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We are delighted to be able to introduce thdigher Education: Researching
I NPdzy R / I NB [ S OSNBEQ 9rgpdriN®hich nffaRes { ¢
an important contribution to our understanding of the experience of care
leavers who enter and progrss through higher education.

The National Network for the Education of Care Leavers (NNECL) emerg

after the closure of the national Aimhigher scheme, when a group of
committed practitioners recognised the need for a continued focus on

supporting cardeavers to access higher educatid@ince 2013, NNECL has
been championing good local practice, maliency partnerships and
national collaboration.Our organisation received a boost in 2014 when tw,
8SEFNERQ Fdzy RAy3a FTNRY (Céuscifor Erglgkn®NI 9 |
NationalNetworks for Collaborativ®utreach pogramme allowed us to
formalise and expand our work to its current level.

Important to our work is the sharing of information and best practice that
already available, and identifygnthe gaps not only in our understanding,

but also in the available support for care leaver¢hen NNECL first came together, the most

powerful research on the experiences of care leavers in higher education was the-lgreakidg
By Degreefive-year research project, conducted by Professor Sonia Jackson, Sarah Ajayi and
Margaret Quigley, and published in 2005 undertitle Going to University fromae. That
research led to the Frank Buttle Trust (now Buttle UK) creating a quality mark that waseavtard
higher, and later furthereducation institutions demonstrating a range and quality of support for

care leavers, as recommended in the report.

Since then, much has changed for care leavers in higher educ@iierrequirement for
universities chaging tuition fees of over £6,000 (now £6,165) to publish access agreements
approved bythe Office for Fair Accessieant that higher education institutions have had to

consider, and develop, the support that they offer certain umdpresented groups, ihaling care
leavers.Legislation has meant that local authorities have a duty to provide a bursary to care

leavers at higher education institutions, as well as accommodation out of term Research
undertaken by Become (formerly TWdo Care® Trust)ed to the development ofhe HE
Handbook which in turn led to the creation Bfropel.org.uka website that details the support

that individual universities offer to care leavers.

9wl /

Cdzy R

Meanwhile, though, the proportion of care leavers entering higher education and the numbers
graduating, have not significantly improveWe still need to further our understanding of what is
required to provide really meaningful support to young people tidive experienced car&@here
remains a lack of clarity around the number of care leavers in higher education, because those
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statistics rely on selleporting, and official Department for Education statistics on the destinations
of young people only coveare leavers aged 121.

NNECL is grateful to Dr Neil Harrison and to the University of the West of England for undertaking
this work on lehalf of our organisation. Fosing upon the cohort of young people in England who
completed Key Stage 4 in 208/the research provides us with a more complete understanding of

the number of care leavers entering ananportantly ¢ succeeding in higher educatiott.also
contributesto our appreciation of the factors that seem to make a difference in their sucééss.

FNBE FfSNISR (G2 a2YS adFiAadAOlt AyO2d 3k 4GSy OA
method of measurement which takes into account that care leavers miglgandirectly from

school to higher educationNe also learn that care leavers are significantly more likely to drop out
than other groups.It is useful to know, for example, that young people who experience a managed
transition process and successfuegration into the higher education community are more likely

to stay the course, aare those who could access hijidzl £ A 1@ RA&F0Af AG@ & dzLIL
OKIFyOSQ SRdzOl HBidallyythistrepdrilexiekds bué ubderstanding of the reasons why

sonme young people did not complete their studies and alerts us to the importance of good financial
guidance and support, and consistent support for psychological wellbeing.

NNECL members will be looking carefully at the recommendations in this reporriticodévelop

and to improve our current practicdut we are aware that we need to know momgdext steps

may well include looking at the experiences of other UK natibhs.different structures and

support systems in place may mean that experienc€satland, Wales and Northern Ireland differ

and we suspect that there could be much to learn in sharing experiences, challenges and expertise
in that wider context.

TheBy Degreeseport was instrumental in bringing the egs and experience of cdeawers to the
forefront of the minds of those holding education briefgamernment. Significant changes were
made in the offer available to care leavers in higher educatut.there is still very much more to
do. As we witness ongoing changes to theieation system, we hope that this research will make
a considerable contribution to ensuring that care experienced people in higher education remain
on the agenda of our regulators and policymakers.

Kay Bridger and Priya Clarke N N E C L
CoChairs of NNECL, the National Network for the .

Education of Care Leavers
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.

This report concerns the findings of the HERACIHE§her Education: Researching Around
/ ' NB [ SI @S NE& Q) p@oject Wich dan/flem NogetGeS2DH March 2017.
The project comprised two partproviding novel data and forms of analysis

1 PART 1: A statistical analysis of official data for England of the cohort of 650,220 young
peoplefinishingKey Stage 4 in 2007/Q8ncluding6,470care leavers;

1 PART 2: A quantitative and qualitative analysis of the 212 responses to an online
questionnaire from careexperienced students currently in higher education.

Analysis of the Part 1 datbound that 11.8% of care leavers the cohortentered higher
education by 2014/15 this is considerably higher than previous estimates. Howe\are
leavers were around 11% less likely to enter higher education than other young people with
similar demographic profiles and qualification levels. White care leavers andsthwith

special educational needs had particularly low participation rates.

Even once entry qualifications were taken into account, care leavers were around 38% more
fA1Ste 2 6A0GKRNI S FNRBY GKSANI O2dzNBS FyR y2
were similar to other students, with academic issues being the most commémong all

students, men and those from deprived areas were significantly more likely to withdraw.

Those care leavers who did complete a degree wgrst as likely as other students to
achieve a first or upper second class degree once entry qualificatiand their demographic
profile were taken into account.

Analysis of the Part 2 data revealed that around twbirds of respondents had positive
experiences of being in higher education. However, over half had considered leaving, with
one-in-five havingdone so often. Disabled students were significantly more likely to have
considered leaving and to have sought help from support services.

The most common negative experiences during the transition into higher education were
poor support from the local authority, difficulties in navigating changes, financial problems
and social/emotional issues. The most common reasons for considering |gawiere
academic issues, emotional and mental healdsues and financial problems.

Derived from the Part 1 and Part 2 findings, the main factors associated with successful
participation in higher education were: (a) strong KS4 attainment; (b) a managedgition
process; (c) successful integration into the higher education community; (d) high levels of
resilience and/or determination; (e) higiguality disability support and (f) accesstd?a S O2 y R
OK I ye@usafonal pathways.
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CHAPTER 1: Introduction

1.1 Key terminology

In common with many othecountries England provides a statutory safety net for children whose
birth parentsare unable to care for them anol who suffer (or are at risk of suffering) serious
neglectorabuse@ YY2yf &z GKA&a gAff 0S NBflIGSR (2 GKS
and/or disability (including learning enental health difficultiey whilethe child will have suffered
significant trauma either through the original experiences or through thesequent detachment

from their family. Other reasons for being in care includeing anunaccompanied asylum seeker

or refugee, being homeless or being orphaned.

Thesechildrenin-care* become the legal responsibility of social workers within ltheal aithority;

most commonly they are cared for paid¥ 2 & 4 SNJ LI NBydaszx Ay OKAf RNBy(
extended familyknown as kinship care)Children can enter care at any age, for anything from a

few days to many years, and may spend more than one speé#ire. The legislative framework
surroundingchildrentin-careis complex and includeke Children Act 198%he Children and

Young Persa@Act 2008 andhe Children and Families Act 2014.

Most childrenin-carewill ultimately return to their birth fanilies, be adopted or be placed under
the formal guardianship of family members. However, some remain inudrehe age of 16 (or
enter at 16 or 17) at which point they are designatede leaversif they have spent three months
or more in care since the age of,Mith thelocal authoritybeing required to make provision for
their transition into adulthood, includinthe possibilityof higher education (HE)ocal aithorities
have responsibilityor care leaves until the age o1 ¢ or 25if they are in fultime educationor

in certain other circumstances

This report focuses primarily on care leavers and their pathways into and thidighlowever, as
HEinstitutions (HEIS)and students tendo use smewhat looser definitions than localthorities
and the Department for EducatiqidfE) so there is also some focus on a wider groupasé
experiencetipeople inHE Indeed, the distinction between care leavers arade-experienced

1¢KA& GSNY Aa aéyz2yeéeyvyz2dza gAGK WiEi221SR FFGSNI OKAf RNBy Qd 2NJ WOK?
and which are still used in somedalauthorities andelsewhere

2 A slightly different definition derived from the NationalguDatabase was used in this study, denoting a young person who was

in care at some point during the final year of Key Stage 4; the difference between these definitions is minimal, altfevygimal

number of young people might be captured by only afi¢he definitions.

3¢KS GSN)Y WAyalAldzZiAzyQ A& dzaSR KSNB (2 RSy2(S8S dzyABSNEAGASEA |
providers, but not further education colleges that offer higher education B&#tnote §. Elsewhereyniversities and colleges are

discussed separately. N
4¢ KA & NB LR Nlicar 5105 NxdSignotSakiditler opulation of people who were in care at some point during their

childhood. This includes care leavers, as well as people who may have spent only a short period in care or who leftecéine bef
age of 16. In the context of this regipit also refers to those who entered higher education after they ceased to be care leavers
i.e. as mature students once they had left the responsibility of the local authority.
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young peoje is somewhat arbitrary, with highly heterogenous experienodsoth groups. For
example, members of the care-experiencedyroup may haveuffered greater traumaspent longer
in care orundergonemore educational disruption than many care leavers.

1.2 Project overview

This report covers the findings of the HERACHEB€r EducationResearching Around Care

[ SF GSNEQ 9 y)ipmiEct. [ThsRtudy dz@ Coshigsioned by the National Network for the
Education of Care LeavdiSNECLn September 2016 and the fieldwork was undertaken between
November2016 and March 201 having received approval from the UWE research ethics
committee (ref. 1617.10.03) on 10 November 2016.The principal investigator was Dr Neil

Harrison in the Depament of Education and Childhood at the University of the West of England.
The geographical scope for the project was England, although it is likely that the findings will be
more widely applicableThe study was constrained by the resources availabierins of the data
collected and the analysis undertaken; limitations and avenues for future research are highlighted
at relevant points in the text.

The study sought to answer the followinge research questions:

1. Do care leavers enter HE with the sampropensity as other young people, including
those from disadvantaged groups?

2. What are the social and educational attributes of care leavers who do enter HE?

3. How do HE completion and withdrawal rates for care leavers compare with other
young people, inclding those from disadvantaged groups?

4. For what reasons do care leavers withdraw from HE and are these sirtuléne
reasons given by other students?

5. What are the social and educational attributes of care leavers who withdraw from HE?

6. What are careexperigf OSR a i dzRSy (i aQ SELISNASYyOSa 27F (KS

7. What factors lead careexperienced students to consider leaving and why do they
choose to remainn HE?

8. What support services do they access through their university or elsewhere?

9. What additionalsupport do they feel could be offered to improve their transition,
retention and success in HE?

Part 1 of the study comprised a quantitative analysis of a dataset of 650,220 young people
(including 6,40 care leavers) who completed Key Stage 4 07208, drawn from the National
Pupil Database and the data held by tHiggher Educatioistatistics AgencfHESA) The subset
who entered HE by 201/15 was isolated, with the subsequent analysis being used to answer
research questions 1 to 5. Part 2 of the stdmprised an online quésnnaire of current care
experienced students HE, with 212 responding and these responses being useatstoea
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research questions 6 to More information about the methodology for the two parts are
provided inthe relevant tapters

This reportechoeshis structure, with Part 1 of the study being reported in Chapter 2 and Part 2 in
Chapter 3. Chapter 4 provides an integrated discussion across the two elements, with the
concluding Chapter Besponding directly to the resea questions laid out abovend Chapter 6
offering recommendations derived from the data and analydike remainder of s chapter
coverscontextual mattersincludinga short review oflirectlyrelevant literature.

1.3 Context and background

Therehave been concerns about the educational and other life outcomesi@drenin-caresince

at least the 190s (e.g. Essent al,, 1976) but it was not until the Children Act 2004 that Local
Authorities were given a specific duty to promote educational achievement. By the time of the
Zare matters: time forrange&White Paper (Department for Education and SKM&ES] 2007), it

was nded that just 12% othildrenin-careattained five GCSE passes at A* to C, compared to 59%
in the general population; the equivalent figures for 2015 were 18% and B#62017).

The reasons for these low educational outcomes are multifarious, comptekighly

individualised At the heart, inmanycaseswill lie the childhood trauma which led to the young
person being taking into care. Mental health issues are comgidfieS (2007) cites a figure of

45% amonghildrenin-care rising to 75% for thoseeeding to be placed y OKA f RNByYy Qa
andthesemay manifest as behavioural, emotional or social difficulties in both home and school
contexts. For a minority, additional traumatic experiences may be associated with the experience
of being in care e.g. througha breakdown in a relationship with a foster careChildrenrin-care

are often foundto hawe low levels of selfonfidence oiselfesteem, whichmay also bédinked to

their history of traumaBerridge, 2006\Welbourne and Leeson, 2012ewiset al.,, 2015.

Largescale quantitative analysisy the Rees Centre (Sebbial.,, 2015) foundhat disruption in
careand/or school placements had a significant negative impactducational attainmentas did
absenteeism and school exclusio@onversely, stable loAgrm placements, especially in foster
or kinship care, were associated with more positive outcon@sildrerin-carewere more likely

to have special educational neettgn the general population and around 40% were educated
outside of mainstream school settings (e.g. in special schools or pupil referral units) that were
associated with low attainmenboys in carevere also found tdhavedisproportionately low
attainment. The role olsupportive adults (especially teachers) wagssed. This was broadly
consistentwith the findings of Welbourne and Leeson (2012), whose review of the literature also
stressed the need foeffectivetherapeuticinterventions for manychildrenin-care, while Driscoll
(2013Db) focused on the importancé resilience and adult relationships.
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Ove the last ten years, there hdmeen a series of policy interventiodssigned to improve

SRAzOF A2yt 2dzi02YSaszx Ay Ot durnoyitar,sipgoGan® NS I G A 2y
encouragendividual childreracoss schools = G KS Ay INRRdzOG AW 2F G KS
(additional schoebased funding)efforts to improve placement stability and funding to allow care
leavers to remain with foster parents after 1@8erridgeet al., 2009 Carpenteret al., 2013;DfE,

2014 Munro et al,, 2012;TheWho CaresTrust, 2012 However, as noted above,qgress to

date has been limited, possibly, as Sekbal.(2015) note, aghildrenin-carewith the strongest
educational outcomes may also be those most likely to leave care before Key Stage 4, such that
they are no longer in care ¢he time of GCSE examinations and are never therefore designated as
care leavers.

Given the lownGCSHttainmert of childrenin-carecompared to the general population, it is
perhapsunsurprising that relativiy few care leaverprogress taHE While no authoritative

statistics currently exist, the most commonly quoted figure is that only around 6% of this group
will enter HE by the age of 21, compared to 43%8 and 19 year olds the general population

(Dfg, 2017University and Colleges Admissions Sendit@AE 2016). This suggests a widening
inequality for care leavers with respect to their ability to eesHEwhen compared to GCSE
outcomes, which may be down, in part, to their transitions at the age of 16 (DriscollbR013
Drawing on international evidence, Jackson and Cameron (2012) argue that social workers may
underplay the role of academic progréss and that care leaverare often forced to delay their
education or pursue alternative pathways.

