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ACCESS AND BARRIERSTO POST-SECONDARY
EDUCATION: EVIDENCE FROM A LONGITUDINAL PISA DATASET

ABSTRACT

This paper exploits the longitudinal Youth in Tréios Survey, Cohort A (YITS-
A) to investigate access and barriers to post-skrgneducation (PSE) in
Canada. The paper first looks at how access byZ2dgés related to family
background characteristics, including family incoamsl parental education. The
effects of the latter are found to dominate tholéhe former. Attention is then
turned towards the 25 percent of youths who doagcoess PSE and the barriers
they face. Twenty-three percent of this group dtaae they had no aspirations for
PSE and 43 percent report they face no barriersiv€@sely, 22 percent (5.5
percent of all youths in our sample) claim thané&inces” constitute a barrier.
Further analysis suggests, however, that afforiabit an issue in only a
minority of those cases, suggesting that the ntgjofi those reporting financial
barriers simply do not perceive PSE to be of sigfitvalue to be worth pursuing.
Our general conclusion is that “cultural” factore ¢he principal determinants of
PSE participation in Canada.



|. Introduction

Public policy makers in Canada, like those all anerworld, share a strong interest in
post-secondary education (PSE) participation. s Tiiterest is motivated by the perception that
all countries will need highly educated workfortesompete internationally in the new
knowledge-based global economy. In this paperogad first on who goes to PSE in terms of
family characteristics, and then on the specificibes faced by those youth who do not access
PSE, and again how different barriers are relaiddrnily background. For policy purposes,
these findings can help us better understand pattdraccess, and point to policies that could
potentially improve access opportunities, includimgthose groups who are currently under-
represented in PSE.

Much of the research in the area of PSE acces®based on the effects of tuition fees,
family income, and other indicators and measurgkefffordability of PSE. This focus can be
at least partially attributed to the availabiliydatasets containing the relevant variables; ¢o th
conventional wisdom that related policy levers (glge regulation of tuition fees and the
provision of student financial aid) can play a rimiexpanding PSE opportunities; and to the
widespread attention financial barriers tend tgiven in the mainstream media.

The advent of the Youth in Transition Survey (YITBYwever, has allowed for an
unprecedented investigation of the factors thatrdahe access to PSE due to the rich student,
parent, and family background information it inahs¢the longitudinal nature of the dataset; and
its strong focus on education.

The first part of this paper investigates the wasiinancial and non-financial factors
related to PSE access, including family incomeeptl education, family type, visible minority
and immigrant status, language, and place of res@lrovince and urban/rural status). In the
second part, we focus on those youths who do riesad®SE. Using both descriptive and
modelling approaches, we investigate the variousdra students report for not attending PSE,
including those relating to their financial situatj academic preparation and performance, and
motivation, and explore the relationships betwédwsé reported barriers and students’ individual
and family characteristics.

Finally, in order to further probe the ambiguouséhcial situation” barrier, we relate

youths’ reported barriers to the reasons they fiveot having (or applying for) a student loan.
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We find that most of those who do not go to PSEchiding those who said they faced a
financial barrier — say they did not seek a studteamt because they didn’t need one. This leads
us to infer that affordability is only rarely theason students do not attend PSE — even among
those who cite a financial barrier (e.qg., sayirigtists too much”) — and that the main reasons
have to do with not seeing value in PSE. It iséhfastors which need to be targeted to increase
participation in PSE, among currently underreprésggroups in particular.

The following section of this paper contains a egwof the pertinent literature. Section
Il discusses the data and the methodology employiée empirical findings are presented in

Section IV. The concluding section reviews the nfeadings and discusses their implications.

Il. Literature

It is not the purpose of this section to conducbprehensive review of the literature
assessing the factors related to PSE participafldms has recently been done elsewhere within
a Canadian context (De Broucker, 2005; Junor areet)2004; Looker, 2001; Looker and
Lowe, 2001; Mueller, 2008a, 2008b), as well asAheerican context (Ehrenberg, 2004; Long
2005). Instead, we focus on the evolution of tteedture on access to PSE in Canada and
therefore situate the contribution of this paper.

As mentioned earlier, a good share of the Canagharinternational literature has
focused on the impact of financial variables suglfeaily income or tuition on access to PSE.
The accumulated evidence suggests that the deroaR&E is relatively price inelastic, and
although access does vary by measures of soci@stostatus (SES), it depends more on
family background characteristics such as pareatatation than it does on family income.
Also, evidence suggests that a lack of interest itesire for PSE is cited by most youths who
do not participate in PSE. Among youths who aterested in PSE, but have not accessed,
financing is a commonly reported barrier.

Overall, youths from families of higher SES, measiupy either family income or
parental education, are found to be more likelgadicipate in PSE, university in particular, are
more likely to complete their degrees, and take tese to finish (e.g., Andres and Adamuti-
Trache, 2008). Frenette (2005) and Drolet (200t) that the PSE attendance gap between
high- and low-income families is narrowed when egéls and universities are both considered
(by now a standard finding), but that students flomincome families are less likely to attend

either, especially university. That said, pareathlcation is found to be an even stronger



predictor of access to PSE compared to family ircemmany studies (e.g., Knighton and Mirza
2002, Drolet 2005, Rahman, et al. 2005, FinnieMoéller 2008a, 2008b and Turcotte, 2011).

Some studies have found that the positive educatibecomes of students from high SES
families are partially explained by the greaternaloand cultural capital they have been provided
(e.g., Childs, et al., 2010). Such capital potdlytincreases the expectations of high SES
students in terms of their educational and occopatiattainment and these expectations are
subsequently more likely to be fulfilled by thesedents (e.g., Andres, et al., 2007, Christofides,
et al., 2008,). Krahn and Andres (1999) providelevce that low SES high school students
have relatively lower education aspirations anddfoze are more likely to be streamed into non-
academic high school programs and hence less likedgcess and complete PSE.

Tomkowicz and Bushnik (2003) look at the pathwiaken by young people following
graduation from high school and confirm that attegdPSE right away, delaying entry into PSE,
or not entering PSE at all are correlated with fafackground, but also with high school
academic variablegrddressing the indirect channels through which pialenfluences work is
also the purpose of a paper by Finnie, LascelldsSaveetman (2005) which uses the 1991
School Leavers Survey (SLS) as well as its follggmt#u1995. The authors use a block recursive
regression technique whereby the indirect effett@nables (e.g., family income, family type,
etc.) are accounted for in a linear regression met&h also includes their direct effects. They
find that family background is related to PSE mpation both directly and also indirectly
through variables such as high school marks, d#guowards education, etc. Furthermore, the
direct effects are generally attenuated when tleent effects are included, and are strongest for
university attendance compared to other types & paticipation.

Not all Canadian studies on access to PSE inclutlert variables, but those that do find
that tuition fees matter little in comparison tbet variables. For example, Christofides, et al.
(2001) and Corak, et al. (2003) both use timeesattata and conclude that tuition generally has
little effect on PSE access overall. Junor anded$h004), Rivard and Raymond (2004)
Johnson and Rahmad (2005), Coelli (2009), and (&€D9), also document the relative
insignificance of tuition fees, yet Coelli (2009ppides evidence that tuition increases are likely
to have a larger impact on individuals from loweange families compared to others.

Many empirical studies on access to PSE have sdffeom data limitations of one sort
or another. For instance, researchers who doselangitudinal data lack an ability to relate
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early student experiences and family charactesistid®SE outcomes in any detail or with much
accuracy. Also, a lack of important control vakghin many studies can result in biased
coefficient estimates. For example, Finnie, Lapoand Lascelles (2004) use the 1991 SLS and
a cross section of the Youth in Transition Surv@ghort B (YITS-B), a longitudinal survey
which began in 2000 and which follows both studevite do and do not access PSE and
includes fairly extensive information on youthsckground characteristics. They find that
participation rates in the 1990s increased mostastestudents whose parents were highly
educated, though the increase may be partiallyaggyd by the fact that education is strongly
correlated with income, which was not controlled f@his correlation is particularly important
when considering PSE access in the 1990s, a pefi@gid tuition increases in most
jurisdictions throughout Canada.

Attempting to overcome the omitted variable biasbpem, Rivard and Raymond (2004)
address high school to PSE transitions using ti&Y8 along with other data sources used to
approximate measures of tuition and family earningjsey too find that entrance into PSE is not
particularly sensitive to either tuition or familycome. More important factors are parental
education and academic preparation, although trgyeahat increased returns to PSE, as well
as increased student loan amounts, were likely itapbin reducing the significance of income
and tuition variables.

The limitations of the YITS-B dataset (i.e., limdtbackground variables and unreliable
family income information) are improved upon wittetYouth in Transition Survey, Cohort A
(YITS-A) which follows youths from age 15 to 251 &ll cycles of the YITS-A, students
themselves are interviewed. In the first cyclegpgs and high school administrators are also
interviewed and provide valuable background infdramaabout the students.

Using the YITS-A, Frenette (2007, 2008) investigatdy those from lower income
families are less likely to go to university théwo$e from families with higher income. Students
from the top and bottom income quartiles are coexbadsing simple decomposition techniques,
the author finds that 96 percent of the particgpatiap between students from high and low
income families is explainable, with about 84 patage points due to observable characteristics
such as marks on standardized reading tests, biglokgrades, high school quality, etc., and

only about 12 percentage points related to selbited financial constraints. Of course, some of



these differences are endogenous to the model bstimgated and are positively related to SES
(e.g., high school grades).

Touching on the topic of barriers to PSE, Bowlby &dtcMullen (2002) use the YITS-B
and report that among 18- to 20-year-olds who lgaaduated from high school and not
accessed PSE, 49 percent reported that they hidrrers to receiving “as much education as
they wanted”, implying that either they had no veisto participate in PSE, or they saw no
barriers to accessing in the future. Among thbsé did report barriers, 36 percent reported
financial barriers, 7 percent reported academiddyar while smaller percentages of youths
reported motivational or other barriers. While ¥1&S-B asked students what might prevent
them from getting “as much education as they wah&,SLS, conducted in 1991 and 1995, and
the Post-Secondary Education Participation SurP&PS), conducted in 2002, asked youths
specifically for their reasons for not pursuing PSHhe results of these surveys show a relatively
greater proportion of students reporting acaderai@bles and a smaller proportion citing
financial barriers, yet consistently, “interest/mation” is the most common response (Foley,
2001; Finnie and Laporte, 2003). Foley (2001) dittsht parental education does not appear to
be strongly related to whether youths cite finahaiaacademic barriers but finds it does seem to
be related to interest/motivation.

This represents the point of departure for theesirpaper. We utilize the extensive
background information contained in the YITS-A tideess access to PSE in Canada but then go
a step further to scrutinize the specific reasodssiduals don’t go so that we may answer the
guestion: What is standing in students’ way of acimg their schooling aspirations?

Importantly, we relate the relevant answers torarehensive set of background variables.
With the use of regression techniques we analysediationship between youths’ family
backgrounds and their barriers to PSE in a marfaiias not been attempted in the previous
literature.

[11. Data and M ethodology
I111.1 The Youth in Transition Survey and the Dependant Variables

This paper uses data from Cohort A of the Youthiransition Survey (or “YITS-A").
The YITS-A is ideal for this application since d@lbws a representative sample of Canadian
high school students born in 1984 through theerlaigh school years and beyond. The

longitudinal aspect of the survey allows us to ex@nthe impact of a number of background
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characteristics on subsequent PSE outcomes anxglwre how youths’ anticipated barriers to
PSE evolve as they get older.

In March and April of 2000 (cycle 1), the YITS-Admn with the completion of a written
survey by those youth selected into the samplentigws were also conducted with the parents
of these students, and with officials of the highals they attended. The parental survey is
particularly important to this analysis becaugsardtvides accurate parental education and family
income information. Obtaining this informationetitly from parents provides a level of
accuracy that is not found in many other surveyglvrely on students’ responses for this
information?

The students themselves (although not their pamrgshool administrators) were
surveyed again in 2002, 2004, 2006, 2008 and 26jdes 2 through 6). We use the
respondents’ PSE status in the 2006 (cycle 4) suasehe optimal compromise between an
ability to identify participation in PSE (which ireases with age) and sample size (which
decreases with each subsequent cycle of the sarieyiis cycle of the survey, the young
people were 21 years of age (as of December 2@0& reference point for cycle 4), a point at
which they have made at least their initial choigkesut entering PSE.

