond, Limerick 24.5 165 and Design, Cork 8 64
] ] Dun Laoghaire School
3 Sion Hill Colleges 24 96 of Art and Design 6 70
. i College of Industrial
Mater Dei Institute 30 50 Relations g 62
St. Mﬂry's, Marino 39 3l .Shannon Co”ege of
C.I.C.E. 17 20 Hotel Management 24 34
St. Angela’s, Sligo 14 28
Dublin Institute of
Tgchnology
i College of Technology
Bolton Street 26 450
| College of Technology
L Kevin Street 31 474
g College of Commerce
L 7 _ Rathmines 27 421
1 : Dublin College of Catering
Cathal Brugha Street 27 429
i : College of Marketing and
E ' ‘ _ , Design, Mountjoy Square | 32 347
i
e
100 101




TABLE A24

| TABLE A23
‘i PERCENTAGE OF NEW ENTRANTS WITH LEAVING CERTIFICATE/ PERCENTAGE OF NEW ENTRANTS WITH LEAVING CERTIFICATE/
1 MATRICULATION EXAMINATION RESULTS FROM MCRE THAN ONE MATRICULATION EXAMINATION RESULTS FROM MORE THAN ONE
\' " YEAR BY FIELD OF STUDY FOR HEA-DESIGNATED COLLEGES YEAR BY FIELD OF STUDY FOR NON-HEA DESIGNATED COLLEGES
Field of Study % N ' Field of Study % N
Arts 29 2433 : Construction Studies 22 645
A Education 25 155 General Engineering 19 1,976
‘- Art anc_i Design 22 106 Science 21 1,214
o Social Science 25 114 Art & Design 15 657
Economic & Social Studies 47 154 Computer Studies 20 - b4h
European Studies 33 135 Business, Administrative & Secretarial Studies 21 2,754
Communications & Information Studies 16 128 Hotel, Cateriﬁg & Tourism 23 439
Commerce 24 1,016 ’ Education 19 740
w Law 28 210 ‘ ‘ General Studies 28 208
135 : : Science 27 1,318 |
Engineering 23 973
Architecture 31 a2
Medicine 32 511
. Dentistry 38 77 TABLE A25
§‘; Veterinary Medicine 43 58 [ DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS BY LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT AND BY
i Agricultural Science & Forestry 29 150 NUMBER OF YEARS IN WHICH LEAVING CERTIFICATE/ :
‘ ‘ | Dairy Science ' 27 33 MATRICULATION EXAMINATIONS WERE TAKEN
LEAVING CERTIFICATE/MATRICULATION EXAMINATIONS .
Number of One Year More than One TOTAL |
R Honours* Year
] ! % % % N
‘ ' 0 834 16.6 100 : 1,091
)i 1 81.7 18.3 100 1,720
| 2 77.2 22.8 100 2,145
! 3 76.3 23.7 100 2,398
I 4 73.2 26.8 100 2,397
!| 5 73.6 26.4 100 2,253
] 6 75.7 24.3 100 2,280
s 7 79.7 20.3 100 1,919
I 8 70.4 29.6 - 100 368
| 9 40.4 59.6 100 47
: 10 333 66.7 100 3
4 S ‘ : TOTAL 76.7 23.3 100 16,621

* Honours = Grade C or higher attained
on a higher level paper.
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b TABLE A2/ | | APPENDIX B
[ i CORRELATION MATRIX OF PREDICTOR VARIABLES USED IN MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF INTER-COUNTY
' h VARIABILITY IN RATES OF ADMISSION TO HIGHER EDUCATION NOTES ON CLASSIFICATION OF FIELDS OF STUDY
: Predictor Variables 1] 2 |3 4|15 |6 718 19 10|11 ]|12)]13 |14 These notes provide information on the classification of fields of study as used in Tables 2, 3 and 4 in

the text. Since Table 2, the summary composite table, is based on an amalgamation of the categories