While they had undoubtedly been there for some timiee fpresence of care leavers withitEfirst

came tosignificantpolicy attention in themid-2000s, inlarge part due to tle efforts of the Buttle
Trust(now Buttle UKand theirambitiousBy Degreeproject (Jacksoet al, 2005). In what

remains the most substantial piece of research in the field, the team tracked 129 care leavers into
and throughHEusing a longitudinal approach with periodic interviews. A wide array of
experiencesvasreported, with contrastinglevels ofpracticalsupportandencouragemenfrom

foster carers social workerslocal aithorities andHHs. The students themselves wefeund to

be highly motivated and determined, with positive attitudes to education that were felt to
differentiate them from othercareexperiencedyoung people.

The patrticipantsn Jacksort al. (2005)reported facing a mix of practical challenges thatre

distinct from those experienced by other students or tadre heightened because of their

background in care. Finding appropriate housing was often problematic as it was needed outside
2T dzy AOSNEAGE GSNXA& | YR &2 Yhilg dihéerStudedstiiggled 6 & G d:
resolve their immigration status. Securing financial support was challenging due to the

complexities of dealing with multiple sources of fumgland the reluctance of some local

authorities to provide what was requiredCare leavers also reported finding additional academic
difficulties due to gaps in their understanding derived from their disrupted schooling. |

particular, t was found that stress levels increased when multiple challenges were experienced,

with the mental health issues associated with childhood experieragiting a further level of
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complexity. Nevertheless, the participants hacharginally bettemwithdrawalrate than the
average for thegeneral population at the time, suggesting high levels of resiée

TheBy Degreeproject had a significant impact on the policy landscape. DfES (2007) and the
subsequent Children and Young Persons Act 2008 sought to improve housing and financial support
for care leavers. There has been sustained policy attersiioce, with care leavers being

identified as an important target group in terms of widening acceddE@e.g.Department of

Business, Innovation and SkilBi$, 2014). Meanwhilethe Buttle TrusONB I G SR WIj dzl £ 7
that sought to commit HEIs toimmum standards in terms of advising and supporting care

leavers into and througHE the majority of HEIs obtained certification before it was abolished in
2016(HydeDryden, 2013) As a resultmost HEIshow provide a dedicated point of contact for

care leavers, additional financial support, advice on admissions and other services designed to
enable care leavers to participateore fullyin HE This is likely to be less strong in small

institutions and tlose further education colleges offerihte.

Despite this orthe-ground progress, surprisingdiitle research on the experiences of care leavers
in, or moving towardsHEhas been undertaken since Jackstral. (2005). The online survey of
young peopleand professionals undertaken byy@Who CaresTrust(now Becomé found that

local authorities were patchy in their advocacy for higher education, that there was too little
information available (especially for frofihe staff) and that some young peogdbek confidence

to extend their educationTheWho CaresTrust, 2012).Indeed,Lewiset al.(2015) discuss an
HE#}ed intervention to boost confidence among childrgncare as a prelude to their arrival in HE.
Drawing on a single university, Cottehal. (2014) report similar findings to Jacksetnal. (2005)

with respect to the barriers faced, stressing the need for advanced preparation, resilience and a
supportive adult to enable them to navigate through the HE experience; they also report strong
success among their participantsiydeDryden (2013) highlighted shortfalls in financial, practical
and emotional support for her sample of eighteen care leavers in HE.

While the DE do publish annual statical summaries (e.g.fB, 2017, no nationwide aalysis is
available exploring how the changes outlined above have impacted on participatiti mor

how care leavers fare in terms of completion or degree results. Similarly, little additional
evidence has emerged about the contemporary experiendesmre leaversaside from that
discussed aboveThe purpose of the HERACLES project was therefa@toibute to filling this
gap in knowledge about thidEexperiences of care leaveasid careexperienced studentsAs
noted above, Part 1 aimed to prle a national quantitative picture of the pathways into and
throughHEwhere none has been available before, while Part 2 ainoecbtlate experiences from
careexperienced studentacross a wide range of HEIs and, it is believed, offers the widest
snapsot of views thus far collected, albeit without the depth of Jacksbal. (2005).

5 Around 8% of HE students undertake their studies in further educatitbeges (Parrgt al., 2012), usualljn the form of
foundation degrees and other undergraduate courses below full degree level and often ontanEabasis.
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1.4The rumber of care leaverand careexperienced studentsvithin HE

One interesting component of the study of care leaveamd careexperienced students HEis

that there is significant complexity and uncertainty concerning the number of individuals, with no
authoritative figures currently availablelhee are two main sources of information: (d¢rived

from Local Authorities and collated by tle¥E and (b)rom studentsvia theirHEapplicationand
collated byHESA

TheDfEcollatesannual information fromocal authoritiesabout thecare leavershat they are
supporting up to theage of 21, with the most recent estimate beiB®30 as shown in Table 1.1
(DfE 2017) Given that these data cover all years of study, this would equate to an annual intake
of around 550 to 600 care lgars aged 21 or under. This vai# an underestimate as it excluge
those young peoplaged over 21 and thosgho are no longem contact with theirocal

authority. It also obviously excludes otheareexperiencedstudents, including older students

who were once considered care leaverdso noteworthy in Table 1.1 is the relatively low
proportion of 18 year olds, suggestititat care leavers are less likehan other young peoplé

make a direct transition from school or college &

Table 1.1: Carleavers in HE as reported bgdlauthorities in England for 2016
Aged 17 Aged18 Aged19 Aged20 Aged?21 TOTAL

Fulktime 10 240 500 570 630 1,950
Parttime - 10 20 20 30 80
TOTAL 10 250 520 590 660 2,030

SourceDfE(2017)¢ note that numbesare rounded to the nearest ten

Meanwhile,national data on carexperienced students in HE have been collected by HESA since
2013/14, derived from two sources. The first is that,application to HE, prospective students

are invited to indicate whether thelyave ever been in caffer at least thee month$. The second

is that HEIs are asked to identify those students who are krnitwnthe HElJo meet the more
stringent definitionof beinga care leaverThe data from 2015/16, presented in Table 1.2,
suggests that 3,530 students were in thesfigroup and 2,570 students were in the second, for an
overall total of 6,10QqHESA, 2017)

The number of care leavershsoadly consistentith, butslightly higher thanthe data derived
from local authorities, which mdye due to the inclusionf studentsolder than 21 and those who
are no longer in contact with their local authoritfaeing based on seléporting, the figure for
careexperienced students is likely to be something of an underestimate detuttents not

6 The UCAS websismmewhat conflates care leavers and the wider eexperienced group, with théormer terminology being
used to denote the latter. The national HE access strategy (BIS, 2014) similar conflates care leavers, people whoihaarddeen
FYyR LIS2LX S gAGK WOFNB ol O1laINRBdzyRaQo®d
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wishing to reveal theipastto their HEl These data also exclude students undertaking HE in a
further education college.

Table 1.2: Englistomiciled care leavers and caegperienced students in HE in 2015/16

Other careexperienced
Care leavers

students
First degree:
- Fulktime 1,900 3,230
- Parttime 450 100
Other undergraduatestudy:
- Fulktime 110 150
- Parttime 110 50
TOTAL 2,570 3,530

SourceHESA2017)¢ note that numbesare rounded to the nearest teand that the care leaver column also
includes small numbers of students still deemed to be in care.

In summary the best information available suggests thatt present,around650care leavers

enter HE each yedof all ages)leading to a totain anygivenacademicyear of around 500

acrosshe various undergraduate years. Thare an additional3,500care-experiencedstudents

who either left care before the age of B8 who entered HE lateafter the responsibility of their

local authorityended. For reasons discussed above, these figures are likely to be underestimates,
but the scale of the underestimate is not currently known.
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CHAPTER 2: Analysis of national data

2.1 Introduction

The dataset used in this study is derived from that obtained fronTifigan extract from the

National Pupil Database) and fradESAfor linked data around university entry, retention and
completion). It contains a total of 650,220 individuals who completed their Key Stage 4 in England
in July 2008. A number of minor exclusions were made (e.g. those young people taking GCSEs
early) to ensure that the dataset was as accurate a representation ofathertas possible.

¢CKS YIFIAY 3ANRdzZL) 2F AYUSNBAG gAGKAY (GKAA NBLR NI
people who were marked within the data as being in care at any point during the 2007/08

academic year. As noted Footnote 2 thisis somewhat different tahe formal definition used by
localauthorities, but it is not anticipated that the group of young people captured will be

substantively different or that it will create a systematic bias within the results. There were 6,47
youngpeople meeting this definition, comprising 1.0% of the total cohort.

2.1.1 Limitations
There are four main limitations within the dataset, analysis and presentation of results:

1 Firstly, the dataset does not includhEoffered through further educatiorolleges; only
that provided through universities, univetgicolleges and colleges of higher education in
England. As mentioned in Footnote betproportion ofHEoffered within further
education is relatively small, but it is likely that care leaaeesoverrepresented within
this sector as it generally represents a variant that is local, lower cost and has lower entry
requirements. The result of this omission is that the progression rates calculated for the
care leaver groupvithin this report wil be an underestimate of the true valugt is not
currently possible to estimate the extent of this. Young people whoptete one
gualification (e.g. 6undationDegree) within a further education college, but progress to a
dzy A OSNE A (& {uR dedraiziald nepraRehtad initiee dataset. Future research
would be able to rectify this limitation by integrating data from Individual Learner Records;
this was beyond the resources available to this project.

Secondly, 55,110 individuals (8.5% of tbaart) are missing one or more pieces of
demographic data. These are overwhelming (87.6%) drawn from independent schools, but
also includes individuals in pupil referral units, as well as some recent migrants in
mainstream settings. This group featureghe descriptive analysis where their data are
available, but are unavoidably excluded from the regression analyses which rely on having
complete data for all individuals. It is impossible to determine the impact of this on the
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analysis, but the exclusiocof young people in independent schools might slightly diminish
the relative effects for care leavers by removing what is generally a highly privileged group
from the comparisons provided by regression. As very few young people in pupil referral
units ertered HE in the timescales being analysed, so this exclusion is very unlikely to have
a meaningful impact on the overall results.

1 Thirdly, the permission to use data from the National Pupil Database is predicated on
ensuring anonymity when analysis is fisbed. Most importantly within this report, all
actual numbers have been rounded to the nearest five, with no groups comprising fewer
than five individuals being reported. Also, no reported percentages are based on groups
containing fewer than 50 indiduals, with subgroups being aggregated as appropriate.
Given the relatively large numbers being reported, this will have had little or no impact on
the results overall.

1 Fourthly, the dataset does not contain information about théject studied or HEIs
attended by those students who participatedite Thiswvas partly due to resource
constraints and partlyelated to the previous point, where identificatiat this level ould
be problematic, especially in the conteat small groups likeareleavers Within the
analysis in this report, the data on entry qualifications are likely to perform as a rough
proxy for institutional type. A future study might wish2od G4 Ay RF G o6& WYAa
broad subject area tprovide additional insight.

2.1.2 Analytical approach

The main analytical approach used in this study is to compareateleaver groupo the whole
cohortof young peoplendto two disadvantaged comparator groups: (a) thegeo were eligible

for free school meal@=SM)n 2007/08on thebasis of low househd income,and (b) and those

who were livingn POLARuintile 1(Q1)areas(i.e. with historically low participatiom HE

when they enteredHE These two latter comparator groups were chosen as they represent
priority groups forwidening participation (BIS, 201@ffice for Fair Access [OFF2(]15) for which
data were readily available, and therefore provided a benchmark of educational disadvantage to
contextualise the care leaver groufphe comparison waachieved using two maitechniques:

1 Bivariate crosstabs These provide a simple tabular representation of percentages of the
care leaver groupnd other groups falling into various categores.g. by gender or
gualification level. While these are useful for demonstrapnigna faciedifferences
between the groups, it must be remembered that there are lilkel be background
confoundingvariables that explain, in part or whole, these differences.

7 For more information about the R@AR methodology, see Higheducation Funding Council for England (3010
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1 Binary logistic regressionThe use of binary logistic regression is irtted to overcome
these difficulties. It examines the likelihood of individuals falling into one of two groups
(e.g. participated or did not participate in HE) given a range of potential explanatory
factors. It then determines the effect of each of theaetbrs while controlling for the
others, isolating the individual contribution of each to the overall pattern of allocation of
individuals to the two possible outcomes. The overall explanatory power of the model is
NBELINSASYUiSR o0& {Rsttstt whiNdstnatés theJrdporiv of the
overall variability collectively captured by the factors within the model. As a rule of thumb
within a logistic regression analysis with lots of categorical variables (e.g. gender or
ethnicity), an Rbelow 01 should be considered weak, while ahaRove 0.5 should be
considered very strong. A weak model is one in which uncaptured factors outside the
dataset (e.g. motivation or subject) play a big part in determining outcomes or where there
are no meaningfupredictive factors (i.e. the outcomes are essentially random).

The two statistics of particular relevance within the binary logistic regressions are the p
value and the odds ratio. Thevalue provides a measure of the statistical significance of
the vaiable in questiorg i.e. the likelihood that a result could be duer@ndom variation
rather than a real relationship between variables. A significance threshold of 5% @.e. a p
value of <.05) is used throughout. The odds ratio is a measure of the gfecf a

particular variable; i.e. how important it is in determining outcomes for young people in
GKS OFrasS 2F GKA& &addzReéd ¢KS 2RR& NI GA2

OMphy O F2N¥dA F (G2 SaGAYFGS WNBEFGADSS t Al St

(RL is the relative likelihood, OR is the od
ratio and P is proportion of individuaist

o) in the group of interesachieving the
outcome being analysed.)

Estimated RL =

In particular, this estimate is used within this report to compare the likelihood of a given
outcome (e.g. participating iIHB for thecare leaver groupnd the remainder of the whole
cohort, controlling for a range of demographic and educational vars&abkor example, the
care leaver groumight be estimated to be 18% less/more likely to achieve a particular
outcome, relative to the wider cohort. In conjunction with thevglue, this enables claims
to be made about the extent to which treare leaver goup differs from the whole cohort.

2.2 Cohort overview
2.2.1 Demographic profile
Key finding: Care leavers were substantially more likely to have special education needs (and

at a more severe level) and to attend nemainstream schools compared the
whole cohort or the two comparator groups.
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Table 2.1 shows the demographic and educational profile ot#re leaver groujm comparison

to the whole cohort, th&=SMgroup and the POLARZLgroup. A number of key differences
emerge. Members of theare leaver groupvere slightly more likely than average to be male, to
be of black or mixed/other ethnicity (but leskdly to be Asian) and to have been livingreas
with a low propensity taccesdHE The differencewere starkerwhen we turn to speial
educational needs (SEN) and school type. Amongdheleaver group30.8% had a statement of
SEN (the highest category of need), compared to 3.6% in the cohort as a whole. SirBa886

of the care leaver groupttended anon-mainstream schodlincluding special schools, pupil
referral units and similar), while equivalent figure for the whole cohort was 2.4%. Members of
the care leaver groupvere significantly more likely to haweSEN than either of the other
disadvantaged comparator grps. Only 37.3% of theare leaver grougvere not considered to
have a SEN of any type.