All results shown below have been generated usiegveights constructed by Statistics
Canada for the YITS-A which are designed so thatstimples, and any analysis based on them
should reflect the underlying population of youtiribbin 1984 and thus age 15 and living in
Canada in December 1999. Although the YITS is suiltgeattrition, an analysis carried out by
the authors indicates that Statistics Canada’s kawgights appear to do a good job of
compensating for this attrition and related biasBEse first and fifth columns of Table 1 describe
the sample in terms of youth respondents’ familgkiggound characteristics.

[11.2 TheModels
This research builds on a multinomial regressiamiwork developed in earlier work

for investigating access to PSE and differencexaess across various background

! See Motte, et al. (2008) for a general descriptibine YITS.

2 The cycle 4 sample size permits a level of efficiein our estimations which is not permitted bgsé of the later
cycles.

3 Access rates change only moderately after agartlthestructure of access with respect to the variables included
in our models appears to change very little. Instoaur results would hold if individuals were folved over a
longer period of time.



characteristics (Finnie and Mueller, 2008a, 20@8199). In this approach, access is taken to be a
function of various background characteristics, an&y be expressed as follows:

Y =XfB1+p
where Y is a categorical variable with three outesnmdicating participation in college,
participation in university, or no PSE participatio This dependant variable represents whether
individuals enrolled in college or university atygmoint over the four cycles of the survey,
regardless of whether they continued in their stsidifter that. This is the standard definition of
access to PSE used in the literature; continuingp@uraduation and other aspects of persistence
are normally thought of as being a separate process

In the “barriers” analysis which follows, the mosléhke a similar form, but in this case
Y represents a categorical variable which indicatkesther individuals accessed PSE or, if they
did not, the specific barriers they cite.

In both types of models, X{s a vector of covariates that influencefy jncludes the
coefficients associated with; Xandp is the classical stochastic error term. In alksasve
present the average marginal effects, which cantbepreted in a very simple manner: the effect
of the explanatory variable in question on thedatkd outcome in percentage point differences.

We use a multinomial logit set-up to differentiateernative access outcomes. This
allows the regressors in our models to have diffeeffects on the different outcomes, while
allowing these processes to be related.

It should be emphasized that the barriers we inyast relate to what youthsport.
These may reflect subjective judgements, or whasthdent regards as an “acceptable” answer.
Some of the barriers cited by youths may not altagiply in reality. As an example, youths
may underestimate financial barriers to PSE if theynot aware of the full costs, while others
may overestimate their financial barriers withaut information of the amount of financial
support available to them. Indeed, Frenette arfltsBo (2011) recently reviewed the literature
on this topic and found that the cost of PSE idlyawerestimated by the public at large (and by
lower-income youth in particular), that the bersefite generally underestimated, and that
knowledge of available aid is limited.

* College participation includes attending a colle§@EGEP (Collége d'enseignement général et
professionnel), trade, or vocational diploma pragra
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V. Empirical Findings

1V.1 Descriptive Analysis of Accessto PSE

Table 1 shows the college, university and over8ERccess rates of males and females
possessing various individual and family backgrodmaracteristics. The table shows the well-
known phenomenon that PSE patrticipation is highefdmales than for males — 81.1 percent
versus 68.4 percent. This differential is drivertiioe higher university participation rates of
young women — 49.7 percent compared to 33.8 pefoentales; while college rates go more
moderately in the other direction — 34.6 percentiales and 31.4 percent for females.

Family income appears to be strongly related to p&HEcipation, and the relationship is
again driven by university participation, which ieases sharply with family income. A positive
relationship is also found between university as@sl parental education. In the following
section we revisit these relationships using aimutbial logit regression approach which allows
us to separate out the separate influence of thestactors.

Among males, and starting with college attendanoge;minorities are more likely to
access college than visible minorities, regardiéssymigrant status. Among females, non-
minorities born in Canada are the most likely toess college, visible minority immigrants and
visible minorities born in Canada access collegabaut the same rate, and non-minority
immigrants are the least likely to access collegecussing on university access, however, we
see very different trends — among both males amélfss, non-immigrant non-minorities are
much less likely to attend university than otherkile visible minorities go in much greater
numbers, whether they are immigrants or not.

Young people from two-parent families are much niikedy to attend PSE than those
from other types of families, almost entirely dodheir higher university participation rates.

The Maritime provinces and Ontario have particylarbh rates of PSE patrticipation
while university participation is particularly loamong Quebec students. Much of Ontario’s
high overall PSE patrticipation rate is owing to glieportion of young people attending college
rather than university, whereas for the Maritintfégh university participation rates explain the
high overall rates.

French-language minorities outside Quebec aremeaitly different from others in terms
of their PSE access patterns. Meanwhile, amongsn&inglish minorities in Quebec are much

more likely to access college than others; amongafes, they are more likely to access



university than others. These patterns are moreimgfal in a regression context, however,
when province is controlled for at the same tintet(gt Anglophones in Quebec are directly
compared to other Quebecois, for example).

Among both males and females, young people froranudveas are much more likely to
attend university than those from rural areas.
V.2 Multivariate Estimation of Accessto PSE

In this section we estimate multinomial models vehiedividuals are classified according

to whether they 1) do not access any PSE, 2) aecesdiege (including trade schools), or 3)
access university. The average marginal effecaaress to any form of PSE (i.e., colleme
university) can be computed by summing the averageinal effects associated with access to
college and university. The average marginal ¢&face additive in this way.

The results from the estimation are presented bieT2 Models 1 and 3 exclude
parental education from the explanatory variabAdsle models 2 and 4 include it. This allows
us to assess family income effects with parentatation first excluded, then included. In
general, the results in these tables are reflecfivkose already presented in the summary
statistics, although there are some differenceshyaf note.

University attendance is higher among youths fraghdr income families for both
males and females in both of the model specificatshown for males and females in Table 2.
However, in the model specifications where contfotgarental education are included (models
2 and 4), the income effects are greatly diminisiech what they are when parental education
is excluded (models 1 and 3).

To put the relative importance of these factors pe#rspective, a fall in family income
from the $50,000-$75,000 range (the reference grimughe $5,000-$25,000 range decreases
university participation by 8.1 percentage poimtsfémales, on average (as represented by the
average marginal effect of -.081 shown for the loilweome category in the table). By
comparison, having at least one parent with a Bgr@eincreases university participation by
31.1 percentage points compared to the referermgdhigh school graduates). Both income
and parental education effects are significantlgteel to access, university attendance in
particular, but it is parental education that dostas.

In the full model specifications (i.e., includingth family income and parental education

variables), being a visible minority has a strongipve effect on access to university, in



particular (as compared to being a non-minority-momigrant), whether the youth is an
immigrant or not, while the effect of being a nomarity immigrant is generally non-
significant. These relationships hold among botllesiand females.

Interestingly, although the simple descriptive tielaships described above indicate that
students from single parent families are lessyikelattend PSE than those from two-parent
families, once other factors are controlled fomilg type no longer appears to be an important
correlate of PSE attendance. Butlin (1999) arrates similar result.

Some of the general differences in participatidegdetween provinces continue to be
observed in the models — i.e., after taking intooanit the other factors controlled for (including
parental education and family income) — while attgisappear. Again focusing on models 2
and 4, we see that all provinces east of Alberegpet for Quebec, have significantly higher
university participation rates compared to Ontétfi@ omitted/comparison province). The
Atlantic Canada advantage in university participaiis significant, both statistically and
economically — males in Newfoundland and Labraftorexample, are about 12 percentage
points ahead of Ontario, while males from PEI &eé&rcentage points ahead in the full model
specification (model 2). Similar patterns are obseé for females from Atlantic Canada.

Meanwhile, males from Quebec are 9 percentage lEss likely to access university
than males from Ontario, while females from Quednec8 percentage points less likely to access
university. The positive effects associated wiisi&tchewan and Manitoba are more modest
than those associated with Atlantic Canada. Allvprces, excluding Quebec (where colleges
include CEGEPSs), have significantly lower collegetggipation rates compared to Ontario,
underlining the high college participation rateshiase provinces.

Both males and females from urban areas are leddy to attend college than their rural
counterparts, but more likely to attend universitiis is consistent with the distance from PSE
institutions hypothesis proposed by Frenette (20@#)ough this could also represent
neighbourhood or peer effects (e.g., cities hagadt proportions of more educated people,
which could be what the urban residence effecturapj.

The results of the above exercise are consistehtprvious findings from the growing
Canadian literature on access to colleges and s regarding the factors related to PSE
attendance. With this platform established, inrtbet section we investigate the barriers faced
by those young people whio not attend either university or college.
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V.3 Descriptive Analysis of barriersto PSE

In each cycle of the YITS-A, all youths are askbdwd the highest level of education
they hope to obtain, and are also asked if thexeay barriers that may prevent them from
obtaining that level of education and what any dvatiiers may be. Students are permitted to
choose more than one batrrier.

Table 3, which reflects our descriptive analysishef barriers cited by those who do not
attend PSE, shows that among all students in aonplgaat cycle 4 (when they are 21 years of
age), 75 percent have accessed PSE, and anothmrbetit have not accessed PSE but do not
have any aspirations to attend. For convenienceefee to all remaining individuals as “aspiring
students” — they have not accessed PSE but thegssxp goal of obtaining at least some PSE.

We observe that 10.7 percent of our entire sangaisists of individuals who aspire to
go to PSE, have not done so, but say they do netday barriers to obtaining their education
goals. For some of these individuals, accessirig A&y be only a matter of tinieOthers may
have chosen to say they have PSE aspirations {meehsocially acceptable response, in their
minds) even if they have no serious plans to furtheir education and have not thought of what
might stand in their way of doing so. We canngttsawhat extent this might be the case.

Survey respondents who indicate that they facadyarare questioned further about
whether one of those barriers is their “financitlaion (needs to work/costs too much)”. In
total, 5.5 percent of our sample consists of asgistudents who say that their financial situation
is a barrier preventing them from obtaining theiueation goals. Meanwhile, even smaller
proportions are aspiring students who cite academitivational or other barriefs.

The group of students who say that they aspireSt, But cite motivation as a barrier are
a curious group. They have signalled that theys#ee in PSE, and wish to attend, but do not
seem to be able to get around to doing so. Agarhaps this group contains individuals who

say they have PSE aspirations but have no serlaas o further their education.

® For reasons described above, our analysis foousesutcomes at cycle 4 when respondents are 2% yddr
Using cycle 6 information, when individuals are &g we find that 33 percent of these particulatviduals
access PSE by this age.

® The academic barriers group (i.e., “HS Gradesthim tables) includes youths who choose “Not ablgebinto
program/marks too low/not accepted” as a respoasthé survey question pertaining to their barrier§he
motivational barriers group includes the youths whoose “Not enough interest or motivation”. Tlileeo barriers
group includes those who choose other responsésasutVants to stay close to home”, “Caring for oshildren”,
“Own health”, or other responses.
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Males are more than twice as likely as femalestaancess PSE and have no PSE
aspirations at cycle 4 (8.1 versus 3.5 perceAt$o, having no PSE aspirations appears to be
negatively correlated with parental education ardify income. Individuals from two-parent
families are somewhat less likely to have no PStratsons. Meanwhile, compared to all other
provinces, Quebec has a large proportion of indiaisl in this category (10.6 percent).

Now focusing on the cited barriers, both familyante and parental education have an
inverse relationship with the probability of beiag aspiring student with financial barriers, as
would be expected. Non-minorities born in Cana@sadso slightly more likely to be in this
group, compared to immigrants and visible minasitiéndividuals from two-parent families are
slightly less likely than others to be aspiringdgtnts and say they have financial barriers.
Among provinces, Alberta has the largest proportibaspiring students who say they have
financial barriers (7.2 percent) while the Atlarficovinces and Ontario have particularly small
proportions (2.9 to 4.8 percent). Rural and uribaividuals are about equally likely to be
aspiring students and site their financial situats a barrier.

As already mentioned, very small proportions of ample are aspiring students who
cite academic, motivational or other barriers -vileg little room for variation among groups.

Table 4 is similar to Table 3, but shows rates agmamly those who do not access PSE
(as opposed to all students). Since these figusebreear transformations of the data in Table 3,
the patterns are the same as above, but presenaday that some may find more useful.