. 1. Distance f_rom Umvers"tv or N.I.H.E. : : 100] 37| B4 '07‘_'24 38| .56 |66 724|~.73~71| 35| 84 |78 used in Tables 3 and 4, the notes on classification for these tables are given in Sections A and B. Section
. 2. Distance from Technological College 1.00 | 30| .27 |29, 89| .67 -4B|-.39|-67|-.70|-.30| .42 |-.56 C contains notes on the composite field of study categories.
i | - . '
; } 3. Distance from College of Education 1.00 | .31 |-08B| .16 | 65 —.6047.41 _,'74 -70] .28 | 81 |-64 A. HEA Desi ted Colleges: |
: 4. Retention Rate to Leaving Certificate . ' ) . L .
‘ Year ‘ : - 100 | .15 | .01 | .56 |-.06 |67 —44 |-.40 |-.17 |-.01 |-.01 Arts includes Music, Philosophy and Celtic Studies in the universities, Divinity in TCD and Legal Science
i 5. Proportion of Post-Primary Enrolment : in UCG. :
- in Secondary Schools 1.00 |-61(-.07| .25 |-.08| .33 | .32 |-.37 |-.61| .33 L e Studies. Social Science and
. "B. Proportion of Post-Primary Enrolment E_c_ono 9 and Social Studies in TCD includes Business and Administrative Studies,
l in Vocational Scheols 1.00| .19 [-33[-.01|—40|—49] .11 | .34 |-.38 Political Science.
! 7. Proportion of Population engaged L . L .
/i in farming _ . 1.00 |-64 |-841-79|-87| .10 |-.55 |—66 European Studies includes Public Administration at NIHE,L. -
1 8. Praportion of population in higher : : Communications and Information Studies includes Languages and International Marketing and Applied
"'5 S0E072ronOmMIe groups 100 | 124 .62 | 69 1-.27 |-52] 84 Languages at NIHE,D and Library and Information Studies at UCD.
X 9. Praportion of population in lower - :
! _socic-economic groups 1.00| 58 | 64 | .32 |-.34 | .28 Commerce includes Computer Applications at NIHE,D.
1. Income per capita , 1.00 | .92 16 |-72 .70 Dairy Science includes Meat Science at UCC. First Year Dairy Science degree students at UCC are
1. Proportion of sopulation urban 100 | .03 -84 .73 included with other Science Students in first year.
12, Youth unemployment rate 1.00 | A48 —.34 . . .
| 13. Proportion of population who left Dentistry includes Dental Nursing at TCD. o
! school under 15 years 1.00 .67 Medicine includes Physiotherapy, Nursing Studies, Occupational Therapy and Remedial Linguistics.

14, Proportion of population with some

| third-feve! education _ 1.00 Science in TCD includes Pharmacy and Mathematical Scierce. .
| ; ' Engineering in TCD includes Computer Science and Management Science and Industrial Systems
1 : Studies.
‘ B. Non HEA-Designated C es:
‘ ‘ o . _ . General Studies includes courses in Child Care, Social Studies, Pre School Care, Home Maqagement,
5 ‘ ‘ . TABLE A28 ‘ : Communication Studies, Journalism, Public Relations, Legal Studies, Environmeqtal Managemgnt and
1 , - Music. All of these courses are reallocated to the different field of study categories in the composite table
; | DISTRIBUTION OF NEW ENTRANTS TO NATIONAL TEACHER TRAINING _ (see Section C below for details).
1 BY PROVINCE IN 1963 AND 1986 AND DISTRIBUTION OF ALL NEW ; . . . ; d of Studies
: ENTRANTS TO HIGHER EDUCATION IN 1986 - Business Administrative and Secretarial Studies: This category COIT]II?IHBS two NCEA Board of Stu
| i : ' categories viz. Business Studies and Administrative and Secreterial Studies.
] S - National Teacher Training* All Higher Education | . Science includes Dietetics and Nutrition and Ophthalmic Optics at Kevin St. College of Technology.
' 19 28 . ) . |
‘ ' %63 ! %6' 1?:26 C. Composite Field of Study Categories: ‘ F
i , Leinster 18.8 32.7 . 46,3 Humanities includes Arts and European Studies, from the HEA des@gnated Colleges and Journalism and
1. Munster ' 39.8 . 374 32.6 Music which were shown under General Studies for the Non HEA designated colleges.
‘ i‘ Connaught - 29.8 21.8 15.3 Agriculture includes Agricultural Science and Forestry, Dairy Science anc{ Veterinary Medicine fror_n the
| | Ulster (3 counties) - 11.7 8.1 5.7 HEA designated colleges and Agricultural Science from Waterford RTC which was shown under Science
r; TOTAL 10'0 10'0 10'0 for the Non HEA designated colleges. _ ;
s Medical Sciences includes Medicine and Dentistry from the HEA designateq colleges and Ophthaimic i
' 3 ' S o . Optics at Keven St. College of Technology which was classified under Science from the Non HEA
_ ’ * 1986 figure includes new entrants to St. Patrick’s, Mary Immaculate, Marino, Church of designated colleges.
| treland College and Froebel College, Sion Hill : . . . . . ; ‘ ; i d Communication and
li 1963 figures, which refer to lay students only, are taken from | nvestment in Education Social Science includes Social Science, Economic and Social StUQIeS an