Table2.1: Demographic profile @bhort and subgroups

Whole — Care leaver - ooy cliible  POLAR2 Q1
cohort group

Women 49.0 46.7 49.3 49.4
Men 51.0 53.3 50.7 50.6
White 77.2 71.2 69.0 87.8
Black 3.5 5.9 8.7 3.3
Asian 6.2 4.7 13.6 4.3
Mixed / Other' 3.7 6.7 7.0 3.4
Not known 9.5 11.2 1.6 1.2
POLAR2 Q1 13.1 16.5 24.6 n/a
POLAR2 Q2 18.2 19.9 26.5 n/a
POLAR2 Q3 17.4 17.4 18.8 n/a
POLAR2 Q4 20.3 19.0 16.0 n/a
POLAR2 Q5 22.5 16.9 13.6 n/a
POLAR2 Unknown 8.5 10.2 0.5 n/a
No SEN / No data 80.2 37.3 61.6 71.8
School Action SEN 10.9 114 194 15.5
School Action Plus SEN 5.4 20.4 11.3 8.2
Statement of SEN 3.6 30.8 7.7 4.5
Mainstreamschool(all types) 90.6 68.8 96.0 97.9
Non-mainstream schodl 2.4 30.9 4.0 2.1
Independent” 7.0 0.3 - -

Notes: () These columns exclude young people for whom the relevant data is missing, which explains the low proportions of urkmioitynaeid
POLAR2 quintiles;)(Includes those identified as Chinese, which haanlzggregatediue to small numbergiii) Includesspecial schools,
independent special sclats and pupil referral uts; (iv) Excludes independéspecial schools, as per note iii

8 As the data relate to the 2007/08 cohort, the categories predate the introduction of Education, Health and Care Plans in 2014
School Action, School Action Plus and Statement represent ascending leasdesded need.
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It is useful to brieflyeflect here that for many care leav&itheir SEN will be a specific result of

their childhood trauma, includinthose SENs categorisedlahavioural, emotional or social

difficulties, mental health issues or learning difficulties. For others, theivBlEi¢late to

underlying and preexisting disabilities that were beyond the capability of their birth parents to
YEYEFE3S 60S®3d FdziAayYy 2N LKe@aAOlt AYLIANXYSyGaoo
and/or consequence of the reasonhwtheywere taken into care; focourse, there will benany

for whom their SEN isntirely unrelated to their care status.

2.2.2 Key Stage 4 (KSdjtainment

Key finding: Care leavers were substantially less likely to attain good GGISE&fuivalent
resultsthan the whole cohort or the two comparator groupsThis relationship
persistedeven once their level cBENwvas taken into account.

In this study, GCSE attainment was the measure of school attainment used. There were a number
of reasons for this. Fity, at the time of the dataKS4marked the end of compulsory schooling

FYR &2 AlG F2NXY& | dzaS¥T¥dAd aylLlaK2d 2F | @&2dzy/3
time. Secondly, GCSE results form awalierstood gateway into Level 3 study whighfurn,

provides the most common (and traditional) pathway it& More generally, research (e.g.
Crawford, 2014) has shown the importance of GCSE resuiltedlicting ordeterminingHEentry.

Finally, the end of KS4 also corresponds with the timatpshen childrertin-careare

redesignated as care leavers. Data on attainment at Key Stages 2 and 3 were available within the
dataset, but resources precluded their inclusion in the analysis. Data on Key Stsgarbent

were not available wvthin the dataset as that relating to qualifications attained in further

education colleges is not stored within the National Pupil Database, but rather within the

Individual Learner Record data which was out of scope for this study.

Presenting data abou{S4attainment is somewhat vexed by the range of alternative qualifications
available to young people beyond the standard GCSE @fterexample, the Level 2 BTEC and the
range of qualifications offered by OCN, ASDAN and other awarding bodies. At the time from
which the data are drawn, most of these qualifications were deemed to haWcatvalencyvith

one or more GCSEs at a given grade.

Table2.2 shows the percentage of young people reaching a range of KS4 attainment thresholds.
The attainment of five GCSE passe&*ato C including English andaths isoften seen as a useful
criterion as it offers the young person the opportunity to immediatptpgress to Level 3 study

(e.g. A Levels)Just 8.8% of theare leaver groupeached this threshold, compared to 24.1% of

the FSM group32.1% of tb POLAR2 Q1 groapd 47.8% of the cohort as a whole. Taee

leaver grougherefore emerges as havirggibstantialljower attainment tharthe whole cohort
andboth disadvantaged comparator groups. This patwasmaintained across athe
attainmentthresholds. Ofthe care leaver group, 26.6% did not achieve any GCSE or equivalent



Page 16

passest A* to G conpared to just 2.4% of the whole cohort, 5.3% of the FSM group and 3.7% of
the POLAR2 Q1 group.

Table 2.2: Percentage of each group achieving GCSE outcome thrésichideng equivalents)
Whole Care leaver FSM

cohort group eligible POLARZ Q
5+ A* to Anc. English and raths 47.8 8.8 24.1 32.1
5+ A*to C 65.6 16.8 41.5 53.4
5+ A*to G 91.9 48.7 83.1 88.0
1+ A*to G 97.6 73.4 94.7 96.3

Table2.3looks in more detail at theelationship betweerSEN statuandattainment. Those in

the care leavegroupwithout a SEN areonsiderablymore likely to achieve the threshold of five
GCE& passes at A* to C including English aaths) with 21.0% doing so. At the other end of the
spectrum, just 1.3% of those with a statement of SEN attained the samsholdandonly 34.3%
attained any GCSE or equivalent padfen these proportions are copared to the whole

cohort, care leavers still hddwer attainmentoverall even once SEN statugag&en into account
This strongly suggests that there ardedst two layers of inequality operating within the data,
with both SEN status and care status exerting separate and additive effects on attainment.

Table2.3: Percentage of care leavensd whole cohort attaining GCSE thresholds by SEN status

AOSIEN fcr:i(())?: Ac?i((:;os:us el

Care leaver group

5+ A* to C incEnglish ananaths 21.0 7.7 7.2 1.3
5+ A* to Cexc.English ananaths 35.2 20.5 16.9 2.9
5+A*to G 73.5 72.3 61.6 18.8
1+A*to G 91.2 90.8 87.2 39.3
Whole cohort:

5+ A* to C incEnglish ananaths 57.8 16.9 11.1 5.4
5+ A* to Cexc.English ananaths 74.6 34.7 22.5 11.3
5+A*to G 97.2 87.9 70.8 44.0
1+A*to G 99.3 98.7 92.4 68.7

There was also a strong correlation with school type, with 48.0% of care leavens-in
mainstreamschools not being entered into any qualificatianghese were predominantly those
with statementsof SEN Only 30.6% achieved any GCSE or equivalent pétbsthe remainder
only undertaking qualifications that were not deemed to have any GCSE equivalency.
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2.3 Pathways intdHE

2.3.1 Participatiorrates

Key finding: TheHEpatrticipation rate of @are leaverswas 11.8%, which wasubstantially
lower than forother groups. This was largely due to lower KS4 attainment, but
participation was also markedlyower among those care leavensith lower
attainment. Once a range ofactors were controlled for, care leavers were
around 11% less likely tparticipate than other members of the cohort

The next stage of the analysis relies on linking the KS4 data with that heldtdBstutdents. For
the purposes of this studyarticipationis defined as enteringlEin the academic years 2010/11,
2011/12, 2012/13, 2013/14 and 2014/15, allowing two years from the end of KS4 (when most
young people would have been pursuing A Levels or other Level 3 qualifications) and then five
possible entry years.

A total of 765 menbers of the care leaver group entered HE during the period in question,

comprising 11.8% of the total. As can be seen in Table 2.4, there is a significant disparity in the
headline participation rates, with the care leaver rate being roughly a quartiégrabfor the whole

cohort and a half of that for the two disadvantaged comparator groups. Of the care leavers

entering HE, 475 had achieved five GCSE passes at A* to C (335 including English and maths) at the
end of KS% while 290 had lower attainment.

Table2.4: Percentage of each group participatingdiBby GCSEnd equivalenattainment

Whol re leaver FSM

coh(z)r? Cag(raojpa)1 - eIigSibIe POLARZ Q
EnteredHE(all) 43.1 11.8 26.1 25.5
-8+ A*to C 76.2 71.3 72.3 65.0
-5+ A* to C inc. English andaths 68.4 58.6 62.3 55.0
-5+ A* to C exc. English and maths 38.9 26.8 31.6 22.4
-5+ A*t0 G 11.3 8.7 12.2 8.0
-1+ A*to G 8.1 4.5 3.4 3.3
- No passes 2.8 2.4 2.0 24

Notes: (i) Excludes equivalent qualifications as these data were not available forehein question.

When GCSE attainment is controlled for, the picture changes somewhat. For those with five GCSE
passesat A* to CincludingEnglish and @iths, 58.6% of the caleaver group progressed tdE
compared to 68.4% of the cohort as a whole. Expressed in a more tangible way, an adsftional

9 The datasets used in this study did not take account of additional Level 2 qualifications undertaken after KS4, incidimg ret
GCSEs.
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care leavers enteringlEacross the country wouldaveequalisal the participation rates within
this attainment band. Thparticipationrates for care leavexwere also very similar to those for
the FSM group and actuakpmewhathigher than for the POLAR2 Q1 grotowever,there was
a disparity across all the attainment categories in Table 2.4 and this is most markedaver
attainment ranges

To recapKS4attainmentappears to accourfor the majority of the differences in the headlitE
participation rates betweeware leaversand the other groups. Howevdrigher attaining care
leaveis were almost as likelya progress tdHEas their peerswhile the lower attainerswere more
substantiallyless likely to do s¢aswere thosein areas lacking a strong historyoE
participation) Nevertheless, the participation of care leaveras lower than the whole cohorh
every attainment band.

There are other potential explanatory factors for HE progression rates that can be taken into
account, with gender, ethnicity, household income, historical area participation rates and SEN all
widely taken to exert separate infmces on the propensity of a young person to participate.

Table 2.5 presents a mukitage binary logistic regression model to examine the participation once
these other factors are controlled for.

Model 1 solely uses membership of the care leaver giaip predictor for participation within

HE. Unsurprisingly, it &atisticallysignificant, with the care leaver group being only 31% as likely
to participate within five years as their peers, if no other factors are taken into actbuwtbdel 2
adds fve demographic factors, all of which have a statistically significant effettt women,

member of minority ethnic communities and those in areas with high historic HE participation
being more likely to participate and those eligible for FSM being lestnsthis model, members

of the care leaver group are 44% as likely to participate once demographic factors are included.

Model 3 adds two measures of KS4 attainment. The first is a score calculatedifEtbeeach

young person encapsulating theittainment in GCSEs and equivalent qualificatién¥he second

is the number of GCSE passes attained at grades A* and A, representing elite KS4 qualifications
that aredisproportionatelylikely to propel a young person into pesbmpulsory education and
towards HE. These two measures exert separate and significantsaffiéitin the model. Once

KS4 attainment is included in the model, the relative likelihood of members of the care leaver
group progressing to HE rises89%. In other words, even onceetinographic and attainment
variables are controlled for, the care leaver group is still significantly less likely to attend HE in the
first five years, although the difference between them and their peers is substantially reduced by
the inclusion of the catmol variables as can be seen in Figure 2Model 3 is also considerably

better at explaining the data as a whole, with thesRatistic rising from .179 for Model 2 to .486,

10This figure (and subsequent measureseadativelylikelihood) are derived from the odds ratio e formula presented in
Section 2.1.2.
UThisidi KIES4PTSTNEWE FASE R Ay G KS Rits Gatc@ayfdn fs desodidethin DS (R0A1).6 | & S
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demonstrating that KS4 attainment is the single strongest predictor qfaficipation within the
data available.

Table 2.5: Logistic regression modelsH&participation

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B(SE) OR p B(SE) OR P B(SE) OR P
Care leaver group
ONBTFSNBYyOS T
-Yes -1.591 .204 <.001 -1.180 .307 <.001 -.188 .828 <.001
(.040) (.043) (.047)
Gender
0 NB T S NiegO®S T
-Women .242 1.273 <.001 .064 1.066 <.001
(.006) (.007
Ethnicity
ONBFSNByOS 1
- Asian 1.226 3.409 <.001 1.368 3.927 <.001
(.012) (.014)
- Black 1.246 3.476 <.001 1.700 5.475 <.001
(.015) (.017)
- Mixed / other 781 2.184 <.001 .844 2.327 <.001
(.014) (.017)
- Not known 132 1.141 <.001 .265 1.303 <.001
(.023) (.029)
Free school meals
ONBFSNByOS 1
-Yes -.822 441 <.001 -.208 .812 <.001
(.010) (.01
Special Education Needs
ONBTFSNByOS T
- School Action -1.218 .296 <.001 -315 .730 <.001
(.010) (.012)
- School Action Plus -1.589 .204 <.001 -.357 .700 <.001
(.016) (.019
- Statement -1.988 137 <.001 -.289 .749 <.001
(.023) (.026)
POLAR?2 quintile
ONBFSNByOS 1
Quintile 1 -1.064 .345 <.001 -.664 515 <.001
(.010) (.012)
Quintile 2 -.769 463 <.001 -.454 .635 <.001
(.009) (.010)
Quintile 3 -.556 573 <.001 -.332 717 <.001
(.008) (.010)
Quintile 4 -.330 719 <.001 -.185 831 <.001
(.008) (.009)
Not known -.700 497 <.001 -.291 747 <.001
(.047) (.05
KS4 attainment
- Points score for GCSEs and .006 1.006 <.001
equivalents (.000
- Numberof GCSE passes at .393 1.481 <.001
A* or A (.002)
Constant -.364 .695 <.001 =311 733 <.001 -4.264 .014 <.001
(.003) (.004) (.019

N 597,404 597,404 597,404
Re .005 179 486
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However, it should be noted that Model 3 is sensitive to tieasures of KS4 attainment used.
There is no perfect means of reflecting the diversity of qualifications undertaken by young people
or the relative importance of grade or subject combinations. A number of alternatives were
explored and, in some of theseare leavers were found to have statistically similar HE
participation rates to the whole cohort. The combination presented was felt to provide a good
balance between representing all qualifications and giving additional emphasis to those that are
takento represent elite performance; this could be modelled further in future studies.

Figure 2.1Likelihood of HE participatioelative to whole cohortby control variables
120%

100%

80% | 89%

60% [

Relative likelihood

40% | 44%

31%

20%

0% b
Care status only Plus gender, ethnicity, FSM  Plus KS4 attainment
status, SEN and POLAR2

2.3.2Care leavers in HE

Key finding: Care leavers in HE come from more diverse backgrounds than average. KS4
attainment is the strongest predictor for participation, but once this is taken into
account, care leavers from minority ethnic communities are significantly more
likely to participate, while those withhigher levels ofSEN are less likely to do so.