Figure 1 presents the evolution of barriers, folasand females separately, from cycle 2
when respondents are 17, to cycle 3 when they@rar finally to cycle 4 when they are 21.
The information shown in the graphs concerns th& Bércent of the males and 18.2 percent of
the females who do not access PSE by the age @h&bars of each cycle sum to those
percentages).For example, 16.7 percent of all males do nots€®SE by age 21 and say at
age 17 that they want to attend PSE but face niebsrFor both males and females, the
proportion of those claiming no barriers decreadightly from one cycle to the next. Over the

same period, the proportion of those claiming n& BSpirations increases marginally as does

" Appendix Tables 1 and 2 repeat the exercise ofeTab- only for males and females separately.

8 All students with missing information in any cyaee dropped; therefore the proportions who doagoess PSE
are close to, but not exactly the same as thosetezpin Table 1.
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the proportion of both males and females claimiveg financial barriers are at least one factor
prohibiting them from accessing PSE. Stated difféayeover the four-year period, there is a bit
of movement from claiming no barriers into havir@PSE aspirations as well as claiming that
financial barriers are more important. Still, axptle 4, only 5.5 percent of the total sample of
both males and females claim financial barrieratdsast one barrier to achieving their
education goals (as seen in Table 3).

Among both males and females, the proportion thes ¢Grades” as a barrier decreases
as they age. The other categories are small cyelés, and change relatively little over time.
V.4 Multivariate Estimation of Barriersto PSE

The barriers to PSE just described are now analyged) a series of multinomial logit

models. Table 5 presents the results of four sepanultinomial logit models, each of which
takes into account the five mutually exclusive outes that reflect the outcomes of interest.

In each model, the first three categories of th@eddant variable correspond to the first
three columns of Table 5, meaning that the per&phds accessed PSE, (2) has not accessed
PSE but has no PSE aspirations, or (3) has nossedd®SE, has PSE aspirations, but faces no
barriers.

The fourth category in each model then corresptmdse of the four specific barriers of
interest: financial, grades, motivation, and otfA¢re fifth, residual category represents youths
with barriers other than the one represented byaineh category, and thus varies across
models. Since the first three categories of thpeddant variable are the same in each of the
models (i.e., has accessed PSE, has no PSE asstdtas no barriers), the marginal effects
associated with these categories are the samelnneadel and are reported in columns 1
through 3 of Table 5.

The marginal effects shown in columns 4 throughe/ eonversely, taken from each of
the four separate models described above, andsexreow the explanatory variables are
related to the incidence of each of those spebditiers, treated in turn. The marginal effects
associated with the residual category associatddesich model have been omitted. Appendix
Tables 3 and 4 show the same estimates but forsraal® females separately.

° The use of four separate models rather than desimgltinomial logit model where each possible tearis
considered as a separate outcome is necessarysbegauths were permitted to choose more than oméeha
meaning that the categories are not mutually er@uss is required by a multinomial logit approach.
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The first column of Table 5 reflects the generatgras of PSE attendance, as described
above. Higher access rates are observed for fepfatedbose in families with higher levels of
parental education and (to a lesser degree) hfghely incomes, for visible minorities
(including both those who are Canadian-born andigrants), and so on.

Column 2 represents individuals who do not acc&is IBut say they have no aspiration
to do so, and shows results in the opposite doedaif those shown in the first column, although
the magnitudes of the effects are not as strorilgas in the first column. This makes sense as
all the other remaining columns capture those wilondt access PS&nd their reasons for not
doing so. So, of those who did not access PSE, saich@o aspirations (the second column),
some had aspirations but faced no barriers (thée dmlumn), and so on.

Similar results are found in column 3, representiage who say they aspired to PSE but
face no barriers — and make sense for the samen®abhat is to say, having higher levels of
parental education or family income increases thbability of an individual going to PSE and
reduces the probability of not going to PSE anldegzihaving no aspirations to do so (column 2)
or not going to PSE and simply not facing any leasricolumn 3).

Column 4, in turn, represents those who did naibg®SE at least in part because a
financial barrier was faced (recall that multipketiers could be listed). Interestingly, parental
education plays a significant role here: thatvgrewhile controlling for family income, having
higher levels of parental education is associatig avsignificantly lower likelihood of not
going to PSE due to a financial barrier.

Consider two families, both with the same incomedifferent levels of parental
education. The youth from the family with highar@ntal education is not only considerably
more likely to go to PSE, but is also consideradébg likely to say they didot go due to a
financial barrier. In other words, part of the @ashey go is that potential financial barriers
appear to be less of an issue.

In contrast, family income itself shows very littidationship with not accessing PSE due
to a financial barrier. Also interestingly, visibl@norities and immigrants are less likely to not
access PSE and say they face financial barriers.

We interpret this set of results regarding thedaoce of not going to PSE due to a
financial barrier as again indicating the impor&ot “cultural” influences on access to PSE.
Perhaps certain families (e.g., those with higheels of parental education or visible minorities)
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actually provide their children with more in theyat financial resources for PSE or,
alternatively, perhaps youth from such familieshdbperceive financial barriers where others
do, or otherwise see the value in PSE where otteersot. Tuition fees may, for example, seem
like a “barrier” to some (“it costs too much”), beignify a worthwhile investment to others if the
person is brought up in a family which puts highalue on formal education. Probing these
underlying factors, however, lies beyond the saaftéis paper.

The relative unimportance of the family income ahles may, at the same time, imply
that the student financial aid system is doingpitspretty well: not accessing PSE due to
financial barriers is only very weakly related &fily income. Those from Newfoundland and
Labrador, Prince Edward Island, and Nova Scotiaadi less likely to say they faced financial
barriers, as are Anglophones in Quebec (relativegancophone Quebecers), although again we
cannot say Iif this is a question of actual finanmesow the costs — and benefits — of PSE are
perceived.

The fifth column shows those who do not go to PB& ate their high school grades as
being a barrier, but the effects of the variabhetuded in the model are all small, reflecting in
large part the general unimportance of this bgrvaich is cited by only 0.8 of one percent of
the entire population as a barrier (Table 3), arfrcent of those who do not go to PSE (Table
4).

The sixth column shows those who do not go to R&Esay they lack motivation to do
So. Again, this is a relatively uncommon barriepresenting just 1.6 percent of the overall
population and 6.6 percent of those who do nobg®SE. The only clear influence here is,
again, parental education: those from higher pateaucation families are less likely to not go
to PSE and cite motivation as a barrier. That saldck of motivation is also captured by some
of the other categories, including simply not havi#SE aspirations (column 2) and not going to
PSE but facing no barriers (column 3).

V1.5 Financial Barriersand L oans

What room is there for public policy to increaseERfarticipation rates? Here we address
the specific question of how many PSE non-partiipanight go to PSE if a more extended and
more generous student loan system were put in pJBoe way to at least begin to get at this
issue is to focus on students who say they didjadb PSE because they faced a financial
barrier, as this is where loans would presumablehbeir principal effect.
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We have seen that relatively few PSE non-partidgaite financial barriers: just 22
percent of the 25 percent who do not access P3ESqgrercent of the general population — thus
comprising a possible upper bound on the incraaseadess rates that could be hoped for with a
more generous loan system. Still, that is a nomalrnumber of individuals, and one potentially
worthy of policy focus, especially given the lifeanging potential of PSE.

In considering how the student loan system couketethange, though, it is perhaps first
worth considering what exactly is meant by youtt®way they do not go to PSE because, in
particular, “it costs too much”. Most importanttijs response does not necessarily imply that
they cannoafford PSE (as it is often interpreted), and may insteditate that, at least in some
cases, they do not see the value in the schooling.

Saying PSE “costs too much” could thus be an isslaged to the perceived value of PSE
(including its rate of return, as economists li@ehink about these issues), rather than a
financing issue (or “liquidity constraint”), and@an system can potentially address the latter,
but not the former. Indeed, grants rather thandaaay be required to cause at least some
students to change their PSE decisions, and in sases, grants in excess of actual costs may in
fact be required®

Table 6 exploits the YITS by taking a closer lookree specific barriers to PSE youths
mention and relating these to the reasons youttesfgr not having a student loan. In particular,
we are interested in the reasons individuals wtefgiancial barriers to PSE give for not having
a student loan. We would expect reasons to thetedfe‘could not get a loan” to identify those
youth for whom affordability may indeed be the kssue and for whom the loan system did not
provide the money needed to access PSE. Convgtisete who give a financial reason for
non-participation in PSE but who say they couldéhaad a student loan but didn’t need one
may be considered as not facing an affordabilityibg and therefore represent individuals for
whom an expanded loan system would not likely lenanged their participation in PSE.

Table 6 indicates that a full 78.1 percent of thwbke cited financial barriers to PSE said
they did not have a student loan because theyatideed one, thus suggesting — by our
interpretation — that liquidity or credit constrsrfi.e., affordability) is the direct underlying

problem in only a clear minority of these casedekd, only 8.1 percent of the group citing

19 See Finnie (2005) for a discussion of the poténtia of grants and loans.
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financial barriers said they did not have a loacabse they could not get one or could not get
one of a sufficient amount to allow them to att&&E.

These are small numbers — especially when we réalthis is within the relatively
small group (i.e., 22 percent of non-participafswhom financial factors seem to be a factor
in their PSE non-participation. That said, thegecases where changes in the loan system could
potentially lead to improved access, but the oVanateases in PSE access rates that could be
expected as a result are likely small: a maximunsay, 8.1 percent (“couldn’t get a loan”) of
the 22 percent who cite financial barriers — ansl ¢ii the 25 percent that did not access PSE.
This amounts to less than one percent of the retex@uth age populatioft.

Some of those giving other (non-financial) reasonsot participating in PSE also say
they could not get a student loan, but the pergestare generally even smaller than for the
financial barrier group, and since they cite othariers or say they face no barriers at all, it
would seem to follow that an expanded loan systemldvlikely have little effect on their
behaviour. Overall, 4.1 percent of all PSE nonipgrants say they do not have a loan because
they could not get one. If getting a loan wouldaat change the access decisions of every one of
these individuals, we are looking at 4.1 percernthef25 percent that do not access PSE — or
about 1 percent of the relevant youth populatiohis-being perhaps the maximum (upper

bound) effect we would expect of a more generoudestt loan system.

V. Conclusions

This paper has addressed how the background clastics of Canadian youth are
related to participation in PSE in Canada. Infitgt part, we have modeled access to college
and university and related PSE access to a riely afrstudent background variables available in
the YITS-A dataset employed, including — in patécy- both family income and parental
education.

Parental education is the most important deterntiobaccess to PSE, with higher levels
of parental education tending to increase the gmtibathat an individual will attend university,
reduce (generally to a lesser degree) the probathitat he or she will attend college (as they go

to university instead). In other words, youth whpaeents have higher levels of education are i)

> Another 4.9 of those citing financial barriersRSE identify debt aversion reasons (“not willingotrrow”) as
the reason for not having a loan, and a final @@ent give other reasons. Alternative financirepsures (e.g.,
grants) could possibly increase these youths’ @pdtion rates — but this takes us beyond the iel@ans per se.
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more likely to go to PSE and ii) are more likelycttoose university over college. Family
income has a still-significant, but greatly redued@ct on access once parental education is
included in the model.

Urban residents have a high probability of attegdiniversity and again a lower
probability of attending college. Patterns in a&sce® university and college vary by region — the
Atlantic Provinces have the highest university jggraition rates while Ontario has the highest
college rates. Quebec, Alberta and British Colunsbiaw lower rates of overall PSE access.
Youths from mother- and father-only families do hate significantly different probabilities of
attending either college or university comparethttse from two-parent families once other
factors are controlled for. Immigrants and visibimorities generally are less likely to access
college and significantly much more likely to aczesiversity compared to non-minority
minorities born in Canada, with overall PSE papiition rates thus being considerably higher
for these groups.

While the first part of the paper addresses “whesjdo PSE, the second part asks the
more pertinent policy question: Who doesn’t go@®SE and why don’t they—what are the
specific barriers to PSE and how are these retatéte observable characteristics in the YITS?
If the goal of policy is to increase attendancthatcountry’s PSE institutions and equalise
schooling opportunities, these are the questiorskce- at least to start, with the next set of
guestions pertaining to how we can lower thesddrarand make opportunities more equal.