{Veol. 2 {Appendices) p, 8).
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information Studies from the HEA designated Colleges and Communication Studies, Public Relations,
Social Studies, Child Care, Pre School Care and Home Management, all of which were classified under
General Studies for the Non HEA designated coileges.

Science includes Environmental Management at Cathal Brugha St. which was classified under General
Studies for the Non HEA designated colleges. '

Technology includes Engineering, Construction Studies and Architecture in all colleges and Computer
Studies in the Non HEA designated colleges and in TCD.

Law mcludes courses in Legal Studies at Letterkenny and Waterford RTCs which were classified under
General Studles for the Non HEA designated colleges. :
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APPENDIX C

NEW ENTRANTS FROM THE REPUBLIC OF IRELAND TO
- COLLEGES IN NORTHERN IRELAND

Each of the third-level colleges in Northern ireland was contacted to identify those_ new entrants from
the Republic of Ireland who were admitted as fulltime higher education students in Agtumn 1986. A
total of 208 students were identified, of whom 31 were known to have had some previous th|r_d-leve|
education. The distribution of these students between the different colleges was as f_ollows, with the
number who had previous third level education shown in. parentheses: Queen's University 48 .(31);
University of Ulster 147 (NA); St. Mary's College of Education 5 (2); Stranmillis College of Education 1
(0); North Waest College of Technology 5 (3); College of Technology, Belfast 2 (1). In respect of the 147
students who were admitted to the Unijversity of Ulster it was not possible to identify the number who
may have had previous third-level education. Taking account of the age distribu_gion qf these students
and the pattern which was identified in the other colleges, it is estimated that gpprox:mately 20_ of the
new entrants to the University of Ulster had previous third-level education. This le_aves an estmate_d
total of 151 students from the Republic of Ireland who were new entrants to higher education in
Northern Ireland Colleges.

Before examining the county of origin of these students and the impact onlovera_ll county adm.lSSIOI']
rates it is appropriate to take account of additional definitional problems wmch arise when looking at
courses in other higher education systems. This difficLity arose specifically in relation to new entrants
to the North West College of Technology whare in addition to the five students from the Republic who
are included in the overall total there were a further nine students from the Repubhc who were new
entrants on to Ordinary National Diploma level courses. These course are classified as non-advanced
further education courses in Northern Ireland and, thus, are not considered part of the higher educatso_n
sector. While the minimum academic attainment eligibility requirement for entry to _these courses is
lower than that demanded by the RTCs in the Republic it would appear that most, if not allt of the 9
students who entered these courses would have had a sufficiently high level of academllc attamrpent to
secure a place in an RTC in the Republic. However, these students are excluded from this analysis.

Table C1 shows the distribution of new entrants by county from the Republic of Ireland, into Nor‘thern
Ireland colleges. It has not been possible to separate out the estimated 20 stud(e_nt§ who had previous
third-level education. It was assumed that these students were proportionately distributed between the
counties, thus, in calculating the revised participation rates for each county thg number of new entrants
shown in Table B1 was adjusted downwards by 12%. It is clear from this table that the largest
percentage (39%) of new entrants from the Republic of Ireland into Northern Ir.eland colleges came
from Co. Donegal. A further 12% came from Monaghan with 9% each from Counties Louth and Dublin.
Table C1 also includes the revised participation ratio for each county where tht_a new entrants to
Northern Ireland colleges were combined with those from the colleges in the Republic. The mglus‘,[on of
the estimated 151 students from Northern Ireland Colleges does not substantially alter the national rate
of admission to higher education which remains at 25%. Similarly, the rate remains unchanged for 21 of
the 26 counties., However, the effect of including the new entrants at the Northern Ireland.co_lleges
raises the Donegal rate of admission to higher education from 19% to _22%. The rate of admlsspn .for
Monaghan rises by 2% to 26%. Louth, Roscommon and Leitrim also gain 1% in their rate of admission
to higher education.
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