This section focuses on those young people who did progredgbetween 2010/11 and

2014/15. Table2.6 provides a brief demographic and educational overview of this group with

respect b those not participating. As can be seen, thoaee leavers participating iHEwere
disproportionately female, from a minority ethnic group and with@EN Of those not

participating inHE few (5.8%) had fiver more GCSEs at grades A* talthoudh interestingly,

many with fewer GCSEs did indeed eri& making up nearly half (47.3%) of the total to do so.
Thisewley 0Sa (GKS AYLRNII YOS 2 REdéS BaeiRwWherktheyousg) NI
person has been able to improve their qualifications markedly since the end of compulsory
schooling.
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Table2.6: Demographic profile of entrants and nentrants for care leavers and whole cohort

Careleavers Whole cohort
Careleavers . Whole cohort .
enteringHE not entering entering HE not entering

HE HE
Men 43.7 54.5 46.5 54.5
Women 56.3 455 53.5 455
White 59.2 79.2 77.5 87.8
Black 18.8 4.6 5.6 2.6
Asian 8.6 4.6 10.2 4.3
Mixed / Other 11.3 7.0 5.2 3.2
Not known 2.2 4.6 1.5 2.1
POLAR2 Q1 13.4 16.9 7.7 17.2
POLAR2 Q2 23.8 19.4 14.2 21.1
POLAR2 Q3 17.6 17.4 15.8 18.6
POLAR2 Q4 21.5 18.7 21.0 19.9
POLAR2 Q5 17.8 16.8 27.7 18.6
POLAR2 Unknown 5.9 10.8 13.6 4.6
No SEN / No data 57.3 27.5 91.0 69.8
School ActiorSEN 13.4 12.4 6.0 15.8
School Action Plus SEN 19.8 22.8 2.0 8.4
Statement of SEN 9.5 37.3 0.9 6.0
-5+ A* to C inc. Engfaths 43.6 4.1 75.8 26.6
- 5+ A* to C excEng/maths 18.1 6.7 16.0 19.1
-5+ A*t0 G 23.4 33.1 6.9 41.1
-1+ A*to G 9.5 27.1 1.0 9.2
- No passes 54 29.0 0.2 4.1

The contrast with the whole cohort can also be readily seen, with the care leaver group being

more diverse by ethnicity (with the exception of Asian students), SEN status and historical HE
participation of their homearea, as well as having substantially weaker GCSE attainment on

average. For examplthe care leavers in Hiere aroundten times more likely to have had a

statement of SEN or to have been assessed in the School Action Plus category than the cohort as a
wholein HE (29.3%, compared to 2.9%)

Table 2.7examines which factors may predict the propensity of care leavers to participate in HE
using logistic regression models. Model 1 contains the same demographic variables as Table 2.5,
with women and membes of minority ethnic communities being significantly more likely to

participate, while care leavers with SEN are significantly less likely. Interestingly, historical HE

LI NGAOALI GA2Yy 2F GKS @2dzy3 LISNER2Y QPpredicdrg.S | NS
Once K&attainment is included in Model 2, gender and being assessed for School Action SEN are
no longer significant. In other words, after controlling for KS4 attainment (which has its own
predictors), care leavers from ethnic minority comnities are disproportionately likely to

participate in HE, while those with more severe SEN are less likely to do so.



Table 27: Logistic regression models for HE participation among care leavers

Gender

(referencel’ mé&kQ 0
-Women

Ethnicity
ONBFSNByOS 1
- Asian

- Black

- Mixed / other

- Not known

Free school meals
ONBTFSNByOS T
-Yes

Special Education Needs
ONBTFSNByOS T
- SchoolAction

- School Action Plus

- Statement

POLAR?2 quintile
ONBFSNByOS 1
Quintile 1

Quintile 2

Quintile 3

Quintile 4

Not known

KS4 attainment

- Points score for GCSEs and
equivalents

- Number of GCSE passes at

A* or A
Constant

N
Re

2.3.2 Forms oHE

B(SE)

239
(.086)

618
(.157)
1.476
(124
533
(.137)
-.354
(339

-092
(114

-.609
(125
-798
(107
-1.906
(139

-.207
(146)

114
(129
-.034
(137)

137
(131)
-012
(403

-1.651
(.125)

Model 1
OR

1.271

1.856

4.374

1.704

.702

912

.544
.450

.149

.813

1.120

.966

1.147

.988

192

5,805
.158

p

.005

<.001

<.001

<.001

.296

417

<.001

<.001

<.001

.156

.378

.802

.296

977

<.001

B(SE)

125
(.099

851
(189
1.409
(.017)
539
(.017)
-182
(.029)

103
(128

-272
(141
-317
(121
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1.715
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1.109
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.009

.001
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Key finding: Care leavers tended to entéElater than other young peoplewhich was
associated with their weaker KS#ttainment. They were alsaonsiderablyless
likely to enter full degree coursesnore likely to enter with vocationalLevel 3
qualifications rather than A Levels and to have weaker entry qualifications.



Pagel 23

The care leaver group not only had differences in its propensity to particip&t& iout it did so in
notably different forms andhrough different pathways to the rest of the cohort. In particular,

this section focuses on (a) year of entry, (b) qualification pursued, and (c) entry qualifications used
to gain entry.

Figure 2.2 Year of entry as percentage of total entrants for véhabhort and subgroups
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Figure 2.Zhows the year of first entry for the whole cohort, the care leaver group and the two
disadvantaged comparator groups. As can be seen, care fagez significantly less likely to

enter in 2011 4s an 18/19 year ojdand more likely to enter in 2013, 2014 and 2015 than any of
the other groups. On avage,care leaves entered HEeight months later than the whole cohort.
This will bedue, in small part, to the missing data étEin further education colleges, as dissed
previously When only students with five GCSE pass$és* to Cincluding English and maths were
examined, the entry year for the four groups was very much more siqftarexample, 54.8% of
care kavers entered at the age of 18 b9, comparedd 63.8% of the whole cohort. This suggests
that much of the delay in entry for care leavers can be accounted for through their lower average
attainment at KS4presumably leading to retaken examinations and alternative routes to acquire
Level 3 qualificabns

Table 2.8 shows whether the first qualification pursued by the young person was a full degree
course or a lower HE qualification, including a wide range of foundation degrees, diplomas and
certificates. Once again, the care leaver group showstmctise pattern of engagement, being
substantially more likely to enter HE to pursue a lower qualification compared to the whole cohort
and the two disadvantaged comparison groups. Interestingly, however, this does not in this
instance appear to be strgty related to KS4 attainment. While the higher attaining group were
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more likely to enter full degree courses, this does not change the basic pattern of the care leaver
group being less likely to do so. Of the 110 in the care leaver group pursuingrajlesliéication,

55 were undertaking foundation degrees, 20 Higher National Diplomas (HND) or Diplomas of HE
(DipHE), and the remainder a heterogeneous assortment of other qualifications or standalone
credits.

Table2.8: Percentage of each group and ébwf study orfirst entry toHE?

Degree  Other UG

Whole cohort 90.6 9.3
Care leaver group 85.2 14.6
FSM eligible 88.1 11.7
POLAR2 Quintile 1 87.3 12.5
Whole cohort (5+ A*Cinc. E M) 92.4 7.5
Care leaver group (5+ A€ incEH M) 88.6 114

Table2.9 and Figure & showthe entry qualifications used to acced&for each of the groups of
interest. The care leaver group is markedly less likely to enter with A Levels than the cohort as a
whole (29.8%, compared with 49.3%), and more likely to ertentgh a range of notraditional
routes, including access courses, vocational qualifications and bifBeourses within a further
education setting. Their propensity to do so was stronger than in either of the two disadvantaged
comparator groups. Loaky only at the subsedchieving five GCSE passes at A* to C including
English and mathshere wasconsiderablenarrowing of the gap between the care leaver group

and whole cohort, bui 7.5% differencén the propensity to have enteredEthrough A levels
remained.

Table 29: Percentage of each group enterid§by entry qualifications

Accessto A Levels Level 3

CHER S HE course or IB' Dip/Cert' Sl
Whole cohort 2.6 1.1 48.5 44 .4 3.4
Care leaver group 5.7 5.2 29.8 49.3 9.9
FSM eligible 3.3 2.3 37.0 52.2 5.2
POLARZRL 3.6 1.9 38.7 50.4 54
Whole cohort (5+ A*Cinc. H M) 2.1 0.7 53.6 415 2.1
Care leavergs+ A*=Cinc. € M) 3.6 3.3 46.1 43.1 3.9

Notes: () This includes those studenwho undertookHEcourses in further educatiobefore moving on t@ HEprovider; (i) The International

Baccalaureate is included with A Levels as adhnigtatus qualifiction; (iii) This includes a range of vocationdtigused Level 3 qualifications,
including those young people with aixed portfdio with A Levels; (JuThis includes all other forms @ualificatiorQincluding thosenot formally
recognised, thosgained overseas or entry through professional experience.

12The percentages do not sum to 100% as a very small number of students are recorded as pursuinduadstgualifications as
their first engagement wittHE which may reflect earlier international study or data entry errors.
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Figure 23: Percentage of each group enteridgby entry qualifications
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Finally, Table 20 and Figure 2.dxamine the UCAS tariff points accumulated by young people at
their first point of entry toHE In keeping with their greater propensity to pursue roaditional
pathways intoHE the care leaver group wemibstantialy more likely toenter with a qualification
outside of the tariff system (28.2%, compared to 12.0%), as well as being less likely to have more
than 360 points. Once again, their situation was also markedly worse than that of the comparator
disadvantaged mups. As with Table 2above, there is some reduction in these differences when
only the higherattaining young people are analysed. Interestingly, care leavers with lower
attainment at GCSE were represented among the higher tariff groups, demongttaihsome
members of the care leaver group enterki@Ewith considerably stronger qualifications than their
GCSE attainment might have predicted.

Table 210: Percentage of each group enteridgby tariff points accumulated

Not - Ftﬁ‘;"r?r 120t0 240to 360to 480 and
tariffed! 239 359 479 over
120
Whole cohort 12.0 2.7 13.6 32.9 26.3 12.5
Care leaver group 28.2 3.9 195 28.7 16.6 3.1
FSM eligible 17.8 5.1 21.3 33.7 18.0 4.3
POLARD1L 18.3 4.3 16.8 34.1 20.4 6.2
Whole cohort(5+ A*xC inc. E/M) 8.8 2.0 12.5 34.9 28.3 13.5

Care leaves (5+ A*=C inc. E/N) 17.4 3.0 22.5 36.2 17.1 3.9

Note: () Thisincludes a range of qualifications and accreditation of prior learning that are not specifically recognised within thariffiGASds,
but which are used by institutions to admit students. It broadly represents the Other UG, Access to HE and@tineriodr able 2,9lus some of
those students with vocational Level 3 qualifications.
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Figure 2.4 Percentage of each group enteridgby tariff points accumulated

40

35

% of entrants
N
o

15

ulll

Not tariffed Fewer than 120 120 to 239 240 to 359 360 to 479 480 and over

® Whole cohort m Care leaver group m FSM eligible = POLAR2 Q1

2.3.3 Summary

In summary, there are clear differermbetween the care leaver groamd other groups in terms
of the likelihood of them enteringiEand the forms oHEaccessed. In general, care leasmsere
significantly less likely to enter and, if they did, were more likely to followtraditional and
lower-status routes, often wh a period of delay relative to their peers. In large part, these
differencesappeared to resulfrom the differences in KS4 attainment explored in 8ection 2.2
where care leavers completed KS4 with significantly lower qualifications, on average. owiie
the higherattaining members of the care leaver group were compared with similarly qualified
members of the wider cohort, the differences were substantially reduced or disappeared.
However, they remained in evidence when looking at-+ordower-attaining young people,
suggesting thatare leaversvere less able to find a pathway inKEIf their initial KS4 attainment
was low, compared to other young people. There was also evidence to suggest that some
members of the care leaver group substantiathprovel their attainment between K&and entry
to HE underlining the importance of such routes.

2.4 Pathways throughHE

2.4.1Care leaver experiences

Key finding: Just over half othe care leavers enteringdEcompleted a qualificatiorby
2014/15. Nearly onein-five (18.36)withdrew, with the remainder still studying
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at the end of the period.Many care leavers had ncehinear pathways through HE
with changed courses, returns from withdrawal and periods of dormancy.

The routes of the care leavgroup through HE were often complex. As we have already seen,

they tended to delay their entry and to enter through ntmaditional routes. Similarly, the

traditional linear view of a three year degree was less common, with students often withdrawing,
switching course or having periods of dormancy. This is a challenge for analysis as it is difficult to
Ffglea OFGSI2NRAS adGdzRSyda Of SINIe& Ay GSNya 2
example, a student may be considered not to have beenmethif they left HE after one year, but

this does not preclude them returning two years later and going on to complete their degree.
Because of the heterogeneous nature of these pathways, some were pursued by very small
numbers of students where the reqeiment to maintain anonymity attached to the use of NPD

data prevents a full exposition of the routes taken (see Section 2.1.1).

Of the 765 members of the care leaver group entering HE, 385 were recorded as completing a
gualification within the timefrare afforded by the dataset. In 320 cases, this was a full degree,
GAGK GKS NBYFAYRSNI 0SAy3 W20KSNXID ljdzr t AFAOF GA2
latter group of 65 individuals, 30 had continued in HE after obtaining their first quabincat

(mainly to full degrees) and were still studying in 2014/15. Among those passing a full degree,

9.1% received a first class, 41.6% received an upper second class, 27.3% received a lower second
class and the remaining 5.2% received a third class,gassclassified degree. Furthermore, 25

Oy P00 2F GK2a$S 02YLX SiAy3d KIR LINRPINBiIaSR 2y
academic year; there were no doctoral students drawn from the care leaver giatgrestingly,

30 of those completingadgl £t A FAOI 0A2Y O6FdzZ € RSINBS 2N W2GKS
course, speaking again forthenbnA y S NA & 2F OF NB t S gSNBQ SELIS

Conversely, 160 of the 765 were recorded as having withdrawn (or been required to withdraw)
from HE wihout passing any qualification. There was complexity within this group too. Twenty of
the group had returned to HE after withdrawing but had not yet completed as of 2014/15. A
further 30 had only withdrawn in 2014/15 and some may have been intendingttion (e.g. on
another course) in the following year. Therefore, the number from the care leaver group
seemingly having left HE permanently without securing a qualification was 140; of course, it is
possible that some may have subsequently returnedrat®@14/15.

The remaining 220 members of the care leaver group in HE had neither completed a qualification
nor withdrawn. The majority of these (150 individuals) were still active students as of 2014/15,
with the remaining 70 appearing to be dormanttivat they had not completed or withdrawrut

they also had no record of attendance for 2014/15. These wearst rommonly parime

students or those on periods of suspension (e.g. for health reasons).
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The descriptive data presented in this section swenmarised diagrammatically in Figure 2.4
below, with a flow from the 6,470 original members of the care leaver group on the left through to
their HE experiences (if any), to the right.