Although, by age 21, 75 percent of the individualsur sample attend PSE, 25 percent
do not. Of this latter group, 23.3 percent havéstated) aspirations for PSE — it would appear
they just don’t want to go. Another 42.7 percemt'&SE aspirants” but report that they face no
barriers to attending PSE (yet they have not gomlel)e 22 percent claim that finances are at
least one barrier to their entering PSE. Stat#drdntly, 5.5 percent of all the young people in
our sample have not accessed PSE, say they asgoe &and claim that “finances” represent at
least one barrier to accessing PSE. Even fewegrl@@oour sample have not accessed PSE, say
they aspire to go, and claim that low high schaablgs or lack of motivation are barriers. For
this reason, the following summarization does noti§ on these other barriers.

Moving beyond the descriptive statistics, we haweletied a set of five outcomes that
classify youths as those who (1) have accessed @pEave not accessed PSE but have no PSE
aspirations; (3) have not accessed PSE, have @#aspg&o do so, but report no barriers; (4) have
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not accessed PSE, have aspirations to do so, pad eegiven barrier (e.g., financing); (5) a
residual category for those who have not accesSé&d FPave aspirations to do so, and report
some other type of barrier. As each survey respoingas permitted to report multiple barriers
(i.e., barriers were not mutually exclusive), sepamodels for each of the specific barriers were
necessary. The results show that family incomepamental education (especially the latter) are
again — although now from this somewhat differezrspective — important determinants of
attending PSE and are also negatively related\tmbano PSE aspirations. There are also slight
negative relationships between both parental etugand family income and stating finances
as a barrier to attending PSE. The negative oglshiip associated with parental education,
controlling for family income, suggests that citifigancial barriers is more than simply a sign of
low levels of family resources. Parental educati@y be related to parents’ financial support
for PSE, or perhaps youths’ perception of thishervtalue in PSE- even after controlling for

family income.

To further address the issue of financial barrieestake a closer look at the reasons why
those individuals in our sample who claimed finahbarriers did not have a student loan.
Student loans are intended to relax any liquiditystraints students may have and are a key
policy tool to increase participation in PSE. Rkttt 5.5 percent of youth in the sample say
that their financial situation is a barrier to PSBf these, about 78 percent say that they do not
need a student loan. We interpret this result tamtbat the student loan system is functioning
relatively well, and that there are other “finadiarriers” at play here apart from the actual
affordability of schooling. For example, the la&ure suggests that some youths may have low
estimates of the future benefits of PSE, overesértiee costs, be unaware of the financing
options available, or otherwise simply do not sgéi@gent financial benefits of PSE relative to
the up-front costs. That is, “financial barrier® dot necessarily mean that the student cannot
afford the schooling, but that they do not see the value Hence, “it costs too much” may
mean “l don’t see the value in it” rather than ik have the money to go”. This is a very

important differentiation, with important policy phications.

We conclude that changes in the student loan systeid potentially lead to improved
access, but the overall increases in PSE accessthatt could be expected as a result are likely

small: perhaps a maximum of 8.1 percent (those wboldn’t get a loan”) of the 22 percent
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who had financial barriers of the 25 percent tlahdt access PSE — or perhaps less than one

percent of the entire youth population.

Importantly, the proportion of students who do actess PSE by age 21 and cite
financial barriers (5.5 percent of all youths)nsatler than the proportion of youths who hold no
PSE aspirations (5.8 percent) and the proportion eléim to have no barriers (10.7 percent). It
would seem to be that improving our understandinghty some individuals do not have PSE
aspirations — or if they do have aspirations antamoiers, have simply not attended —would be
useful for improving our policies for increasingip@pation in PSE overall, and equalising PSE

opportunities among youths from all backgrounds.

The findings of this paper do seem to imply thatrés a yawning gulf between the
empirics of access to PSE and political and pyi#iceptions of access which tend to overstate
the importance of financial barriers. Although fivel evidence that finances provide a barrier to
PSE for some youth, their numbers are relativelglsnMeanwhile, certain groups in Canada
continue to decry the effects of tuition on theessibility of PSE in Canada. While we can be
critical of these groups’ assertions, given thalerce of this paper and others, we must note that
we do not draw conclusions regarding the effectsiitibn levels on outcomes other than access
to PSE.Indeed, while tuition may only prevent PSE acceserag a small minority, student debt
levels may affect other life outcomes.

For policy purposes, this suggests that educatople about the true costs and benefits
of a post-secondary education and the detailseo$tindent loan system would likely yield better
results in terms of increased and more equal acatss, compared to tinkering with tuition
and/or the parameters of student aid programs.E&E be made, and kept, affordable, but the
most important access policy initiatives may welltbose which aim to change attitudes towards
PSE, and informing youths who do not see the vafl®SE as it is perceived by others from
different backgrounds. Trying to better understdmube attitudes, and identifying what policies
can help change them would seem to be a desirabtd goals for researchers and policy

makers alike.
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Table 1: Sample Description and Access to PSE (%)

Males Females
Dist. (100%) Coll. Univ. Any Dist. (100%) Coll. Univ. Any
Number of Observations 7,999 8,341
All 100.0 346 33.8 68.4 100.0 314 49.7 81.1
Family Income
$5,000 to $25,000 6.9 32.8 22.9 55.7 8.1 314 36.3 67.8
$25,000 to $50,000 24.4 34.1 26.1 60.2 27.0 36.9 37.0 73.9
$50,000 to $75,000 29.0 36.7 28.5 65.2 28.3 32.7 50.4 83.1
$75,000 to $100,000 24.3 34.4 41.1 75.5 21.8 28.3 56.3 84.5
$100,000 and up 15.4 33.0 49.1 82.1 14.8 22.8 70.1 93.0
Parental Education
Less Than HS 8.2 27.4 10.0 37.4 9.0 38.0 20.6 58.7
HS Completed 21.0 38.8 20.7 59.6 222 37.4 345 71.9
Some PSE 6.6 42.2 25.1 67.3 6.7 36.3 415 77.8
Trade/College 32.0 39.4 26.7 66.1 304 35.4 45.7 81.1
University- Below BA Degree 4.4 37.3 40.3 77.5 4.8 26.1 64.8 90.9
University- BA 18.9 29.7 53.8 83.4 17.4 234 715 94.9
University- Grad 8.7 18.0 73.8 91.8 9.5 11.9 84.3 96.2
Other/Unknown 0.1 ok i 0.0 0.1 bl i 0.0
Visible Minority/Immigrant Status
Non-Minority Born in Canada 85.8 35.0 31.2 66.2 84.1 325 46.6 79.1
Visible Minority Born in Canada 6.4 30.0 52.5 825 7.6 26.5 66.2 92.7
Non-Minority Immigrant 25 39.9 33.6 73.5 2.6 20.9 63.1 83.9
Visible Minority Immigrant 5.4 325 53.2 85.7 5.8 26.8 66.7 935
Family Type
Two Parents 83.7 34.8 35.3 70.1 81.9 30.2 51.9 82.1
Mother Only 121 33.2 27.4 60.7 14.4 36.0 40.6 76.7
Father Only 2.8 38.4 21.6 60.0 24 423 36.2 78.5
Other 15 29.7 22.1 51.8 13 38.0 334 713
HS Province
Newfoundland and Labrador 1.9 33.9 36.8 70.8 2.2 26.6 52.5 79.1
Prince Edward Island 0.5 22.7 49.0 71.7 0.6 20.2 62.7 82.8
Nova Scotia 3.2 24.8 47.0 71.8 3.3 20.1 63.2 83.3
New Brunswick 2.6 25.4 39.4 64.9 2.8 223 58.9 81.3
Quebec 23.3 41.1 22.6 63.6 225 38.9 384 77.3
Ontario 37.1 39.4 36.3 75.7 38.2 335 54.7 88.1
Manitoba 3.7 18.9 41.2 60.1 3.6 21.0 54.2 75.2
Saskatchewan 3.9 221 38.6 60.8 3.7 25.8 50.0 75.9
Alberta 10.6 28.2 32.5 60.7 10.1 29.0 43.8 72.9
British Columbia 133 27.9 38.9 66.8 13.1 25.1 51.3 76.4
French Minority Outside Quebec
French Minority Outside Quebec 25 38.5 325 71.1 3.1 314 49.6 81.0
All Others 97.5 345 33.8 68.4 96.9 323 52.7 85.1
English Minority in Quebec
English Minority in Quebec 21 45.4 30.6 76.0 1.7 314 49.6 81.0
All Others 97.9 34.4 33.9 68.3 98.3 34.7 54.8 89.4
HS Location
Rural 23.1 34.7 23.9 58.5 229 36.4 39.3 75.7
Urban 76.9 34.6 36.8 71.4 77.1 29.9 52.8 82.7

Note: *** indicates cells that are suppressed according to Statistics Canada’s rules regarding residual disclosure.



Table 2: Multinomial Logit Estimates of Access to College and University

Males Females
1 2 3 4
Coll. univ. Coll. univ. Coll. univ. Coll. univ.
Family Income ($50 000 to $75 000)
$5 000 to $25 000 -0.012  -0.086*** -0.004  -0.006 -0.019 -0.189*** -0.037  -0.081***
[0.034] [0.030] [0.035] [0.033] [0.032] [0.029] [0.031] [0.030]
$25 000 to $50 000 -0.013  -0.033* -0.014 0.013 0.047**  -0.156*** 0.028  -0.098**
[0.021] [0.020] [0.021] [0.019] [0.021] [0.020] [0.021] [0.020]
$75 000 to $100 000 -0.029  0.119% -0.003  0.052** -0.039*  0.054* -0.019 0.007
[0.021] [0.021] [0.022] [0.020] [0.021] [0.022] [0.021] [0.021]
$100 000 and up -0.044*  0.203*** 0.021  0.066*** -0.079*** (0.189*** -0.021  0.085**
[0.024] [0.025] [0.026] [0.024] [0.023] [0.024] [0.026] [0.025]
Parental Education (HS Completed)
Less Than HS -0.101%** -0.093*** 0.012 -0.125***
[0.032] [0.022] [0.032] [0.027]
Some PSE 0.045 0.026 0.010 0.038
[0.037] [0.029] [0.036] [0.035]
Trade/College 0.013  0.052*** -0.011  0.093**
[0.023] [0.020] [0.022] [0.022]
University-Below BA -0.036  0.187** -0.106*** 0.264***
[0.041] [0.042] [0.034] [0.036]
University-BA -0.088*** 0.288*** -0.114%** 0.311***
[0.024] [0.027] [0.023] [0.024]
University-Grad -0.198*** 0.482*** -0.215%** 0.417***
[0.025] [0.031] [0.024] [0.028]
Other/unknown -0.365**  0.140 0.391** -0.224*
[0.025] [0.220] [0.137] [0.119]
Visible Minority/Immigrant Status (Non-Minority Born in Canada)
Visible Minority Born in Canada -0.037  0.190*** -0.023  0.163*** -0.061**  0.195*** -0.048* 0.178**
[0.032] [0.034] [0.033] [0.031] [0.028] [0.029] [0.029] [0.029]
Non-Minority Immigrant 0.027 0.041 0.061 -0.044 -0.112**  0.157*** -0.083*  0.090*
[0.057] [0.052] [0.061] [0.044] [0.046] [0.052] [0.049] [0.048]
Visible Minority Immigrant -0.037  0.241% 0.001  0.173** -0.084**  (0.234*** -0.032  0.161**
[0.039] [0.041] [0.042] [0.042] [0.038] [0.038] [0.043] [0.043]
Family Type (Two parents)
Mother only -0.025 0.008 -0.017  -0.016 0.013 0.022 0.024 0.001
[0.027] [0.026] [0.027] [0.025] [0.025] [0.026] [0.025] [0.025]
Father only 0.032 -0.072 0.071  -0.080* 0.086 -0.063 0.092*  -0.072
[0.052] [0.045] [0.053] [0.041] [0.057] [0.056] [0.054] [0.052]
Other -0.044  -0.067 -0.034  -0.016 0.108  -0.151* 0.086  -0.128**
[0.066] [0.066] [0.066] [0.071] [0.072] [0.064] [0.070] [0.058]
HS Province (Ontario)
Newfoundland and Labrador -0.092%**  (0.142%** -0.085%** (0.123*** -0.137%*  0.141%** -0.131%** 0.130%**
[0.027] [0.030] [0.027] [0.029] [0.022] [0.026] [0.022] [0.025]
Prince Edward Island -0.191%** (0.231*** -0.178** (0.188*** -0.184%*+  (0,197*** -0.171%* 0.167***
[0.023] [0.029] [0.023] [0.027] [0.019] [0.024] [0.020] [0.025]
Nova Scotia -0.165%* (0.191*** -0.150%** 0.141*** -0.178**  0.190*** -0.165** 0.161***
[0.022] [0.027] [0.023] [0.026] [0.018] [0.023] [0.019] [0.023]
New Brunswick -0.174%**  (0.153*** -0.173** 0.141%+* -0.168*** 0.160*** -0.159%**  0.134***
[0.022] [0.027] [0.021] [0.026] [0.019] [0.024] [0.019] [0.023]
Quebec 0.009  -0.092% 0.015 -0.092** 0.026  -0.090** 0.030  -0.081***
[0.024] [0.018] [0.024] [0.018] [0.024] [0.022] [0.024] [0.022]
Manitoba -0.213** (0.105*** -0.208*** 0.099*** -0.153** 0.067** -0.152** 0.066**
[0.021] [0.027] [0.021] [0.026] [0.021] [0.028] [0.021] [0.026]
Saskatchewan -0.193***  (0.123*** -0.193** 0.101*** -0.118** 0.066** -0.118** 0.056**
[0.020] [0.027] [0.020] [0.025] [0.022] [0.026] [0.022] [0.025]
Alberta -0.118**  -0.017 -0.121** -0.011 -0.061** -0.083*** -0.065*** -0.074**
[0.023] [0.022] [0.022] [0.021] [0.024] [0.025] [0.024] [0.023]
British Columbia -0.114**  0.017 -0.115** -0.000 -0.096***  -0.021 -0.094***  -0.033
[0.024] [0.024] [0.024] [0.022] [0.023] [0.026] [0.023] [0.024]
Language Minority (Non-Language Minority)
English Minority In Quebec 0.041 0.059 0.049 0.033 -0.023  0.120*** 0.015 0.052
[0.040] [0.039] [0.039] [0.035] [0.036] [0.039] [0.039] [0.039]
French Minority Outside Quebec 0.051 -0.020 0.054 -0.020 0.024 0.014 0.024 0.022
[0.038] [0.034] [0.035] [0.031] [0.036] [0.035] [0.036] [0.034]
HS Location - Urban (Rural) -0.027  0.097** -0.017  0.068** -0.069*** 0.087*** -0.053*** 0.050***
[0.018] [0.017] [0.018] [0.016] [0.017] [0.018] [0.017] [0.017]
Observations 7916 7916 8260 8260