Figure 2.5: Summary of care leaver pathways into and through HE
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2.4.2Student austcomes by 2014/15

Key finding: Rates of completiorby 2014/15were unsurprisingly strongly related to the year
of entry. Headline withdrawal rates were higher famare leaverswvith lower entry
qualifications, men and students from areas with low historic participationHit

Due to the high proportion of care leavarst completing their studies within the five year time
period being examined, a direct comparison with the widehort is not fruitful. Instead, Table
211belowO2 YLJ NBa 2dzio2YSa I ONRaa GKNXBS oNad R Ol -
notreturning)l Yy R WO2Yy GAYydZAy3IQ O0AyOf dZRAY3I (GK2a$S Odz2NNB

Nearly three times as many of the care leaver graxere still studying in 2014/15 (31.3%,

compared to 12.8%), with fewer having completed (50.4%, compared to 77.2%). The proportion
of the care leaver group withdrawing (18.3%) was nearly twice as high as for the cohort as a whole
(10.0%); we will returmo this shortly. For every entry year, care leavers were more likely to still

be continuing than the cohort as a whole, suggesting that disrupted pathways through HE were
more common for care leavers, for example, with retaken years, changes in coltigg¢ and
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periods of timeout. Similarly, for nearly all entry years (2013/14 being the exception), care leavers
were less likely to have completed by 201445

Table 2.11Percentage of HE outcomes by group and demographic and educational variables
Whole cohort

Care eavers

Completed
Withdrawn
Continuing
Completed
Withdrawn
Continuing

2010/11 first entry 70.2 18.4 11.4 87.0 8.2 4.8
2011/12 first entry 61.6 21.2 17.2 77.8 11.7 10.5
2012/13 first entry 38.0 17.9 44.1 45.8 14.8 39.3
2013/14 first entry 16.7 14.1 69.2 16.4 16.0 67.6
2014/15 first entry 2.0 13.7 84.3 7.5 8.8 83.7
Not tariffed 27.3 21.8 50.9 47.2 17.0 35.8
Fewer than 120 pts 36.7 23.3 40.0 62.4 20.6 17.0
120 to 239 pts 53.0 22.8 24.2 70.1 16.6 13.3
240 to 359 pts 64.5 15.0 20.5 81.3 10.2 8.6
360 to 479 pts 63.8 14.2 22.0 86.0 5.8 8.3
480 or more pts 58.3 4.2 37.5 87.5 2.5 10.0
Men 45.7 21.8 32.5 74.7 12.0 13.3
Women 54.1 15.5 30.4 79.4 8.3 12.3
White 47.8 19.8 32.4 77.1 10.2 12.6
Black 56.5 17.4 26.1 67.1 14.9 18.0
Asian 58.7 14.3 27.0 75.7 10.7 13.7
Mixed / Other 55.4 13.3 31.3 73.3 11.3 15.4
Not known 56.3 25.0 18.8 72.5 11.1 16.4
POLAR2 Q1 33.0 20.4 46.6 68.3 13.9 17.8
POLAR2 Q2 50.0 24.7 25.3 72.3 12.6 15.1
POLAR2 Q3 51.1 16.3 32.6 75.1 11.3 13.6
POLAR2 Q4 58.2 17.6 24.2 77.6 9.9 12.5
POLAR2 Q5 57.4 10.3 32.4 80.0 8.7 11.3
POLAR2 Unknown 40.0 20.0 40.0 83.2 6.5 10.3
TOTAL 50.4 18.3 31.3 77.2 10.0 12.8

The most readily apparent pattemithin the care leavegroupis that the likelihood of completion

is, unsurprisingly, strongly correlated with the year of entry, while early enterers were also slightly
more likely to have withdrawn. Students with untariffed qualifications or low tariff points were
also at greaterisk of withdrawal with only 4.2% of students with the strongest qualifications
having done so, compared to 23.3% of those with the weakiglein were somewhat more likely

13 Completionin less than three years relates to students on certificates (one year) or diplomas (two years), or to thosetippping
a Foundation Degree acquired in a further education college.
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to have withdrawn(21.8%, compared to 15.5%i)d less likely to have completed, as wgvhite
students. Finallycare leavergrom areas with a less strong tradition ldEparticipation were less
likely to have completed and more likely to have withdravidespite the differences in the overall
rates of completion, withdrawal and continuation, similar patterns wielentifiable within the
whole cohort datawith the exception that Black students were at higher risk of withdravake
two disadvantaged comparator groups occupied an intermediate jposé&nd are not reported
here for reasons of space.

2.4.3 Wthdrawal from HE

Key finding: Even after demographic factors and entry qualifications were controlled for, care
leavers were still significantly more likely to withdraw than other students,
although interestingly this effect disappeared once KS4 attainment was also
taken into account. Care leavers had generally similar recorded reasons for
withdrawal to the cohort as a whole.

Logistic regression models were prepared to explore the prediétorsompletion and
continuation, but these were so closely related to year of entry that the analysis was itbilfru
However, it was possible create insightful models for withdrawal, where there was no obvious
pattern with respect to entry year; thee are shown in Table 21

Model 1 supports the initial position that care leavers are significantly more prone to withdrawal
being 74% more likely to do sd'his relationship is carried into Model 2, although the effect size is
diminished by the inclusion of demograplféctors and entry qualificationsWithin this model,
members of thecare leaver groupre 38% more likely to withdraw than their peerstigender,
ethnicity, home area and entry qualifications are also statistically significant factors; the latter of
these has a patrticularly strong influence.

Model 3 sees the inclusion of KS4 attainmebinder this model, care leavers are just 12% more
likely to withdraw and this is not statistically significant. In addition, the effeetlwficity and
genderare reducedcandhome areas no longer significantin other wordsin this modelcare
leavers withdraw at approximately the rate that would peedicted by their qualifications profile
(both GCSE andEentry qualifications), mediated through their gender (women being less likely
to leave) and ethnicity (Asian students belagslikely to leave).

It is unclear why KS4 attainment should haueh a strong influence on the propensity of students
to withdraw given that entry qualifications are also in the regression modéiatever the reason,

it is disproportionately felt by care leavers as the relative likelihood of withdréeill markedly
between Models 2 and 3, as can be seen in Figuigetlis will be discussed latetHowever, with

an R statistic of .097, even Model 3 is not a strong fit for the data, suggestingthat factors

(e.g. levels of motivatiorgre important in determiningvhich students withdraw.
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Table 2.2: Logistic regression models for withdrawal frét

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B(SE) OR p B(SE) OR p B(SE) OR p
Care leaver group
ONBTSNBYyOS 1
-Yes .636 1.88 <.001 .361 1.434 <.001 131 1.140 183
(.096) (.098) (.098)
Gender
0 NB T S N#egQ®S ' v
-Women -.394 674 <.001 -.332 717 <.001
(.013) (.014)
Ethnicity
ONBTFSNByOS 11
- Asian -.123 .884 <.001 =177 .828 <.001
(.023 (.023)
- Black .098 1.103 <.001 -.034 .967 .204
(.027) (.027)
- Mixed / other -.002 .998 .941 -.029 972 .339
(.030) (.030)
- Not known .021 1.022 .705 -.019 .981 734
(.05 (.055
Entry qualifications
ONBTFSNByOS 1
- Fewer than 120 pts .186 1.205 <001 .180 1.207 <.001
(.033) (.033)
-120 to 239 pts -.065 .937 .002 -.020 1.041 .352
(.021) (.021)
- 240 to 359 pts -.562 .570 <.001 -.348 .758 <.001
(.019) (.020)
-360 to 479 pts -1.078 .340 <.001 -.597 572 <.001
(.023 (.024)
- 480 pts and above -1.919 147 <.001 -.955 .375 <.001
(.041) (.044)
Free school meals
ONBTFSNByOS 1
-Yes 375 1.454 <.001 .262 1.300 <.001
(.022) (.022)
POLAR?2 quintile
0 NB T S NBIyAG/a) Ar't &
Quintile 1 .296 1.344 <.001 .188 1.207 <.001
(.024) (.024)
Quintile 2 224 1.251 <.001 .146 1.157 <.001
(.020) (.020)
Quintile 3 .160 1.174 <.001 .102 1.108 <.001
(.020) (.020)
Quintile 4 .072 1.075 <.001 .035 1.036 .066
(.019) (.019)
Not known .246 1.279 .025 147 1.158 .184
(.110) (.110
KS4 attainment
- Points score for GCSEs and -.001 .999 <.001
equivalents (.000
- Number of GCSE passes at # -.139 .870 <.001
or A (.004)
Constant -2.136 .118 <.001 -1.545 213 <.001 -.857 425 <.001
(.007) (.020 (.0349

N 243234 243,234 243,234
Re <.001 .068 .097
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Figure 26: Likelihood of withdrawal relative to whole cohort, by control variables
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A total of 190 members of the care leaver group had a reason for leaving their course recorded
that was not that they had completedli.e. they had withdrawn or been required to withdraw. As
noted above, 30 of these did later complete a course and 20rdtanined, but not yet completed;

fifteen had more than one withdrawal recorded. A total of 205 withdrawals were recorded, taking
into account multiple instances, and these are summarised in Table 2.13 below, alongside the data
for the cohort as a whole.

Table 2.13: Recorded reasons for withdrawal for care leavers and whole cohort

Reason for withdrawal Care leaver group Whole cohort
Number Percentage Number Percentage
Academic failure 80 39.0 14,755 34.4
Personal reasons 40 19.5 10,925 25.5
Written off due to inactivity 25 12.2 3,905 9.1
Exclusion (behaviour/norpayment) 10 4.9 1,055 2.5
Transferred institutions 5 2.4 1,765 4.1
Financial 5 2.4 650 1.5
Health 5 2.4 1,395 3.3
Other/unknown reason 35 17.1 8,435 19.7
Total 205 100.0 42,885 100.0

These data are provided bEIsand rely on them knowing the reasons for withdrawal. This

O2dzLt SR ¢AGK GKS fFNBS LINPLR2NIAZ2Y 2F Wdzyly26y
caution. Academic failure was the moptrevalentreason forcare leaers towithdraw; the

WgNR G0Sy 2 Wwill 8soigcludesorRdsiudents wio have failed, but who have absented
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themselves from opportunities to resit. Personal reasons for withdraweaé alsowidespread
which is likely to take in wide range ofssues includingmotional issuedamily issuesnd so on,
but excluding financial and health issuekich are recorded separatelyAs can be seen, the
reasons for withdrawal for theare leaver groupre not dissimilar tahe widercohort. The
proportion leaving due to academic failure, written off after inactivity or being excluded were
slightly higher, while personal reasons were less likely to be recorded. However, there is no
evidence that thecare leaver groupad radically different reasons farthdrawing.

2.4.4 Degree classification

Key finding: Care leavers who completed a full degree were less likely to achgefrest or
upper second class degree, but when entry qualifications were taken into account,
this difference disappeared. Withithe care leaver group, the number of GCSE
passes at A or A* was the only significant predictor of degree outcome.

We now focus on the students witmmpleted a full degree and therefore have a classification
recordedc this included 320 care leaverBecause the subgroups are snvaithin the care leaver

gou G KSe& KIFI@S 0SSy |33aNBIAFGSR Ayid2 WKAIKSND ¢
others). Overall, as shown in Table 2l4elow, 72.6% of the whole cohort who completed a full
degreeach SOSR | WKAIKSNID Of I &a A kareddavehgloypIVithinahe LI NI F
care leaver grouphe differences in degree attainment are relatively mutadth over half of

students with the lowest entry qualification still attaining a higkdegree

Overall, care leavers with strong KS4 attainment or high entry qualifications were somewhat more
likely to achieve higher degrees, as were women and white students; there was a similar pattern
within the whole cohort.Interestingly care leaves with fewer than 240 tariff points were slightly
more likely to attain a higher degree than the cohort as a whole.

Table 2.3: Percentage of groudsy degree classificationdemographic factors and qualifications

Care leavers Whole cohort |

Higher Lower Higher Lower
Not tariffed 52.6 47.4 57.0 43.0
Fewer than 240 pts 58.0 42.0 53.1 46.9
240 to 359 pts 60.0 40.0 69.4 30.6
360 pts and higher 71.6 28.4 82.8 17.2
Men 58.9 41.1 70.0 30.0
Women 63.9 36.1 74.8 25.2
White 64.5 35.5 74.4 25.6
Blackand minority ethnic group 57.7 42.3 61.4 38.6
<5 GCSEA* to C(inc. E/M) 52.1 47.9 60.7 39.3
5+ GCSEs A® C(inc. E/M) 67.3 32.7 75.4 24.6

Total 61.9 38.1 72.6 27.4
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Table 2.5: Logistic regression models for the attainment of a higher degessification

Care leaver group
ONBTSNBYyOS 1
-Yes

Gender

0 NB T S N#egQ®S ' v
-Women

Ethnicity
ONBTFSNByOS 11
- Asian

- Black

- Mixed / other

- Not known

Entry qualifications
ONBTFSNByOS 1
- Fewer than 120 pts

-120 to 239 pts

- 240 to 359 pts

-360 to 479 pts

- 480 pts and above

Free school meals
ONBTFSNByOS 1
-Yes

POLAR?2 quintile

0 NB T S NBIyAG/a) Ar't &
Quintile 1

Quintile 2

Quintile 3

Quintile 4

Not known

KS4 attainment

- Points score for GCSEs and
equivalents

- Number of GCSE passes at #

orA
Constant

N
Re

B(SE)

-.462
(.116)

932
(.005)

Model 1

OR

.630

2.540

171,143
<.001

p

<.001

<.001

B(SE)

-130
(121)

216
(.011)

-416
(018
-.656
(.024)
-272
(.025)
-104

(048

-.188
(.040)
-.047
(.024)
561
(.022)
1.116
(.023)
1.525
(.028)

-.230
(.022)

-.348
(.02)
-214
(.017)
-129
(.016)
-.057
(.015)
-192

(.100

361
(.02)

Model 2

OR

.878

1.28

.660

519

762

.902

.829

.954

1.752

3.053

4.596

794

.706

.807

.879

.944

.825

1434

171,143
101

p

.285

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

.011

<.001

.053

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

.055

<.001

B(SE)

.104
(.121)

157
(.011)

-.383
(.018)
-537
(.025)
-271
(.025)
-.088

(.049

-100
(.040)
-.006
(.025)
419
(.023)
672
(.024
610
(.031)

-115
(.022)

-153
(.095)
-.091
(.094)
-.047
(.094)
-011
(.094)
-011
(.093)

.001
(.000)
133
(.003)
-385
(.096)

Model 3

OR

1.100

1171

.682

.584

762

916

.905

.994

1.520

1.957

1.841

.891

.858

913

.954

.989

.989

1.001

1.143

.680

171,143

141

.389

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

072

.013

.822

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

.106

.333

.615

.904

.905

<.001

<.001

<.001
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Table 2.1%bovepresents three binary logistic regression models for the achievement of a higher
degree classificatigrwith Figure ZZ below showing the relative likelihoods for each madel

Model 1 contains only membership of the care leaver group as a possible &actpin this model,
members of the group are significantly less likely to achieve a higher degree classificainmn

only 86% as likely as their peers to do $towever, when demographfiactorsandentry
gualificationsare added in Model 2, this effets no longer significant, with the relative likelihood
rising to 96% Model 3 adds in KS4 attainment. Once again, membership of the care leaver group
is not a significant predictor of degree outcome. However, whilst it is not a significant effect, the
model now sees membership of the care leaver group as having a positive overall impact once KS4
attainment is controlled farbeing 3% more likely to achieve a higher classification all else being
equal. The supports the earlier evidence that many caagédrs are able to overcome weak KS4
attainment once in HE.

Figure 27: Likelihood of attaining higher classification relative to whole cohort, by control variables
125%
120% -
115% r
110% r
105% I 103%

o [

% L
95% 96%

Relative likelihood

90% |

% |
85% 86%
80%

75% -
Care status only Plus gender, ethnicity, FSM  Plus KS4 attainment
status, entry qualifications
and POLAR2

Table 2.5 shows two binary logistic regression models for the care leaver group with respect to
their likelihood of attaining a higher degree classificatiddodel 1 includes gender, ethnicity,

entry qualifications, FSM eligibility in KS4 and POLAR2 quintilaphatof these possible factors

was found to have a significant effect on the likelihood of a student achieving a higher degree
classification. Model 2 adds in KS4 attainment as a possible factor and here it was found that the
number of GCSE passes at AAadid have a significant effect, with each additional pass adding
around 10% to the likelihood that the student would go on to achieve a higher degree
classification. This is a fascinating result in several ways. Firstly, the influence of KS4 attainmen
was still being felt many years later; this is also perhaps acting as a proxy for children in stable care
arrangements where high achievement at school is more readily supported. Secondly, the KS4
attainment has a stronger explanatory role than actull ¢htry qualifications. This is surprising,
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but this may represent the ability of many care leavers to overcome their initial disadvantages
while in HE.

¢FrofS HdmcY [2TFAAGAO0 NBINBaAaA2Y Y2 Rdasshicatbr NJ O

Model 1 Model 2

B(SE) OR p B(SE) OR p

Gender

ONBTFSNByOS 11

-Women .169 1.184 .502 135 1.145 .600
(259 (259

Ethnicity

ONBTFSNBYyOS 11 U

- Asian -.140 .869 729 -.241 .786 .563
(.405) (.417)

- Black -.289 749 .350 -.294 .745 .349
(.309) (.319

- Mixed / other -.375 .687 .338 -574 .563 .160
(.391) (408

- Not known .543 1.722 .680 512 1.668 .702
(1.316) (1.340

Entry qualifications
ONBFSNBYyOS 1 U

- Fewer than 120 pts -.460 .631 .594 -404 .667 .648
(.865) (.886

-120 to 239 pts .298 1.347 .488 277 1.320 .525
(.430) (.437)

- 240 to 359 pts .159 1.173 .686 -.022 .978 .956
(.394) (.403)

-360 to 479 pts .640 1.896 .136 .394 1.483 371
(.429) (.440)

- 480 pts and above 2.196 8.988 .047 1.485 4416 .193
(1.106) (1.147)

Free school meals

ONBTFSNByOS 1

-Yes -517 .596 .153 -.505 .603 172
(362 (:370

POLAR?2 quintile

ONBFSNBYyOS 1 U

Quintile 1 -.289 749 .549 -.183 .833 .709
(.482) (.49)

Quintile 2 -.156 .855 .661 -.084 919 .816
(-356) (.362)

Quintile 3 .140 1.151 719 .046 1.047 .909
(-390 (.398)

Quintile 4 -.651 521 .065 -.645 .5635 .074
(.353) (.361)

Not known .400 1.492 745 463 1.589 707
(1.229) (1.232

KS4 attainment

- Points score for GCSEs and .000 1.000 .681

equivalents (.00))

- Number of GCSE passes at .261 1.298 .006

or A (.095

Constant 445 1561 .345 484 1622 .393
(473 (.569

N 312 312
Re .085 126
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Finally, the Rstatistic for Model 2 is still low, with only 12.6% of the variation in the data being
explained by the factors included in the model. This again speaks for an open and non
deterministic system, where demographic and educational backgrearelrelativey

unimportant in defining outcomes for members of the care leaver group. In other words, many of
those young people with lower qualifications prior to HE were then able to achieve highly within
HE. This is likely to reflect variables that are not redldatithin the dataset, including intangible
ones like effort, motivation or family responsibilities.

2.4.5 Summary

This section has explored the experiences and outcomes of the 765 care leavers who did enter HE,
including the 320 individuals who hadropleted a full degree by 2014/15. It was found that

because of their fractured pathways leading into HE, care leavers were much more likely to still be
studying at the end of the time period than their peers. Furthermore, they had a significantly
higherheadline rate of withdrawal, which persisted even after demographic factors and prior
gualifications were taken into account.

Care leavers also had a lower headline propensity to attain a first or upper second class degree,
but, in this instance, thisould be accounted for through differences in entry qualifications and
demographic profile. In other words, care leavers had a similar level of success as similar students
who were not care leavers, if they completed their degree. Indeed, there wasreadbat many

care leavers were able to overcome weaker qualifications to succeed in HE.

2.5 Summary of outcomes for care leavers

This chapter has examined, in some detail, the pathways into and through HE for a whole cohort
of young people whaompleted KS4 in 2007/08, including 6,470 care leavers. As we have seen,
there are strong contrasts in the outcomes within the cohort, with KS4 attainment having a strong
role in defining whether young people ultimately secured a place in HE. As caseslbare

significantly lower KS4 attainment, on average, their likelihood of entering HE was correspondingly
lower at 11.8%, compared to 43.1% for the cohort as a whole. Once in HE, care leavers were
significantly more likely to withdraw than similar yay people, but, if they completed, had a

similar level of attainment.

This complex picture of contrasting pathways and outcomes is illustrated diagrammatically in

Figures 2.7 and 2.8. Figure 2.7 displays the outcomes for 100 notional care leavers and 100

notional members of the whole cohort, while Figure 2.8 repeats this, but focuses solely on those
achieving five GCSE passes at A* to C (or equivalent), including English and maths. As can be seen,
the contrasts are less marked when comparing young peeflesimilar KS4 attainment,

although care leaver still have markedly lower outcomes, on average.
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Figure 2.7: Outcomes for care leavers and members of the whole cohort
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Figure 2.8: Outcomes for care leavers and members of the whole cohort with five GCSE passes at
A* to C (or equivalent) including English and matkame key applies
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CHAPTER &nline sirvey of careexperienced students

3.1 Introduction

ForPart 20of the study, a questionnaire was implemented using the Bristol Online Surveys
software and was open for responses betweelf' November and 3% December 2016. This was
targeted atcare leavers, but within the course of the study it became apparent that many HEIs
used a loose definition of the term and captured other carperienced students too. The

primary means of publicising the questionnaire was via staff at EnglisH HSl®nsible for
supporting careexperienced students, but national charities and some local authorities also
promoted the questionnaire; there was also some informal promotion via social media. Support
for publicising the questionnaire varied significantlyveeen HEIs.

A total of 212 valid responses were received, but the responses for individual questions were
sometimes lower than this figure where respondents chose not to complete them. Of these, 11
respondents were studying outside England (five frontl8ed, five from Northern Ireland and

one from Wales). While outside the geographical scope of the projectetieeve not been

excluded from the analysis as there is no particular reason to assume that their experiences would
be different from their Engdh peers and they therefore contribed to the collective insights.

As noted in Section 1.4 above, there is no definitive national figure for the total number of care
experienced students in HE, so it is impossible to calculate a response rate. Moshékadya
represents around 3% of caexperienced students in Ergld, but a much higher proportion of
those in HEIs that prometl the studystrongly (anecdotally 30% or more)

More than 10 4 4 4
7 5 3 7
6 3 2 9
5 4 1 25

There were responses from IEIgincluding two in Scotland, two in Northern Ireland and one in
Wales). However, as Table 3.1 shows, the level of response varied considerably hdEileen
FourHEIscollectively accounted for 58 responses (27% of the total), whildE2Swvere

represeried by just one response each.

14 Due tothe small numbers of carexperienced studentwithin them, colleges were not actively targetedhis is reflected in the
terminology of the questionnaire, which asked people to congie 2 Yy (i K S A ToImBintzayh CadtBhdNtE vith theQebt of this
NBLRZNIZI WI9LO gAff 0SS dzASR Ay GKA& OKILIISNI G2 AyOfdzRS GKS
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These figures will, to some extent, reflect the total numbersare-experienced studentstudying

at theseHHs, which in turn reflects both thestudent profileand overall size. However, from
informal conversations wh HEIstaff, the disparity in responses also reflects whether students
were contacted directly and personally about the questionnaire (and then reminded) or whether it
was simply advertised within a website or newsletter. Furthermore, it is also impgddarote

that no careexperienced studenteesponded from around 70 English universities, plus a wider
group of collges offeringHE

Of theHEIlsyielding responses, there was a good representation from both higherl(@®2) and
lower status (postL992) universities, as can be seen in T&2 There were very few responses
from further education or specialist colleges they were not targete(see Footnote 14) and they
wereless likelyto be connected intathe networks used to advertise the questionnaire.

Table 3.2Distribution of responses by HEI type

HEltype Number of HEb Number of respondents
Pre-1992HEI 26 82
Post1992HEI 31 125
FE/specialist college 4 4

In summary, the responses were drawn from around half of English universitiestesponse

rates from somavas high, especially where staff put considerable effort into alerting and
reminding students. However, there doestrappear to have been a systematic bias in terms of
the type or location oHEIrepresented in the responses, except that casgerienced students in
further education colleges are significantly undepresented. Their experiences may be
somewhat diffeent to those of careexperienced students in universities and this will be
considered further later.There may be some systematic bias in favour of HEIs with a strong and
positive relationship with their carexperienced students.

The claims to knowledgderived from the study therefore have to be guarded and tentative,
although the sample does represent a broad cresstion ofHEIS; albeit with many absent.

However, even in thélElswith high response rates, there is a clear s&lection bias, witlthe

majority of care leavers opting not to complete the questionnaire. This is an unavoidable feature
of research that relies on voluntary participation, especially where the target population is widely
dispersed and only available through intermediari®¥e therefore also need to consider that the
responses are more likely to have come from certain typesoEexperienced student perhaps

those with more confidence, more time or particular experiences (positive or negative) that they
wish to share. @ain, this too limits the claims to knowledge and it is important to establish that
the results reported herein can only be indicative rather than authoritative; for example, no claims
are made that the percentages quoted in this report reflect the widgpydation of care

experienced students. The intent, therefore, has been for this study to map the range of
experiences reported and the common themes underpinning those experiences. As we shall see,
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one feature of the results is the diversity of expeerand this is, in itself, a useful finding as the
non-respondents are unlikely to have experiences that are widely outside the framing provided by
the respondents.

3.1.1Sample description

Table 3.3 provides the demographic and educational descriptive statistics fquéstionnaire
responses received

Table3.3: Profile of questionnaire respondents

Number Percentage

GENDER

Women 143 68
Men 61 29
Agender/gendeifluid 3 1
Prefernot to say 2 1
ETHNICITY

White British 136 65
Black African 17 8
Black Caribbean 8 4
Indian 2 1
Pakistani 2 1
Bangladeshi 3 1
Other (e.qg. Irish, Arab, Afghan, European, Sri Lankan, Chine 18 9
Mixed heritage 15 7
Prefer not to say 8 4
DISABILITY

Identify as disabled 32 15
Do not identify as disabled 171 81
Prefer not to say 9 4
LEVEL OF STUDY

Foundation 14 7
First year 71 34
Second year 50 24
Third or later year 60 29
Postgraduate 15 7
SUBJECT OF STUDY

Arts andhumanities 26 12
Business (inc. accounting, economics, marketing) 22 10
Education and youth/community studies 20 10
Healthcare and medicine (inc. nursing, veterinary science) 33 16
Science and technology 35 16
Social sciences (inc. psychology, lemminology) 53 25

Social work 21 10
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It would appear that, in common with much social research, women were somewhat over
represented within the sample, although this may to some extent reflect a higher of proportion of
careexperienced womeiprogressingnto HE, in keeping with the wider national picture where
57% of HE students are womddESA2017). There was a good representation of students from
minority ethnic communities and disabled students. Furthermore, the responses were drawn
across the vaaous levels of HE and disciplinary areas; it was notable that education/youth studies
and social work were particularly strongly represented, with 10% each. This lends further
credence to the earlier assertion that the sample is defensibly representdativareexperienced
d0dzRSyGaz IfiK2dzZ3K GKSNB Aa a42YS AYyRAOFGAZ2Yy
represented. However, without information about the overall population of caeperienced
students in HE, it is impossible to assess whether other grawgre underor overrepresented.

WSALRYRSY(GaQ K2dzaAy3a I NINILyTHSE|Erigy ivére ditiedn thieik 2 6 Yy A
own home (36%) or a shared student house (31%), with smaller numbers in university halls (21%)
or living with family (12%).

Figure3.1: Housing arrangements of questionnaire respondents

= Family
(foster/adoptive/birth)

= Own home (inc. council
and with partner)

= Shared student house

University halls of
residence

3.2 Quantitative data

3.2.1Introduction

Aside from the demographic data described above, the questionnaire contained fourteen closed
guestions requiring tickox style answerg either yes/no (or variants thereof) or fivpoint rating
scales related to provided statements (i.e. strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree and strongly
disagree); these have been analysed quantitatively. The following section provides basic
descriptive statiscs for each question, with tallies and percentages of each response category.
For brevity, the fivepoint scales are often condensed by aggregating the two agree/disagree
answers, although the full results are shown within the figurederential statstical testing is
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then used to examine possible relationships between the demographic subgroups (e.g. by gender,
HEltype, housing type) and the quantitative data. TReMannWhitney (U) and KruskaVallis

(2) tests are used as appropriate, treating tlating scales as ordinal data. A 5% significance level

is used throughout and only statistically significant results are reported.

3.2.2 Transition and subsequent experiences

Key finding: On average, respondents were positive about the transitiomo HE and their
subsequent experiences. They were somewhat less positive about coping with
their finances, with over ongjuarter reporting difficulties. Respondents living in
their own homes were less likely to feel supported or to feel at home in HE.

Students were first asked about their transition into HE, rating their agreement with five
statements on a fivgoint scale. The results are shown in Figiz

Figure3.2wSa LR YRSy (1aQ 2LIAYAZ2Ya 2y OGKSANI NI Yyariazy

My transition into university was a smooth

24 39 12 7
process
| felt that the university understood my needs as am o -
care leaver
| quickly settled into the university community 23 38 9 6
University turned out as | expected it to be I 34 18 5
| felt that the university supported me well 32 38 6 4
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
H Strongly agree mAgree | Neutral Disagree 1 Strongly disagree

In general, students wergositive about thé transition process, with mor® K2 2 aAy 3 GKS W
2LI0A2ya GKFY GKS WRAAFANBSQ 2LIiA2ya Ay SOSNE
! YAGSNEAGE §dz2NY SR, vathisdo sekedt ¥ 3 SP 45 OENS B | 89 (INGHIIETS &
women were significantly more likely to think thiatvas not as they expected (U=5086.50,

p=.026). Conversely, 70% of respondents felt that theElhas supported them well, compared to

only 10% disagreeing.

¢ KS NXBaLkRy RSy orteir HEelgdeNeBogdiare @umarided in Fig8t8. Once again,
these were generally positive. For example, only 6% disagreed that they were doiiy Kl
compared to 71% who agreed. Nearly ehed of respondents reported having a good idea
abou what they were going to do aftaéiE Conversely, the least positivity was with respect to
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finances, where 50% agreed that they were coping compared to 26% disagr&sabled
students were significantly less likely to tenfidentabout their acadend abilities (U=2028.50,
p=.029).

Figure3.3wS a LR yYRSY 1aQ 2LIAYAZ2Ya 2y (GKSAN OdzZNNBy i

e A o e e e O 51
degree

| am coping well with my finances [JFEIEAZZ2N 7
| feel at home in the university community IS @ 5
| feel confident about my academic abilities|FCHIINEEZ 22N 12 2
| am doing well at university so far [ NGz 4 2
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
m Strongly agree mAgree m Neutral Disagree 1 Strongly disagree

Sudents at pre1992 universities were more likely to be in halls of residence compared to those in
post-1992 universities, who were more likely to betlieir own home (%=15.903, p=.001). This
likely reflects the localised catchment areas of the latter, where their recruitment tends to be
more localised. Similarly, respondents in their first year or on a foundation course were more
likely to be in hds of residence, while those later in thélEcareer were more likely to be in

shared housing. These patterns are similar to what would be expected among students who are
not careexperienced. Women were significantly more likely to be in their own Isofde=7.978,
p=.046); the qualitative data suggest that many had childvemch may explain this pattern

There were some interesting relationships between housing arrangements and experiences of HE.
Respondents in their own homes were less likelyhiak that theirHElunderstood their needs
(Z=10.167, p=.017), to feel that they were supported during their transitignQ347, p=.025) or

to feel at home within theHEcommunity (4=14.794, p=.002). They were, however, more likely to
know what they vanted to do afteHE(Z=13.806, p=.003), perhaps reflecting their higher age on
entry.

3.2.3 Thoughts about leaving

Key finding: Over half(57%)of careexperienced students reported thinking about leaving,
18% having doneo often. Careexperiencedstudents who reported negative
experiences of transition or subsequent HE life were significantly more likely to
have considered leaving, as were those who identified as being disabled.
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Respondents were asked whether they had considered leddthgith 18%6 saying that they had
done so often, 39% that they had done so once or twice and the remaining 43% saying that they
had not. Students who identified as disabled were significantly more likely to have considered
leaving often (34%,%=6.121, p=.047), buhere were no other demographic trends in the data to
identify students who were more at risk of withdrawal. However, there were strong and
statistically significant connections with nearly all of the experiential scales discussed above, as
shown in Tald 3.4below which shows the percentage of those who disagreed with the
statements who had considered leaving often or not at all.