Notes: Average marginal effects are shown. Omitted categories are in parenthesis. Standard errors are in brackets. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1



Table 3: Barriers to PSE, All Students

Has not
Has Accessed Accessed
PSE PSE
Has no PSE Has PSE
Aspirations Aspirations
Has Barriers:
Has no Financial
Barriers Situation HS Grades Motivation Other
All 75.0 5.8 10.7 5.5 0.8 1.6 1.6
Gender
Male 68.8 8.1 14.6 5.5 1.1 2.0 1.0
Female 81.3 35 6.6 5.6 0.5 1.3 2.2
Family Income
$5,000 to $25,000 62.5 10.9 13.7 7.5 15 2.6 2.7
$25,000 to $50,000 67.6 8.3 11.9 8.0 1.0 2.2 2.3
$50,000 to $75,000 74.3 5.6 11.6 5.6 0.9 15 1.6
$75,000 to $100,000 80.0 35 9.9 4.2 il 1.7 1.3
$100,000 and up 87.6 3.1 6.4 1.8 i 0.5 0.3
Parental Education
Less Than HS 48.7 16.3 17.7 11.3 1.6 34 2.8
HS Completed 66.1 9.5 13.1 6.9 0.7 2.2 2.8
Some PSE 73.1 4.3 13.2 5.1 0.9 35 1.3
Trade/College 73.6 4.9 12.6 6.4 0.8 14 15
University- Below BA Degree 84.5 4.3 57 3.7 ok ok ok
University- BA 89.1 15 5.4 2.4 0.5 0.9 0.8
University- Grad 94.4 ok ok ok ok 0.2 ok
Other/Unknown 64.6
Visible Minority/Immigrant Status
Non-Minority Born in Canada 72.9 6.6 11.5 6.0 0.8 1.7 1.7
Visible Minority Born in Canada 88.1 15 5.5 3.3 il 0.9 0.8
Non-Minority Immigrant 78.8 ok 9.7 3.1 ok ok ok
Visible Minority Immigrant 89.7 il 4.9 25 il il il
Family Type
Two Parents 76.3 5.4 105 5.1 0.7 15 15
Mother Only 69.5 8.0 11.2 7.5 0.8 25 1.8
Father Only 69.0 9.3 12.6 6.7 il 1.6 1.6
Other 61.4 7.3 11.7 7.7 i 25 4.4
HS Province
Newfoundland and Labrador 75.4 35 15.7 2.9 ok 0.8 1.7
Prince Edward Island 77.6 55 10.9 2.9 il 1.0 2.2
Nova Scotia 77.6 55 10.4 4.0 0.6 1.2 14
New Brunswick 73.4 6.1 12.9 4.8 0.8 0.7 1.7
Quebec 70.4 10.6 9.7 6.4 1.0 1.9 1.4
Ontario 82.1 3.4 7.7 4.4 0.5 14 1.3
Manitoba 67.9 6.3 15.0 6.8 il 2.7 21
Saskatchewan 68.6 6.9 14.4 5.8 1.6 2.0 1.6
Alberta 67.4 6.3 15.6 7.2 1.0 21 1.9
British Columbia 72.2 4.2 13.6 6.5 0.9 14 2.4
French Minority Outside Quebec
French Minority Outside Quebec 74.9 59 10.7 55 ok 1.7 1.6
All Others 78.7 5.0 104 4.3 i 0.8 1.3
English Minority in Quebec
English Minority in Quebec 74.9 5.8 10.8 ok ok ok 1.6
All Others 82.1 7.3 5.8 i i i 2.0
HS Location
Rural 67.6 8.2 13.3 6.5 1.0 2.0 2.9
Urban 77.2 5.1 9.9 5.2 0.7 15 1.2

Notes: *** indicates cells that are suppressed according to Statistics Canada’s rules regarding residual disclosure. Aspirations and barriers are those reported in cycle 4
(i.e., at age 21). Some totals are different than those reported earlier since only those who responded to the aspirations and barriers questions are included here.



Table 4: Barriers to PSE, Individuals Who Have Not Accessed PSE by Age 21

Has not
Has not Accessed
Accessed PSE PSE
Has no PSE Has PSE
% of total Aspirations Aspirations
Has Barriers:
Has no Financial
Barriers Situation HS Grades Motivation Other
All 25.0 23.3 42.7 22.0 3.1 6.6 6.4
Gender
Male 31.2 26.0 46.9 175 3.5 6.4 3.1
Female 18.7 18.9 35.5 29.8 25 7.0 11.9
Family Income
$5,000 to $25,000 375 29.0 36.6 19.9 4.0 7.0 7.1
$25,000 to $50,000 324 25.6 36.9 24.8 3.2 6.8 7.1
$50,000 to $75,000 25.7 21.9 45.1 21.7 3.3 5.7 6.4
$75,000 to $100,000 20.0 17.4 49.6 21.1 il 8.4 6.4
$100,000 and up 12.4 25.0 51.6 148 i 4.2 2.7
Parental Education
Less Than HS 51.3 317 34.4 21.9 3.2 6.6 5.4
HS Completed 33.9 28.0 38.6 20.5 2.1 6.6 8.2
Some PSE 26.9 15.9 48.9 18.9 3.3 13.0 4.9
Trade/College 26.4 18.7 47.7 24.3 3.0 5.4 5.7
University- Below BA Degree 15.5 27.6 36.7 23.7 6.1 ok
University- BA 10.9 13.9 49.0 22.4 4.3 8.1 7.2
University- Grad 5.6 11.1 ok 18.5 ok 4.2 ok
Other/Unknown 354
Visible Minority/Immigrant Status
Non-Minority Born in Canada 27.1 24.2 42.3 22.0 3.1 6.3 6.4
Visible Minority Born in Canada 11.9 125 46.7 27.9 il 7.6 6.5
Non-Minority Immigrant 21.2 ok 45.6 14.7 ok ok ok
Visible Minority Immigrant 10.3 il 475 24.1 il il il
Family Type
Two Parents 23.7 22.6 44.3 21.6 2.8 6.3 6.4
Mother Only 30.5 26.1 36.8 245 2.7 8.2 6.0
Father Only 31.0 30.1 40.5 21.6 ok 53 5.2
Other 38.6 18.8 30.4 19.8 i 6.6 11.3
HS Province
Newfoundland and Labrador 24.6 143 63.7 11.6 ok 3.4 6.7
Prince Edward Island 22.4 24.6 48.4 12.9 il 43 9.7
Nova Scotia 22.4 24.7 46.4 17.7 2.9 55 6.1
New Brunswick 26.6 22.8 48.4 18.2 2.9 25 6.4
Quebec 29.6 35.6 32.7 215 35 6.5 4.9
Ontario 17.9 18.9 42.8 245 2.9 8.1 7.1
Manitoba 32.1 19.5 46.9 21.3 0.9 8.4 6.4
Saskatchewan 314 21.9 45.9 18.6 5.0 6.5 5.1
Alberta 32.6 194 47.9 22.0 3.1 6.4 5.7
British Columbia 27.8 15.0 48.8 23.3 3.2 5.0 8.6
French Minority Outside Quebec
French Minority Outside Quebec 25.1 23.3 42.5 221 ok 6.6 6.4
All Others 21.3 23.4 48.8 20.2 i 3.6 6.2
English Minority in Quebec
English Minority in Quebec 25.1 23.1 42.8 ok ok ok 6.3
All Others 17.9 40.8 325 i i i 11.2
HS Location
Rural 324 25.3 41.1 20.1 3.2 6.2 8.9
Urban 22.8 225 43.3 22.9 3.1 6.8 5.3

Notes: * These columns do not sum to 100 exactly as students were permitted to choose more than one barrier. *** indicate cells that are suppressed according to
Statistics Canada’s rules regarding residual disclosure. Aspirations and barriers are those reported in cycle 4 (i.e., at age 21).



Table 5: Multinomial Logit Estimates of Barriers to PSE, All Students

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Has not
Has Accessed Accessed
PSE PSE
Has no PSE Has PSE
Aspirations Aspirations
Has Barriers:
Has no Financial
Barriers Situation HS Grades Motivation Other
Female (Male) 0.129%** -0.048*** -0.080*** 0.000 -0.006*** -0.007*** 0.012%**
[0.008] [0.003] [0.004] [0.005] [0.001] [0.002] [0.004]
Family Income ($50 000 to $75 000)
$5 000 to $25 000 -0.060*** 0.026* 0.010 0.009 0.005 0.004 0.009
[0.021] [0.014] [0.015] [0.013] [0.006] [0.008] [0.007]
$25 000 to $50 000 -0.035%** 0.012 -0.003 0.017** 0.002 0.005 0.005
[0.013] [0.008] [0.009] [0.009] [0.003] [0.005] [0.005]
$75 000 to $100 000 0.021 -0.010 -0.002 -0.007 -0.006*** 0.006 -0.001
[0.013] [0.008] [0.010] [0.007] [0.001] [0.006] [0.004]
$100 000 and up 0.070*** -0.001 -0.024** -0.029%** -0.002 -0.008** -0.011%**
[0.014] [0.010] [0.010] [0.006] [0.003] [0.004] [0.003]
Parental Education (HS Completed)
Less Than HS -0.144*** 0.048*** 0.048** 0.037** 0.005 0.011 -0.003
[0.023] [0.018] [0.019] [0.015] [0.004] [0.009] [0.006]
Some PSE 0.062*** -0.044*** -0.009 -0.011 0.003 0.013 -0.013***
[0.022] [0.010] [0.016] [0.010] [0.004] [0.012] [0.004]
Trade/College 0.073*** -0.041%** -0.016 0.001 0.001 -0.007* -0.011%**
[0.013] [0.006] [0.010] [0.008] [0.002] [0.004] [0.003]
University-Below BA 0.152%** -0.042*** -0.070*** -0.019* 0.006 -0.018*** -0.018***
[0.021] [0.013] [0.012] [0.012] [0.008] [0.002] [0.005]
University-BA 0.199*** -0.071%** -0.076*** -0.030*** 0.000 -0.011%** -0.015%**
[0.011] [0.004] [0.007] [0.006] [0.003] [0.003] [0.004]
University-Grad 0.250*** -0.081*** -0.097*** -0.045*** 0.002 -0.018*** -0.021%**
[0.012] [0.004] [0.008] [0.006] [0.007] [0.002] [0.003]
Other/unknown -0.050 0.176 -0.025 -0.060*** -0.006*** -0.021%** -0.025***
[0.142] [0.157] [0.058] [0.003] [0.001] [0.002] [0.002]
Visible Minority/Immigrant Status (Non-Minority Born in Canada)
Visible Minority Born in Canada 0.137*** -0.043*** -0.053*** -0.025*** -0.005*** -0.007** -0.009***
[0.015] [0.006] [0.012] [0.008] [0.002] [0.003] [0.003]
Non-Visible Minority Immigrant 0.013 -0.018 0.006 -0.025* 0.005 0.008 0.003
[0.034] [0.019] [0.029] [0.013] [0.009] [0.021] [0.010]
Visible Minority Immigrant 0.151%** -0.043*** -0.058*** -0.033*** -0.008*** -0.003 -0.012%**
[0.019] [0.010] [0.012] [0.009] [0.001] [0.007] [0.003]
Family Type (Two parents)
Mother only -0.003 0.002 -0.003 0.006 -0.002 0.006 -0.003
[0.016] [0.009] [0.011] [0.010] [0.003] [0.006] [0.004]
Father only 0.009 -0.002 0.001 0.002 0.000 -0.003 -0.001
[0.027] [0.015] [0.021] [0.014] [0.005] [0.008] [0.009]
Other -0.043 -0.005 -0.022 0.006 0.038** 0.004 0.021
[0.043] [0.024] [0.022] [0.022] [0.018] [0.010] [0.017]

Continued on Next Page




Table 5: Multinomial Logit Estimates of Barriers to PSE, All Students (Continued)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Has not
Has Accessed Accessed
PSE PSE
Has no PSE Has PSE
Aspirations Aspirations
Has Barriers:
Has no Financial
Barriers Situation HS Grades Motivation Other
HS Province (Ontario)
Newfoundland and Labrador 0.005 -0.014** 0.047*** -0.027*** -0.004*** -0.008*** -0.007**
[0.016] [0.006] [0.015] [0.005] [0.001] [0.003] [0.003]
Prince Edward Island -0.003 0.010 0.018 -0.024*** -0.002 -0.006 0.001
[0.016] [0.010] [0.013] [0.006] [0.003] [0.004] [0.005]
Nova Scotia -0.012 0.013 0.017 -0.013* -0.001 -0.003 -0.005
[0.016] [0.010] [0.013] [0.007] [0.003] [0.004] [0.004]
New Brunswick -0.034** 0.011 0.031** -0.006 0.003 -0.009*** -0.003
[0.016] [0.009] [0.013] [0.008] [0.004] [0.003] [0.004]
Quebec -0.063*** 0.048*** 0.007 0.010 0.003 0.003 -0.004
[0.016] [0.013] [0.010] [0.009] [0.004] [0.005] [0.003]
Manitoba -0.099*** 0.018* 0.059*** 0.015 -0.004*** 0.009 0.002
[0.018] [0.011] [0.016] [0.011] [0.001] [0.007] [0.006]
Saskatchewan -0.079*** 0.019* 0.049%** 0.002 0.007 0.004 -0.004
[0.017] [0.010] [0.014] [0.009] [0.005] [0.006] [0.004]
Alberta -0.130*** 0.026** 0.070*** 0.026** 0.004 0.006 0.003
[0.018] [0.012] [0.016] [0.011] [0.005] [0.006] [0.006]
British Columbia -0.113*** 0.014 0.065*** 0.023** 0.002 -0.001 0.014
[0.019] [0.011] [0.016] [0.012] [0.004] [0.005] [0.009]
Language Minority (Non-Language Minority)
English Minority In Quebec 0.065** -0.009 -0.032* -0.054*** 0.001 -0.002 0.021
[0.025] [0.014] [0.019] [0.002] [0.006] [0.008] [0.015]
French Minority Outside Quebec 0.036* -0.006 -0.002 -0.012 -0.008*** -0.007** -0.005
[0.020] [0.011] [0.018] [0.009] [0.001] [0.004] [0.004]
HS Location - Urban (Rural) 0.020* -0.009 -0.002 0.001 -0.002 -0.001 -0.012%**
[0.010] [0.006] [0.008] [0.006] [0.002] [0.003] [0.003]
Observations 16121

Notes. Average marginal eects are shown. OMgones are in parenThegs. Standard errors are in brackets. = p<0.01, L p<0.05, * p<0.1 This table shows the Tesults of four separate_
models, each of which has a five category dependant variable. Each five category dependant variable includes the categories of columns 1 to 3, one of the barrier categories of columns 4-7, and a
category not shown which includes students with a barrier other than the one specified. Because the same sample was used to run all models, the marginal effects of columns 1 to 3 were the
same in all four models.



Table 6: Barriers to Post Secondary Education and Why Students Do Not have Loans

Financial
Situation is at HS Grades Motivation is
Least One are at Least at Least One Has Batrriers, Has no PSE Has no

Total Barrier One Barrier Barrier Other Aspirations Barriers

100.0 22.0* 3.1* 5.4* 6.4* 23.3* 42.7*
Why no Loan
Not needed 86.4 78.1 80.9 81.7 81.9 93.1 88.2
Not willing to borrow 2.5 4.9 *EE 3.5 43 0.9 21
Could not get a loan 4.1 8.1 8.8 4.6 3.1 2.3 3.2
Did not apply (other) 6.9 8.9 *EE 10.2 10.8 3.7 6.5

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Notes: Includes students who have not accessed PSE by cycle 4. * These cells do not sum to 100 exactly as students were permitted to choose more than one barrier. All

information is taken from cycle 4 when respondents were 21. *** indicate cells that are suppressed according to Statistics Canada’s rules regarding residual disclosure.
Ine vvny NO LOoan categories are aerinea accoraing to tne responses youtns gave wnen askea wny tney aia not nave a stuaent 1oan.

1) Not needed: did not apply for a loan because they did not need one or because they were not going to PSE.

2) Not willing to borrow: did not apply for a loan because they were not willing to do so or because they preferred to borrow elsewhere.

3) Could not get a loan: applied for a loan but were not approved; or did not apply for a loan because their parents make too much money or because they did not think they
would receive enough money.

4) Did not apply (other): did not apply for other reasons.



Appendix Table 1: Barriers to PSE, Males

Has not
Has Accessed Accessed
PSE PSE
Has no PSE Has PSE
Aspirations Aspirations
Has Barriers:
Has no Financial
Barriers Situation HS Grades Motivation Other
All 68.8 8.1 14.6 5.5 11 2.0 1.0
Family Income
$5,000 to $25,000 55.9 12.5 17.0 7.6 3.1 3.6 1.7
$25,000 to $50,000 60.7 12.7 15.5 7.7 11 2.5 15
$50,000 to $75,000 65.6 8.5 17.1 6.1 13 13 1.0
$75,000 to $100,000 75.8 4.1 13.5 3.6 0.3 2.6 0.9
$100,000 and up 82.4 4.7 9.1 24 11 0.9
Parental Education
Less Than HS 37.9 24.6 20.3 12.1 2.4 3.6 1.6
HS Completed 59.9 11.3 17.9 6.5 0.9 3.0 1.8
Some PSE 67.5 5.0 18.1 5.1 15 2.9
Trade/College 66.4 7.5 17.8 5.9 1.0 1.6 0.7
University- Below BA Degree 77.8 8.3 7.6 3.4
University- BA 83.7 24 8.3 3.5 0.5 1.6 0.8
University- Grad 92.3 1.0 4.8 0.6
Other/Unknown 39.2
Visible Minority/Immigrant Status
Non-Minority Born in Canada 66.5 9.1 15.5 5.8 1.2 2.1 1.0
Visible Minority Born in Canada 82.8 25 9.3 3.7 0.9
Non-Minority Immigrant 73.5 2.6 12.2 4.5
Visible Minority Immigrant 85.7 8.2 2.8
Family Type
Two Parents 70.5 7.4 14.6 4.8 0.9 1.8 0.8
Mother Only 60.9 11.4 14.8 9.1 11 3.3 1.5
Father Only 61.0 12.1 15.4 7.7 2.6
Other 52.5 12.2 12.7 6.8 10.8
HS Province
Newfoundland and Labrador 70.9 4.8 19.3 3.3
Prince Edward Island 71.7 9.4 13.6 2.8 1.4
Nova Scotia 71.8 7.8 133 4.6 1.2 1.5
New Brunswick 64.9 10.0 18.8 4.8 0.9 0.5
Quebec 63.8 14.9 12.0 6.5 13 2.0 0.8
Ontario 75.9 4.5 12.2 43 0.9 2.0 1.0
Manitoba 60.6 9.7 19.6 6.3 3.0 15
Saskatchewan 61.3 9.0 19.0 5.8 2.4 2.4 0.9
Alberta 61.4 7.9 20.3 7.7 1.2 2.2 1.2
British Columbia 67.6 5.9 18.0 5.4 0.9 21 1.3
French Minority Outside Quebec
French Minority Outside Quebec 71.1 6.7 16.9 4.1 1.1
All Others 68.7 8.1 14.6 5.5 11 2.0 1.0
English Minority in Quebec 76.0 11.1 9.1 1.5
English Minority in Quebec 68.6 8.0 14.8 5.6 1.1 2.0 1.0
All Others
HS Location
Rural 59.1 10.9 19.5 6.3 1.4 2.1 2.0
Urban 71.7 7.3 13.2 5.2 1.0 1.9 0.7

Notes: *** indicate cells that are suppressed according to Statistics Canada’s rules regarding residual disclosure. Aspirations and barriers are those reported in cycle 4

(i.e., at age 21).



Appendix Table 2: Barriers to PSE, Females

Has not
Has Accessed Accessed
PSE PSE
Has no PSE Has PSE
Aspirations Aspirations
Has Barriers:
Has no Financial
Barriers Situation HS Grades Motivation Other
All 81.3 3.5 6.6 5.6 0.5 13 2.2
Family Income
$5,000 to $25,000 68.2 9.5 10.8 7.3 1.8 3.5
$25,000 to $50,000 74.0 4.2 8.7 8.3 1.0 2.0 3.1
$50,000 to $75,000 83.4 2.7 5.8 5.1 0.4 1.7 23
$75,000 to $100,000 84.7 2.8 5.8 4.9 0.7 1.7
$100,000 and up 93.0 1.5 3.5 1.2 0.7
Parental Education
Less Than HS 58.7 8.6 15.2 10.5 33 3.9
HS Completed 72.1 7.8 8.5 7.3 0.5 1.5 3.7
Some PSE 78.7 35 8.1 5.1 4.1 2.0
Trade/College 81.3 22 7.0 6.9 0.6 1.2 23
University- Below BA Degree 90.9 3.8 3.9
University- BA 95.0 0.5 21 13 0.7
University- Grad 96.3 1.5 1.5
Other/Unknown 90.6
Visible Minority/Immigrant Status
Non-Minority Born in Canada 79.4 4.0 7.3 6.1 0.5 1.4 24
Visible Minority Born in Canada 92.7 2.4 3.0 0.9
Non-Minority Immigrant 83.9 7.2
Visible Minority Immigrant 93.5 1.8
Family Type
Two Parents 82.4 3.2 6.2 54 0.5 1.2 2.2
Mother Only 76.9 5.0 8.1 6.1 1.8 21
Father Only 78.5 6.1 9.2 5.6 0.8
Other 713 1.8 8.6 4.1
HS Province
Newfoundland and Labrador 79.4 2.4 125 2.5 1.0 2.4
Prince Edward Island 82.8 2.0 8.4 3.0 3.3
Nova Scotia 83.3 3.3 7.6 3.4 1.0 2.4
New Brunswick 81.3 2.4 7.4 4.9 3.0
Quebec 77.3 6.0 7.3 6.2 0.7 1.9 2.1
Ontario 88.1 23 3.3 4.5 0.9 1.6
Manitoba 75.6 2.6 10.3 7.4 2.4 2.6
Saskatchewan 76.3 4.7 9.6 5.9 0.6 1.7 23
Alberta 73.9 4.6 10.6 6.6 0.8 2.0 25
British Columbia 76.9 2.4 9.0 7.5 3.5
French Minority Outside Quebec
French Minority Outside Quebec 85.1 3.5 5.0 0.5 2.1
All Others 81.2 3.5 6.7 5.6 0.5 13 2.2
English Minority in Quebec
English Minority in Quebec 89.4 3.8
All Others 81.2 3.5 6.7 5.6 0.5 13 2.2
HS Location
Rural 76.3 5.4 7.0 6.8 0.7 1.9 3.8
Urban 82.8 3.0 6.5 5.2 0.4 11 1.7

Notes: *** indicate cells that are suppressed according to Statistics Canada’s rules regarding residual disclosure. Aspirations and barriers are those reported in cycle 4

(i.e., at age 21).