Table3.4: Relationship between transition, subsequent experiences and thoughts about leaving

% of those % of those
who had who had not Vi)

considered considered statistic

leaving often leaving
| felt that the university supported me well 21 3 16.960 | <.001
University turned out as | expected it to be 50 9 40.166 | <.001
| quickly settled into the university community 33 8 35.795 | <.001
| felt that the university understood my needs as a care lea) 24 11 10.881 @ .004
My transition into university was a smooth process 31 11 16.015 | <.001
| am doing well at university so far 13 2 17.128 | <.001
| feel confident about macademic abilities 23 6 14,787 | .001
| feel at home in the university community 36 4 37.168 | <.001
| am coping well with my finances 46 17 18.128 | <.001
| have a good idea what | want to do after my degree 18 7 5.790 .055

Unsurprisingly, Tabld.4 shows that care leavers who had negative experiences during transition
into HE or subsequently were much more likely to have considered leaving early, albeit that this
was still the minority. In particular, this group were less likely to have felt tieyt had settled

into the HEcommunity, to feel at home there and to feel thdEwas as they had expected. Those
living in their own home were also significantly more prone to considering leaving than
respondents in general (25%, compared to 15% overa#13.946, p=.030), which may reflect the
challenges of managing a family alongside studying.

3.2.4 Use of support services

Key finding: Around two-third of respondens had use&l one or more support services. Women,
students identifying as disabled and those in shared houses tended to make more
use of student support services. Thasspondentsvho had thoughtabout
leaving made greater use of counselling services.

Respondents had made relatively modest use of the specialist support services idEh&iith
29% seeking financial advice, 30% visiting the counselling service, 28% visiting the careers service
and 24% seeking disability advice. Over-tinel (37%) lad not made use ahe four support
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servicedisted, while 7% had used three and 3% had used alldbtinese On the whole, there
was no evidence that students considering leaving made greater ukesdsupport services
overall, although they were gnificantly more likely to have used the counselling service
(-%=8.869, p=.012).

There were some statistically significant trends in service use by different demographic groups.
Disabled students used more services on average, but this was largely byitkeir higher

propensity to seek disability advice?=68.943, p<.001) and counsellinéi£4.968, p=.026).

Women were significantly more likely to have sought financial advfge5.08, p=.024) and

careers advice.4=4.120, p=.042). Interestinglghose in shared student houses were more likely

to have sought financial advice’4=7.828, p=.050), counselling411.992, p=.007) and careers
advice (%=8.852, p=.031), leading to them having significantly higher service use overall (Z=9.963,
3df, p=.019); this perhaps reflects their greater integration idtgife or perhaps the pressures of
YEAYOGFAYAY3 | Wy 2NN¥IF{ Q aniposRiS9? tnivérsiti#sSvara mareS @ CA
likely to have used financial advice servicéss.987, p=.026). There were no trends by

ethnicity.

3.2.5 Clubs/societies, study trips and paid work

Key finding: Participation in clubs/societies and study trips wagongly related to the
NBE & L2 Yy RSy (i &4 Qin paftidzarAtlyoIe living inJ&mily or their own
homes were less likelip participate. Over half (57%) of respondents were
working part-time and these tended to be less likely to report coping finaaily.

Nearly twofifths of respondents (39%) had joined a student club/society and 19% had attended a
study trip related to their course, with a similar percentage stating that they had been offered a
trip but had been unable to attend. Participationtivese activities was significantly related to
housing type, with those in family and own homes being less likely to join clubs/societies
(-%3=20.755, p<.001) and study tripg£10.290, p=.016); students in hadisresidencewvere also

less likely to haar gone on study trips. Club/society membership was significantly higher-n pre
1992 universities.3=11.738, p=.001) at 54%, compared to 30% inA8S2 universities. Being a
member of clubs/societies was associated with a higher ligetihof feeling of doing well in HE
(U=6071.00, p=.038) and having academic confidence (U=6213.00, p=.018), but, perhaps
surprisingly, not being part of thdEcommunity. Those who had been on study trips were more
likely to feel that they were copying famcially (U=1053.00, p=.002), which likely reflects the costs
associated.

Respondents were aséteabout the paid workwith 57% reporting that they were workingg30%

in regular paritime jobs, 16% in occasional jobs, 4% intiale jobs and 7% in holidayonly.

There were no significant demographic trends as to who was working or in which ways. Those
that were working were more likely to report that they felt they were not coping financially
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(U=4517.00, p=.028), but that they had a good idea about Wieat wanted to do afterwards
(U=6640.00, p=.004).

3.3 Qualitative data

3.3.1 Analytical approach

Respondents were provided with five opportunities to provide open text answers to questions and
most (176, i.e. 83%) did so. Over 16,000 words of texewwrovided in total, although the

amounts varied considerably between respondents, with some providing short phrases while
others provided detailed accounts of their experiences of Hie first two questions concerned
transition into HE and the secomdo on potential withdrawal and reasons for staying; the fifth

was an opportunity to provide any other salient comments.

The data were analysed in these two blocks, with the answers to the fifth question being
integrated into the other blocks as appropea A form of thematic analysis was undertaken on
the two blocks of questions in turn. This was based around a framework of broad themes
O2ydFAYyAYy3a Y2NB ALISOATAO adzoiKSYSao ¢ KS NBa&L:
allocated to subthemes wbin emerged inductively from the data itself. These subthemes were
then reviewed, with similar or overlapping subthemes being combined and then assembled into
overarching themes. A second reading of the data was then undertaken to ensure that the
themes and subthemes adequately represented the data, with some final alterations being made
and small subthemes being combined to ensure that all represented at least two individuals.
Finally, a third reading was used to douoleeck the framework and to collatelevant illustrative
quotes.

There are obviously some limitations within this approach. Those respondents who provided
Y2NB GSEG AySgoaidlote KIS | Wt2dzRSNI 92A08Q Ay
several themes and subthemesurthermore, the creation of the subthemes and their

arrangement into themes is necessarily subjective and, to some extent, arbitrary. The approach
has been to create a framework that provides a fair representation of the data, but other
researchers may he arrived at a somewhat different configuration, although it is unlikely that

the substance would be meaningfully different. Where this is most apparent is in the ordering of
the themes, which has been done in descending order of incidemnee from the most common

to the least common. The decision on which subthemes are allocated to which themes therefore
influences the ordering of the analysis. For example, the subtheme concerning care leavers
lacking a safety net of family support could have beled in either the theme of Emotional

Issues or the theme of Managing Change.

Because the respondents chose which elements of their experiences to highlight in their
responses, the indicative percentages provided in the analysis below will represent a minimum for
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the proportion of respondents with these experiencesnagre respondets mayhave identified

others if they had been given a list from which to choose. As the numbers in each theme and
subtheme are relatively small, no formal subgroup analysis has been undertaken; rather, possible
patterns(e.g. by gender) are highlightechere appropriate.

One feature of the qualitative parts of the questionnaire was that its focus was on things that had

not gone well and on suggestions for how support could be improved. This means that the

following sections have somethingofanegaiive y S SYLIKI &AaAy3 GKS NBa&l
experiences. It is important to remember when reading that, as described above, the majority of
respondents had positive experiences of transition and HE in general. These respondents tended
not to provide galitative data or they simply expressed that all had gone well for them, perhaps

with some suggestions for improvements. However, with an eye to future improvements in the
support provided to carexperienced students, it is important that the more ckaljing and

problematic experiences are aired and given appropriate weight.

Finally, the questionnaire was designed to be accessible to mobile devices and it was clear that

many of the respondents had used them. One sffect of this was a relatively ¢ incidence of
WLINBRAOGADGS GSEGQ FLAEdZNBE AYASNIAY3I Ayl LILINE L
typographical errors. For clarity, these have been corrected in the quotes rendered below, while
0KS NBaLRYyRSY(Qa 2N 3IA pdeh presakvid; id dll gades it waRob@oiO | 6 dz
what was intended. Square brackets have been used to indicate substantive changes to the text,
either to omit less relevant sections (with ellipses), adapt the quote for readability rediactthe

name ofHEIs local authorities or other organisations.

3.3.2 Transition into HE

As noted in Figure 3.2 above, 19% of respondents did not feel that their transition into HE was a
smooth process, with a further 18% giving a neutral answer. A total of seven sheare

identified within the qualitative data from the two questions relating to transitions into HE, in
which respondents were asked to provide more information about the difficulties they faced and
what could have made their transitions smoother:

1. Localauthority support (23% of the total respondents, equating to 62% of those having a
negative or neutral transition)

Managing changes (17%/46%)

Financial issues (15%/41%)

Social and emotional issues (13%/35%)

Problems withHEIsupport (10%/27%)

Accommodatiorissues (8%/22%)

Legacy of care experience (7%/19%)

N o gk wN
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3.3.2.1Local authoritysupport

Keyquote: & ¢ fo&al authorityg & OSNE RA&A2NAFIYAAaSR YR 61 ayc
care leavers get when they go [to] university, [it] was just stressful and very
RA&A2NBI yYA&aSR®E

Many studentddrew attention to the highquality support that they had received from thdircal
authority prior to and during their tansition into HE, including thesxamples:

Wad t! wWLSNE2YFIf FROAEASNB ¢Syl 2dzi 2F KSNJ
TEt26SR avz2z2iKfe o0ée G4KS GAYS AlG OFYS G2 32

W a l6cal authoritywas excellent in the transition. | was well informed of everything they
g2dzf R LI & |yR &AdzLIRNISR gAGK | £SGAGSNI adl i

However, st under onequarter of respondents reported difficulties arising from their
relationship with thelocal authorityg this representechearlytwo-thirds of those reporting issues
with their transition. Most commonly, they felt that the authority was generally unsupportive of
their desire to enter HE or that they were actively negative astalxctive, either corporately
(thirteen respondents) or as represented by their personal adviser or social worker (three
respondents). The following example is typical of a discourse of struggle:

WL FSEtG GKI G lbdélSuthridyghdsiBebidhanteNP NMav ad to fight

Yyl 3SNB ff GKS gl é& GKNRddZAK Y& RSINBES wX6
It has been that much of a struggle as | was nearly convinced that | was not capable to

attend university regardless of gopod markéwW KAy Fy I O00S&aa O2dz2NBS «
d0dzo0o2NY |yYyR O2yFARSYUG Ay Y@ FoAfAGE L 62 dz

Respondents described havingof A 3 K  § 22WK2 | FAR3I K AlinHBISthd 0 f S
face of docal authoritythat tried to put them oftf WG KS& ¢+ yiSR YS (2 Ofl AY
K 2 Y. S\@other described how they felt that théacal authoritywas simply in denial about their

desire to continue their education:

SRHS YS wX8 L KI

W a ldcal authorityNS Fdza SR (2 | O 20
{ Y & b2 UGN} @St KSt L

y
b2 KSfLI 6A0GK | LILX A c>| 2

1
A
Other respondents talked about being made to feel that they were doing something considered

inappropriate for a care leavemnd, as a result, not getting the advice they needed, as in this
example where théocal authoritd K2 NAT 2ya oSNB O2yaAARSNIOf & f

WeKSNB Aa |fYz2ail losal adholifand foster dageng) of ydUNR ¥ G K S
academicachBSYSy i a o ¢CKSNE 61 ayQi YdzOK GlFf1 |02



Pagel 50

aGraAradAaoa ¢g2ddZd R adza3asSad GKFEG L ¢g2dZ R 32 2
GKS NRIKG AYF2NNIFGA2Y F@FAT LI o0fS (2 YS ¢2dz

Four respondents felt that théocal authorityhad broken specific promises to them about
maintaining their accommodation, funding or other support, leaving them feeling let down and
with a poor working relationship during their studies, as described isgh@/0 examples:

WL gl & (2fR Y& | O02YY2RI A2y g2ddZ R gl &a
LA[local authority]lOK I y 3SR GKSANJ YAYRZ gKAOK YIRS (KA

WL KFEa 0SSy | f2y3 FAIAKGXZ 0 dzisadiheyitddA y i SR
YIyed ftASad gKAOK INB adAatft y2i NBazf SR»Q

While not directly part of théocal authority four respondents specifically identified their foster
carers as being unsupportive or negative about HE:

W{2YS2yS aKz2dzZ R KI @ SelokghdsilBaR to Mske thirge trip2 @y Y &
foster carer was not very supportive so a social worker should have stepped in. Someone
aK2dzZ R fa2 KIFIgS O02YS G2 @Aard YS a L ¥FS¢

Other respondents did not necesdgrfeel that thelocal authorityhad been unsupportive, but

that they had not been able to help them with their transition as much as they had hoped. Eight
reported that theirlocal authorityhad been unable to provide them with good advice due to their
limited experience of supporting care leavers into HE. This variously manifested itself in a lack of
information about whatHE$ could offer in terms of support, poor help in completing student
finance forms (causing dela@yseeSection 3.3.2.Below), aninability to attend open days, an
absence of advice about courses and career options and a lack of liaison bébeakauthority
andHE]| as can be seen in these examples:

W¢KS KSfLI L RAR 3ISiG 41 a OSNE adzokhd2hsd Ay 3 0 dz
dealt with before which made me anxious about getting my application right and on time
G2 adFNI GKS O2dzNES®Q

W¢KS OFNBE K2YS L OFYS FNRBY KIFIR yS@OSNI KIFIR |
idea at all when it came to open days and applyiitney never understood the

importance of open days and this is something that was quite difficedipecially as it was
NBIljdZA NBR GKIFaG  &adFFF YSYOSNI OFYS gA0GK YS

W{ 2 OA I f..]goRliNAa\& Witled mde better with transport and aiwg on new things
toconsider,ed® RSIfAYy3 gAGK fAGAY3I E2ySs FAYLlIyYyO.
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On a similar theme, the following respondents saw this as a failure of management within the
local authorities, which then impacted on their ability to make a smooth@mdfortable
transition into HE:

W¢ W&l authorityg | & OSNE RAA2NAFYAASR YR ¢layQi o
leavers get when they go [to] universifit] 6 & 2dzad aaGNBaaFfdZg |yR @

W{20Altf &aASNIBAOS& 0 S Ay RIped]2 N& trafshidhlwgsia stedful w ¢ 2 d:
period and communication and arrangements still had not been confirmed up until the
A4S0O02YyR Y2Yy(GK 2F dzy A ®Q

This lack of knowledge and experience was sometimes exacerbated by continuity issues with
personal advises, who were changed at short notice or who were out sick for lengthy periods:
WoL YSSRSRS8 0 Sii[pexsbnaldaviségNshcialfsiBeds batausetshe
was always off ill and kept filling in my application to student finance wrong and was
AAFFAOMzE G G2 O2ydl Ol 6KSYy GKS dzyAGSNBRAGE 41
We¢2 3ISG Y@ F2N¥a FyR LWL AOIGA2Yya YSSRSR i
KFR &2 Ylyeé OKFIy3aSa 2F waz20Al{e8 62N] SNE®Q

At the most practical level, five students reportecihdisappointment at having rone to help
them to move totheir HE] with one having to beg a lift from friends and another being sent in a
taxi which resulted in an unpleasant argument with the driver about payment on arrival.