Appendix Table 3: Multinomial Logit Estimates of Barriers to PSE, Males

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Has not
Has Accessed Accessed
PSE PSE
Has no PSE Has PSE
Aspirations Aspirations
Has Barriers:
Has no Financial
Barriers Situation HS Grades Motivation Other
Family Income ($50 000 to $/5 000)
$5 000 to $25 000 -0.011 0.003 -0.010 -0.008 0.009 0.020 0.001
[0.031] [0.018] [0.023] [0.015] [0.010] [0.019] [0.006]
$25 000 to $50 000 0.001 0.015 -0.022* 0.004 -0.003 0.012 0.002
[0.019] [0.013] [0.013] [0.010] [0.003] [0.010] [0.006]
$75 000 to $100 000 0.049%** -0.027*** -0.013 -0.015* -0.008*** 0.025* -0.001
[0.019] [0.010] [0.015] [0.009] [0.002] [0.014] [0.005]
$100 000 and up 0.082*** -0.006 -0.041%** -0.024%** -0.001 -0.002 -0.010%**
[0.021] [0.015] [0.015] [0.009] [0.006] [0.008] [0.001]
Parental Education (HS Completed)
Less Than HS -0.185*** 0.103*** 0.036 0.051** 0.005 0.007 -0.006
[0.034] [0.031] [0.029] [0.024] [0.006] [0.014] [0.006]
Some PSE 0.069** -0.051*** -0.010 -0.006 0.007 -0.002 -0.010**
[0.032] [0.015] [0.027] [0.015] [0.008] [0.012] [0.005]
Trade/College 0.062*** -0.032%** -0.013 0.000 0.003 -0.011%* -0.009***
[0.021] [0.010] [0.017] [0.010] [0.005] [0.006] [0.003]
University-Below BA 0.148*** -0.019 -0.098*** -0.021 0.013 -0.024*** -0.009
[0.037] [0.026] [0.020] [0.017] [0.016] [0.005] [0.008]
University-BA 0.200*** -0.076*** -0.091*** -0.016 -0.001 -0.012* -0.004
[0.020] [0.007] [0.013] [0.012] [0.005] [0.007] [0.007]
University-Grad 0.290*** -0.091*** -0.125%** -0.050*** 0.007 -0.024*** -0.016***
[0.019] [0.008] [0.014] [0.004] [0.012] [0.003] [0.002]
Other/unknown -0.239 0.408* -0.070 -0.057*** -0.008*** -0.028*** -0.016***
[0.216] [0.245] [0.077] [0.004] [0.001] [0.003] [0.002]
Visible Minority/Immigrant Status (Non-Minority Born in Canada)
Visible Minority Born in Canada 0.141%** -0.054*** -0.056** -0.018 -0.009*** -0.012*** -0.001
[0.028] [0.013] [0.023] [0.014] [0.002] [0.004] [0.006]
Non-Minority Immigrant 0.021 -0.052*** -0.002 -0.004 0.011 0.023 -0.005
[0.053] [0.013] [0.050] [0.023] [0.017] [0.036] [0.005]
Visible Minority Immigrant 0.169*** -0.057*** -0.063*** -0.028** -0.012*** -0.011 -0.006
[0.032] [0.020] [0.022] [0.014] [0.001] [0.008] [0.004]
Family Type (Two parents)
Mother only -0.035 0.006 -0.003 0.030 -0.001 0.010 0.004
[0.027] [0.015] [0.019] [0.018] [0.006] [0.011] [0.006]
Father only 0.003 -0.015 -0.006 0.011 0.007 0.005 0.014
[0.041] [0.021] [0.032] [0.023] [0.011] [0.015] [0.018]
Other -0.049 0.005 -0.046 -0.000 0.084** -0.008 0.028
[0.068] [0.042] [0.034] [0.025] [0.039] [0.010] [0.025]

Continued on Next Page




Appendix Table 3: Multinomial Logit Estimates of Barriers to PSE, Males (Continued)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Has not
Has Accessed Accessed
PSE PSE
Has no PSE Has PSE
Aspirations Aspirations
Has Barriers:
Has no Financial
Barriers Situation HS Grades Motivation Other
HS Province (Ontario)
Newfoundland and Labrador 0.031 -0.016* 0.023 -0.018** -0.006** -0.013*** -0.007**
[0.024] [0.009] [0.022] [0.009] [0.003] [0.004] [0.003]
Prince Edward Island 0.006 0.031* -0.005 -0.020** -0.004 -0.005 -0.004
[0.025] [0.018] [0.020] [0.008] [0.004] [0.007] [0.005]
Nova Scotia -0.011 0.023 -0.002 -0.001 0.000 -0.003 -0.009***
[0.024] [0.016] [0.019] [0.011] [0.006] [0.007] [0.002]
New Brunswick -0.038 0.032* 0.027 -0.003 0.002 -0.014*** -0.009***
[0.025] [0.017] [0.021] [0.011] [0.007] [0.003] [0.002]
Quebec -0.072*** 0.076*** -0.014 0.017 0.001 -0.000 -0.004
[0.024] [0.022] [0.016] [0.013] [0.006] [0.007] [0.004]
Manitoba -0.109*** 0.039** 0.055** 0.014 -0.007*** 0.010 0.001
[0.027] [0.019] [0.024] [0.014] [0.002] [0.011] [0.007]
Saskatchewan -0.094*** 0.027* 0.046** 0.009 0.012 0.006 -0.004
[0.026] [0.016] [0.023] [0.013] [0.010] [0.009] [0.004]
Alberta -0.126*** 0.032* 0.067*** 0.032* 0.002 0.004 0.001
[0.026] [0.017] [0.023] [0.017] [0.007] [0.008] [0.007]
British Columbia -0.108*** 0.025 0.068*** 0.015 -0.000 0.003 0.005
[0.027] [0.019] [0.025] [0.015] [0.006] [0.009] [0.009]
Language Minority (Non-Language Minority)
English Minority In Quebec 0.068* -0.012 -0.020 -0.052*** 0.008 -0.004 -0.002
[0.038] [0.021] [0.035] [0.004] [0.014] [0.010] [0.008]
French Minority Outside Quebec 0.029 -0.012 0.009 -0.009 -0.011%** -0.005 -0.006**
[0.033] [0.013] [0.031] [0.013] [0.001] [0.007] [0.003]
HS Location - Urban (Rural) 0.049%** -0.010 -0.029** 0.003 -0.002 0.002 -0.012%**
[0.016] [0.009] [0.012] [0.009] [0.004] [0.005] [0.003]
Observations 7883

Notes. Average marginal eects are shown. OMgones are in parenThegs. Standard erors are in brackets. == p<0.01, i p<0.05, * p<0.1 This table shows the Tesults of four separate_
models, each of which has a five category dependant variable. Each five category dependant variable includes the categories of columns 1 to 3, one of the barrier categories of columns 4-7, and a
category not shown which includes students with a barrier other than the one specified. Because the same sample was used to run all models, the marginal effects of columns 1 to 3 were the
same in all four models.



Appendix Table 4: Multinomial Logit Estimates of Barriers to PSE, Females

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Has not
Has Accessed Accessed
PSE PSE
Has no PSE Has PSE
Aspirations Aspirations
Has Barriers:
Has no Financial
Barriers Situation HS Grades Motivation Other
Family Income ($50 000 to $/5 000)
$5 000 to $25 000 -0.119%** 0.054** 0.030 0.033 -0.002 -0.005 0.016
[0.028] [0.023] [0.019] [0.021] [0.002] [0.004] [0.013]
$25 000 to $50 000 -0.076*** 0.010 0.020* 0.035** 0.008 -0.001 0.007
[0.019] [0.011] [0.012] [0.014] [0.007] [0.004] [0.008]
$75 000 to $100 000 -0.016 0.014 0.010 0.003 -0.003* -0.006* -0.003
[0.020] [0.015] [0.013] [0.012] [0.001] [0.003] [0.007]
$100 000 and up 0.056*** 0.005 -0.005 -0.036*** -0.004*** -0.011%** -0.012**
[0.019] [0.013] [0.015] [0.007] [0.001] [0.003] [0.006]
Parental Education (HS Completed)
Less Than HS -0.110%** -0.003 0.062** 0.027 0.003 0.014 -0.001
[0.031] [0.016] [0.025] [0.018] [0.005] [0.011] [0.011]
Some PSE 0.055* -0.034*** -0.008 -0.015 -0.001 0.029 -0.017**
[0.028] [0.013] [0.017] [0.014] [0.003] [0.019] [0.007]
Trade/College 0.082*** -0.049*** -0.018* 0.002 -0.000 -0.002 -0.013**
[0.016] [0.006] [0.009] [0.011] [0.002] [0.004] [0.005]
University-Below BA 0.157*** -0.066*** -0.043*** -0.019 -0.002 -0.011%** -0.028***
[0.022] [0.007] [0.014] [0.016] [0.002] [0.002] [0.006]
University-BA 0.199*** -0.064*** -0.061*** -0.047*** 0.003 -0.011%** -0.026***
[0.010] [0.006] [0.005] [0.005] [0.006] [0.002] [0.004]
University-Grad 0.205*** -0.069*** -0.066*** -0.039*** -0.004*** -0.012%** -0.028***
[0.015] [0.007] [0.007] [0.011] [0.001] [0.002] [0.005]
Other/unknown 0.157** -0.071%** 0.018 -0.063*** -0.004*** -0.013*** -0.035%**
[0.078] [0.008] [0.078] [0.004] [0.001] [0.002] [0.004]
Visible Minority/Immigrant Status (Non-Minority Born in Canada)
Visible Minority Born in Canada 0.130*** -0.031*** -0.049*** -0.032*** -0.002 -0.003 -0.017***
[0.013] [0.004] [0.007] [0.009] [0.002] [0.006] [0.004]
Non-Minority Immigrant 0.000 0.018 0.020 -0.044*** -0.004*** -0.009** 0.012
[0.042] [0.035] [0.032] [0.009] [0.001] [0.004] [0.020]
Visible Minority Immigrant 0.129%** -0.029*** -0.051*** -0.038*** -0.005*** 0.005 -0.018***
[0.020] [0.007] [0.009] [0.011] [0.001] [0.014] [0.004]
Family Type (Two parents)
Mother only 0.024 -0.002 -0.005 -0.014 -0.003 0.003 -0.009**
[0.016] [0.009] [0.011] [0.010] [0.002] [0.007] [0.005]
Father only 0.021 0.009 0.008 -0.012 -0.005*** -0.009** -0.018***
[0.035] [0.019] [0.027] [0.017] [0.001] [0.004] [0.004]
Other -0.041 -0.017 0.011 0.014 -0.005*** 0.019 0.011
[0.054] [0.015] [0.031] [0.038] [0.001] [0.017] [0.020]
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Appendix Table 4: Multinomial Logit Estimates of Barriers to PSE, Females (Continued)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Has not
Has Accessed Accessed
PSE PSE
Has no PSE Has PSE
Aspirations Aspirations
Has Barriers:
Has no Financial
Barriers Situation HS Grades Motivation Other
HS Province (Ontario)
Newfoundland and Labrador -0.012 -0.013** 0.063*** -0.036*** -0.001 -0.004 -0.007
[0.022] [0.006] [0.021] [0.005] [0.001] [0.004] [0.005]
Prince Edward Island -0.008 -0.011 0.038** -0.028*** 0.001 -0.006 0.006
[0.021] [0.007] [0.017] [0.007] [0.004] [0.004] [0.010]
Nova Scotia -0.009 0.002 0.033** -0.025%** -0.001 -0.002 -0.002
[0.020] [0.010] [0.017] [0.008] [0.001] [0.005] [0.007]
New Brunswick -0.031 -0.008 0.036** -0.011 0.004 -0.002 0.003
[0.021] [0.007] [0.017] [0.010] [0.007] [0.005] [0.008]
Quebec -0.049** 0.020 0.025* 0.002 0.004 0.007 -0.003
[0.020] [0.014] [0.014] [0.012] [0.006] [0.008] [0.006]
Manitoba -0.085*** -0.003 0.060*** 0.016 -0.000 0.009 0.002
[0.026] [0.009] [0.021] [0.016] [0.002] [0.010] [0.009]
Saskatchewan -0.062*** 0.010 0.049%** -0.006 0.003 0.004 -0.003
[0.023] [0.013] [0.018] [0.012] [0.005] [0.007] [0.006]
Alberta -0.132%** 0.019 0.071%** 0.018 0.008 0.009 0.006
[0.026] [0.015] [0.022] [0.016] [0.011] [0.010] [0.010]
British Columbia -0.120*** 0.005 0.060*** 0.031* 0.005 -0.003 0.025
[0.026] [0.013] [0.020] [0.018] [0.008] [0.005] [0.015]
Language Minority (Non-Language Minority)
English Minority In Quebec 0.052 -0.005 -0.044*** -0.057*** -0.005*** -0.000 0.052
[0.037] [0.017] [0.014] [0.003] [0.001] [0.012] [0.032]
French Minority Outside Quebec 0.043* 0.000 -0.015 -0.015 -0.005*** -0.008** -0.006
[0.025] [0.017] [0.019] [0.012] [0.001] [0.003] [0.007]
HS Location - Urban (Rural) -0.006 -0.009 0.024%** 0.000 -0.002 -0.003 -0.012%**
[0.014] [0.007] [0.009] [0.009] [0.002] [0.004] [0.005]
Observations 8238

Notes. Average marginal eects are shown. OMgones are in parenThegs. Standard erors are in brackets. == p<0.01, i p<0.05, * p<0.1 This table shows the Tesults of four separate_
models, each of which has a five category dependant variable. Each five category dependant variable includes the categories of columns 1 to 3, one of the barrier categories of columns 4-7, and a
category not shown which includes students with a barrier other than the one specified. Because the same sample was used to run all models, the marginal effects of columns 1 to 3 were the
same in all four models.



Appendix Table 5: Multinomial Logit Estimates of Barriers to PSE - Linear Parental Education Family Income, Males

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Has not
Has Accessed Accessed
PSE PSE
Has no PSE Has PSE
Aspirations Aspirations
Has Barriers:
Has no Financial
Barriers Situation HS Grades Motivation Other
Family Income ($10,000) 0.007*** -0.001 -0.000 -0.004*** -0.000 -0.001 -0.001
[0.002] [0.001] [0.002] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001]
Parental Education (1 Year) 0.046*** -0.018*** -0.017*** -0.008*** -0.000 -0.003*** -0.001
[0.003] [0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001]
Visible Minority/Immigrant Status (Non-Minority Born in Canada)
Visible Minority Born in Canada 0.143*** -0.054*** -0.057** -0.019 -0.009*** -0.012%** -0.000
[0.028] [0.013] [0.023] [0.014] [0.002] [0.004] [0.007]
Non-Minority Immigrant 0.022 -0.053*** -0.006 -0.009 0.017 0.023 -0.006
[0.055] [0.014] [0.049] [0.021] [0.021] [0.037] [0.004]
Visible Minority Immigrant 0.173%** -0.055*** -0.066*** -0.031** -0.012%** -0.011 -0.007
[0.032] [0.020] [0.022] [0.013] [0.002] [0.008] [0.004]
Family Type (Two parents)
Mother only -0.039 0.019 -0.004 0.018 0.002 0.009 0.002
[0.026] [0.017] [0.019] [0.015] [0.006] [0.010] [0.005]
Father only 0.007 -0.010 -0.011 0.006 0.011 0.004 0.010
[0.042] [0.022] [0.031] [0.021] [0.013] [0.015] [0.015]
Other -0.045 0.010 -0.051 -0.007 0.097** -0.009 0.022
[0.071] [0.045] [0.033] [0.023] [0.044] [0.010] [0.023]
HS Province (Ontario)
Newfoundland and Labrador 0.023 -0.013 0.029 -0.018** -0.005* -0.014%** -0.008**
[0.025] [0.010] [0.023] [0.009] [0.003] [0.004] [0.003]
Prince Edward Island -0.001 0.037* -0.003 -0.021** -0.003 -0.007 -0.005
[0.026] [0.019] [0.020] [0.008] [0.004] [0.007] [0.005]
Nova Scotia -0.017 0.029* -0.000 -0.002 0.001 -0.005 -0.009%**
[0.024] [0.017] [0.019] [0.011] [0.006] [0.007] [0.002]
New Brunswick -0.045* 0.034** 0.033 -0.004 0.002 -0.015%** -0.009%**
[0.025] [0.017] [0.022] [0.011] [0.007] [0.003] [0.002]
Quebec -0.077%** 0.083*** -0.014 0.017 0.002 -0.003 -0.005
[0.024] [0.023] [0.016] [0.013] [0.006] [0.007] [0.004]
Manitoba -0.109%** 0.039** 0.055%* 0.014 -0.007*** 0.009 0.001
[0.027] [0.019] [0.024] [0.014] [0.002] [0.011] [0.007]
Saskatchewan -0.101%** 0.032* 0.049** 0.009 0.013 0.005 -0.005
[0.026] [0.017] [0.023] [0.013] [0.011] [0.009] [0.004]
Alberta -0.128%** 0.030* 0.070%** 0.034** 0.002 0.003 -0.000
[0.026] [0.017] [0.024] [0.017] [0.006] [0.008] [0.007]
British Columbia -0.107*** 0.022 0.071%** 0.014 -0.000 0.003 0.003
[0.027] [0.018] [0.025] [0.015] [0.006] [0.009] [0.008]
Language Minority (Non-Language Minority)
English Minority In Quebec 0.071* -0.016 -0.020 -0.052*** 0.006 -0.002 -0.001
[0.038] [0.020] [0.035] [0.004] [0.012] [0.010] [0.009]
French Minority Outside Quebec 0.032 -0.010 0.006 -0.011 -0.011%** -0.006 -0.006**
[0.032] [0.014] [0.030] [0.013] [0.001] [0.007] [0.003]
HS Location - Urban (Rural) 0.056*** -0.013 -0.033*** 0.003 -0.002 0.003 -0.012%**
[0.016] [0.009] [0.012] [0.009] [0.004] [0.005] [0.003]
Observations 7883

Notes: Average marginal eTects are shown. OMgones are in parenmmard SITOTS are In brackets. == p<0.01, = p<0.05, *p<0.1 This table shows the TESUTS Of Tour separer
models, each of which has a five category dependant variable. Each five category dependant variable includes the categories of columns 1 to 3, one of the barrier categories of columns 4-7, and a
category not shown which includes students with a barrier other than the one specified. Because the same sample was used to run all models, the marginal effects of columns 1 to 3 were the
same in all four models.



Appendix Table 6: Multinomial Logit Estimates of Barriers to PSE - Linear Parental Education Family Income, Females

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Has not
Has Accessed Accessed
PSE PSE
Has no PSE Has PSE
Aspirations Aspirations
Has Barriers:
Has no Financial
Barriers Situation HS Grades Motivation Other
Family Income ($10,000) 0.015%** -0.002 -0.001 -0.008*** -0.001*** -0.001* -0.003***
[0.004] [0.002] [0.003] [0.002] [0.000] [0.001] [0.001]
Parental Education (1 Year) 0.033*** -0.008*** -0.013*** -0.007*** -0.000 -0.003*** -0.003***
[0.003] [0.001] [0.002] [0.002] [0.000] [0.001] [0.001]
Visible Minority/Immigrant Status (Non-Minority Born in Canada)
Visible Minority Born in Canada 0.133%** -0.031*** -0.049*** -0.034*** -0.002 -0.003 -0.018***
[0.012] [0.004] [0.007] [0.008] [0.003] [0.005] [0.004]
Non-Minority Immigrant 0.014 0.011 0.017 -0.046*** -0.004*** -0.009** 0.008
[0.037] [0.029] [0.031] [0.008] [0.001] [0.004] [0.018]
Visible Minority Immigrant 0.134%** -0.029*** -0.049*** -0.042*** -0.005*** 0.002 -0.019***
[0.019] [0.007] [0.010] [0.010] [0.001] [0.012] [0.003]
Family Type (Two parents)
Mother only 0.022 0.002 0.003 -0.020** -0.004** 0.000 -0.011**
[0.019] [0.010] [0.014] [0.009] [0.002] [0.006] [0.004]
Father only 0.020 0.009 0.013 -0.016 -0.006*** -0.009** -0.019***
[0.038] [0.020] [0.029] [0.016] [0.001] [0.004] [0.003]
Other -0.043 -0.016 0.018 0.012 -0.006*** 0.020 0.010
[0.056] [0.015] [0.033] [0.038] [0.001] [0.019] [0.020]
HS Province (Ontario)
Newfoundland and Labrador -0.017 -0.014** 0.071%** -0.037*** -0.001 -0.005 -0.008*
[0.024] [0.006] [0.023] [0.005] [0.001] [0.004] [0.005]
Prince Edward Island -0.009 -0.012* 0.041%* -0.029%** 0.002 -0.006* 0.005
[0.021] [0.007] [0.018] [0.007] [0.004] [0.004] [0.010]
Nova Scotia -0.009 0.000 0.037** -0.026%** -0.001 -0.002 -0.002
[0.020] [0.010] [0.017] [0.007] [0.001] [0.005] [0.007]
New Brunswick -0.034 -0.009 0.040** -0.012 0.004 -0.003 0.002
[0.022] [0.008] [0.018] [0.010] [0.007] [0.005] [0.008]
Quebec -0.046%* 0.018 0.026* -0.000 0.004 0.005 -0.004
[0.021] [0.014] [0.014] [0.012] [0.007] [0.008] [0.006]
Manitoba -0.083%** -0.005 0.061%** 0.014 -0.000 0.011 0.001
[0.026] [0.009] [0.021] [0.016] [0.002] [0.011] [0.009]
Saskatchewan -0.064%** 0.010 0.053%** -0.007 0.003 0.004 -0.004
[0.023] [0.013] [0.019] [0.012] [0.005] [0.008] [0.006]
Alberta -0.133%** 0.021 0.071%** 0.017 0.007 0.010 0.006
[0.026] [0.016] [0.021] [0.016] [0.010] [0.011] [0.010]
British Columbia -0.118%** 0.002 0.060*** 0.032* 0.005 -0.003 0.023
[0.026] [0.013] [0.020] [0.018] [0.009] [0.005] [0.015]
Language Minority (Non-Language Minority)
English Minority In Quebec 0.056 -0.007 -0.045%** -0.057*** -0.005*** 0.001 0.049
[0.035] [0.016] [0.014] [0.003] [0.001] [0.012] [0.031]
French Minority Outside Quebec 0.047* -0.001 -0.016 -0.015 -0.005*** -0.009*** -0.006
[0.025] [0.016] [0.019] [0.013] [0.001] [0.003] [0.007]
HS Location - Urban (Rural) -0.005 -0.008 0.022** -0.000 -0.001 -0.004 -0.012**
[0.014] [0.007] [0.009] [0.009] [0.002] [0.004] [0.005]
Observations 8237

Notes: Average marginal eTects are shown. OMgones are in parenmmard SITOTS are In brackets. == p<0.01, = p<0.05, *p<0.1 This table shows the TESUTS Of Tour separer
models, each of which has a five category dependant variable. Each five category dependant variable includes the categories of columns 1 to 3, one of the barrier categories of columns 4-7, and a
category not shown which includes students with a barrier other than the one specified. Because the same sample was used to run all models, the marginal effects of columns 1 to 3 were the
same in all four models.



Figure 1: Barriers by Cycle
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Note: Proportions are ‘proportions of all students.” The proportions that do access PSE by cycle 4 (69.9 percent of males and 81.8

percent of females) are implicit in the above figures. All students with missing information in any year are dropped, therefore the

proportions who access PSE are not exactly the same as those reported in Table 1 — but they are very close.




	barriers_title_2014-06-11
	barriers_text_complete_2014-06-11