A small number of studds found themselves denied accesddoal authoritysupport on what

they saw as unfair technicalities. One had returned to their family weeks before their sixteenth
OANIKRF® YR a2 ¢l a y2id O2yaARSNBR | theh®@ithNE f S
family, while several slightly older students were denied support by theal authorityas they

considered them to have already left care by living independently for a short period. This latter
group reported particular difficulties in pooring student grants/loans as they had to prove

WSAGNF yIASYSYGiQ FNRY (GKSANI OANIK FlFYAf& Fa GKS
WAYRSLISYRSY (I QT (GKAA g1 a4 AAIYATFTAOLydte KIFNRSNJ

3.3.2.2 Managirg changes

Keyquote: aL GKAYy]l L F2dzy R GKS ¢gK2fS LINRPOSaa RATFT
200A2dza GUKFG L RARYQUO KIFI @S lyeé FlLYAafe 2

Unsurprisingly, the respondents often saw their transition into HE as a major upheaval in their
lives and, even if positive in the loigrm, one that posed new challengesoughly onesixth of
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respondents highlighted this as a negative component in tinairsition, equating to just under

one-half of those experiencing difficulties. In particular, they talked about the feeling of lacking a
safety net, especially if they were concerned about the willingness or ability ofitivairauthority

to provide ;e ¢ and particularly if they had moved away fdE Sixteen respondents mentioned

this feeling in some form, feeling that they were having to manage the changes by themselves and
without the collective family resources on which other students could diw:i g1 & 2dza i K
GKSNB | NB f Saa LIS2 LI Whilertishid viduddifigancinldasdlreds gseet 2 NJ K
Section 3.3.2.8elow), more commonly the respondents were focused on the ability to get advice

and to have someone to talk to abotlteir experiences in HE:

WL GKAY]l L F2dzyR KS ¢gK2fS LINRPOSaa RAFTAOM
GKFGd L RARYQU KI@S lye FlLYAfe 2N lyez2yS 4K
parents there who helped them unpack, boughttheenF R I YR OKSO{ SR Ay 2

Conversely, those that did have strong networks recognised their value, as in this example of a
respondent who had drawn heavily on their existing and new friends:

WLT L KIR f
A dzLJLJ2 NJi k 3 dzA

No

Saa F | a2 OAte dlot gs$hére Rabldinimal ¢ 2 dzf R
RFyOSs AT lygoQ

Respondents specifically mentioned managing the change to independent living, taking in
practicalities such as shopping, cooking and budgeting, in which they had no previous experience
due to theircare arrangements. Others had struggled with fitting into a new social environment

with new norms, boundaries and behaviogrfor example:

WoL KFER6 y2 aLISOAIFtA&d adzZlll2 NI | @ Af o

f I
life very difficultK Ay 3 KI R YAYAYlFf adGdNUHzOGdZNSE | yR 02

WoL KIFR6 dzyNBaz2f SR AaadzSa O2y OSNYyAy3I GKS
AYLI OG 2F o0SAy3a Ay OFINBE AY SIENIASNIfATFSOQ

The transition into a new academic milieu was challenfpngthers, including managing the
workload, learning independently and dealing with the academic ramifications of dyslexia and
mental health issues. Others found that they had gaps in their knowledge base, potentially due to
school attendance issue¥ was hard as lecturers presume you know everything and not always
0KS OFasSoQ

Finally, a small group of respondents had experienced unusual experiences just prior to entering
HE that made their transition more problematic than it would otherwise have bieetuding

having a foster placement breakdown, being the victim of a burglary while in temporary
accommodation and having serious health issues.
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3.3.2.3 Financial issues

Key quote: dFinancing was the only thing that slowed me dovén.

The financial isses reported fell into two main categories. The first was a shortfall in the amount
needed to cover essential costs, which was highlighted by twelve students who reported

difficulties in meeting rent, food or travel costs, or found that they had taken orerparttime

work than they had intended in order to meet their costs{ G dzZRSy i FTA Yyl yOS R2S4&)
GKS Fdzftf &SI NE S OFysonteAthiskvasyl@expece®dnd related bagktaitied Q
(lack of) advice they had been given by thecal authority as in this example:

Wh2 2yS GSIFOKS&a @2dz 62dzi FAYIl yOSIANBW®RI 6 KS
Sy2dzZAK (2 O2@SN) e2dz2NJ NByidko221ax 2
FFF2NR (2 LI & ol O]l eQ

The second group haekperienced difficulties because their financial support package had not
been in place when they entered HE. For some, they felt that this is because they had not been
provided with the necessary information to make the arrangements in good @ § yig waO A
GKS 2yfteée (KAyYy3 YoKweie uniafag thst BddiNoSal Segcé gf dcome (e.g.
bursaries) were available until they arrived. Others found that their funding had been delayed in
some way, including (as noted above) issues with provieg status or obtaining the appropriate
paperwork from theidocal authority

WL gt a O2YLX SGSfte dzyl gl NB K2g¢g G2 |LILX & F2N
KFE@Ay3 LINRPofSYa 3ASGadAy3a Y22ySe 2y GAYS wX8

WL RARY QO MiBdarbidr gnSthelmontk [aftezRt&rting], without the option of
Fye FdzNIKSNJ adzLILI2 NI dzyGAf L 3I20 Yé t2FyodQ

Three respondents reported difficulties in communicating with Student Finance England, who they
found unhelpful and unsympathetic towards them digetheir status as care leavers. As one
respondent put it:

W{GdzRSYy (i CAYylyOS 9y3aflyR O2dZ R KI@&S 0SSy |
care leaver. They asked for every detail of my situation which is not necessary and took a
longtimetopr@Saa Yeé | LI AOlF A2y ®Q

3.3.2.4 Social and emotional issues

Key quote: GAs you leave care, you lose a lot of contact and support [from ottigtdrerin-
care] which were for some people the only family or support network you Hag
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Around onein-eight respondents had social or emotional issues which impinged on their ability to
move smoothly into HE. These were expressed in quite individual ways and the categorisation into
subthemes is relatively artificial as it is perhaps moreieate to conceptualise the accounts on a
continuum from shorterm discomfort from being in a new environment to managing kegn

mental health issues.

Eleven respondents talked about tHéO NJ& LILI A yaddiséladioh Sfttheiyesr dags in HE

where they found WK NR (2 YI 1S FNRSYRA. ThéRalsKdedd®&IM (2 R
sense of abandonment where they did not have family (or foster carers or personal advisers) to
check that they had settleth, as in this example:

WL  ghavedikéd more support from my foster carer. Regular phone calls or texts to see
K2g L gla O2LAYy3 g2dzZ R KI @S 06SSy yAlOSoQ

This clearly weighed very heavily on some respondents and, as we shall see, continued to colour
their experience of HE. Indeed, niog into HE was viewed by some a&¥a A 3 which Gulsked

WK A 3K dloyigside3hé abSence of a safety net as discussed above. One student reflected on
how this wrench from their established social networks left them feeling vulnerable:

Wi a &2dz £t SH@PS OFNBxX @&2dz f 2&Schidrefirgcard 2 ¥ 02 y
GKAOK BSNB T2N) a2YS LJIS2L)X S GKS 2yfe FrYAfe

Low levels of confidence and sekteem were also reported by multiple respondents, as well as
being implicit in several of the other accoumtfor example:

W/ 2y FARSYOS Ay loAftAGe G2 &4dzO0SSR FyR aSs
08 SINIASNIftATS SELISNASYOSoQ

Finally, seven respondents felt that their pegisting anxiety and meal health issues had made
their transition particularly challenging, especially for those who felt that tH&lwas not
preparedfor students in their situation

3.3.2.5upport from the HEI

Key quote: & h 0 @ly @are leavers want to fit inbut atthe same time, their experiences do
NBIjdzA NE Y2NB adzlll2 NI aeaasSvya Ay LI | OSoé

While respondents generally reported having very high regard for the support offered by&gir
around onein-ten felt that they had not been supported as well as they mightehlaeen during
their transition into HE. The reasons for this were generally diverse and individual in nature.
Several mentioned that either theHEIldid not have a designated member of staff to assist care
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leavers or that this person was insufficierdiyailable for their needs, which included issues such
as help with filling in important paperwork (e.g. for student finance) or troubleshooting issues on
arrival (e.g. accommodatior)for example:

WL g2dzZ R KIFI @S LINBETSNNBR reed§ aftsr My triddioN Sy L2 v & S
student finance came 2 months into my course and | was only contacted by the care leaver
office [in the university] after | received the money and the housing office had stopped
OSNIXYdAy3a YS (2 LI & NByluoQ

Six respondents repted that they felt that there was insufficient emotional and mental health

support offered by theiHEIF Y R G KIF X &ALISOAFAOIffes (KS R20G21
were not geared up to support care leavers with severe and/or-emngn issues.As one student

explained:

WL F2dzyR GKIFG y20 KFE@Ay3a || Dt &adz2NBSNE aLlSO
health professional on site has been difficult, as | really struggle withtpnsiatic stress.

| found that | felt lostwhen lcagh (G2 dzy A GSNERAGE&>S 06SOFdzaS L RA
from university or my school or department about me being a care leaver. byicare

leavers want to fit inbut at the same time, their experiences do require more support
aeaisSvya Ay LI OSoQ

A lack of storage facilities (especially for those previously living independently) and an inability to
move into accommodation early were highlighted by three respondents and, in one case, led to
the student having to change their course:

WL gl & IS 20 «iy2l YS 2F dzyAGSNRAGE6 odzi L O2c
F O02YY2RIGA2Y FTYR KIFIR |ff Yé addzF¥ YSIyAy3

3.3.2.6 Accommodation issues

Key quote: dFrom first contact | stressed the importance of a quieter, moetaxed place to
live. Being vulnerable as a recovering drug addict | was keen to not ltbet
OSYGNB 2F ai0dzRSy G LI NIASEDE

While relatively uncommon, accommodation problems could have a profound effect on the
NE&LR2ZYyRSY (i Q& SE LIS NSNS toxséatle Bty a eWanyiranmeéng They R
most frequent issue was around access teyathrround accommodation that did not require

them to vacate during the student holidays, whether on campus or in private hogsorg

example:



Pagel 56

Wa & LINificdlty Wa&s a Rck of support in between term times as | did not have a place
G2 tAQDSo LF L RAR y20 KIgS IANIFNASYR I

W¢ KS dzyAOSNEAGE KFa &dzZARNISR YS GKNRdIzAK &
pk YAOTAY3a F2NJ I gKATS | 62dzi 0SO2YAYy3a K2YSE S

Other respondents highlighted a mismatch between their requirements or preferences, and what
they had been allotted by thelEI¢ for some who had been housed with international or
postgraduate students thahey found to be too quiet, adding to their feelings of isolation, as for
this respondent:

WeKS FTOUABGAGASE 2F (GKS Fild NBAARSYyGa ¢SNB
the other students were international and spent their time socialisuiily other
AYOGSNYIFGA2Yy L E aGdzRRSYyGaoQ

However, for others this meant that they wanted something quieter and away from the partying
associated with halls of residence:

WCNRY FTANRG O2ydlFOG L aGNBaaSR GKS BewdJ2 NI |
vulnerable as a recovering drug addict | was keen to not be at the centre of student parties
etc. For over two years | lived in the noisiest part of the city, in a halls that was constantly
partying. If | was less experienced and less stable ireoovery | would have been in real

danger. |did a lot over those two years to support my deteriorating mental health, mostly

L KIR G2 SIS GKS KIHffa Id QikKS SS{USYR 0S

In most instances, the problems had been resolved redtiquickly by thedElor through the
respondenfd own efforts, but they persisted throughout the first year for some. The previously
guoted respondent did manage to move into more appropriate housing in their final year and
reported that theycouldW y [have]o SSy KsincdlJA S NI

3.3.2.7 Legacy of care experience

Key quote: dit is difficult for me to tell friends in Uni about my circumstances, so | felt it is
better to tellthemthatL Y |y AYyOGSNYylFGA2ylf addzRSyd

The final theme pulled together some highly individual experiences that related to the collision of
GKS NBaLRYyRSy:(iQa OFNB SELISNASYyOSa 6AGK | ySs
included within theManaging Changekeme, but they had a particat flavour which seemed to
distinguish them because of their specifitateonship to care and how carexperienced students
continued to be affected btheir pasts, regardless of a change in role and home.
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One group of experiences were around the praatimpact of care experiences. One student

talked about the difficulties in procuring a bank account without the background information that

is often required. Another found that their criminal record belatedly posed a problem for their

course (due to abcks for working with children and vulnerable adults), causing them to have to
abandon one course and move to another. Others struggled to secure appropriate housing

because they lacked guarantar®ther students would typically have their rent undervieit by

parentsc2 NJ 6 KS& 6SNB RAAONRAYAYIFOGSR 3lLAyad a GKS
Immigration and benefit issues also featured, where thé&dves from care leaver tstudent

posed unexpected problems that led to anxiety, financial challengddass of time that would

have been better spent in integrating into their new circumstances.

The other group of experienseinder this themecaptured how care leavers relatéd other
people. Several respondents talked about the difficulties that they in explaining their
experiences to students and staffor example:

WL FAYR GKFEG | €20 2F LIS2LXS | NRdzyR YS KI @
KFdS KIFER F AAYAfFNI dzLONAY3IAYy3IT YR KIFEGS £ N
for staff at the university to understand that | am entirely responsible for myself, without a
PanBiff y2 KAy 3 3I2Sa gNRYy3IDQ
WLG A& RAFTFAOMzZE G F2NJ YS G2 GStf FNASYRA AY
themthatlamak YU SNY I A2y &AGdzRSYy i oQ

W{2YSGAYSAa L F2dzy R AU NBFffte KFINR (2 &aLSI |

A ¥ 4 A ~ A

WoLO ¢2ddZ R 06S 0SGGSNB AT LIS2L S K2 GgSNB Yy
leavers and things like childhood domestic,sxand emotional abuse and alcoholism and
RNUz3 | 6dzaSoQ

Three respondents reported being victims of stigma and prejudice whits while two had

unexpected and unhelpful interventions from their birth family during the transition period.

3.3.2.8 Suggstedimprovements

Key finding: Careexperienced students were keen to see greater and earlier liaison between
their HEI and theiftocal authority, as well as better training for HEI staff and the

chance to meet similar students during the transition mess.

Finally, while possible remedies to transition issues were implicit in many of the themes above
(e.g. someone to help with moving in or more mental health support), a small number of
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respondents additionally used the opportunity to suggest spesdiations to the problems that
they had experienced:

1 A formal meeting or information share betweésctal authorityandHEIto troubleshoot
issues of finance, accommodation and other support (6 respondents)

1 Training forHEIstaff around understanding care experiences, especially for those (e.g. in
accommodation offices) that are not used to dealing with care leavers (5 respondents)

1 A mentoring/buddying programme for new care leavers in HE, whether througH Eier
local auhority (4 respondents)

1 Special open days for care leavers, where they could get more focused information and
feel less overwhelmed (2 respondents)

1 Workshops on independent living (2 respondents)

The opportunity to have advance contact with key acadenatf §2 respondents)

1 A stepby-step written guide for care leavers entering HE (1 respondent)

=

It is likely that some of these are already in place across some local authorities and universities,
but the data suggest that coverage is not yet universabelmeral, there was a sense in which
respondents were seeking a more managed and structured transition into HE, withHtBkking

on elements of the duty of care from thdocal authority while also seeking to join a community

of care leavers who werachieving greater independence as they entered their adult lives.
Conversely, it is important to note that mature students with care experience did not generally fit
this pattern, while some younger respondents enjoyed the clean break from their pashand
chance it offered for a new anonymous start:

WL Sye2@&SR (KS LINAGIOe (KSe 31 @S YS: tSGaA
AYRSLISYRSyi(te ¢la Y2NB al GArafeiry3da yR Gl dAa
F OKASOSR 20KSNBAASPQ

3.3.3 Thinkirg about withdrawing

As noted above, 57% of respondents had congiddeaving their course, with ¥8 reporting that
they had done so often; indeed, five respondergported that theyhad left their original course
and were on a second one. Nearly all of these 122 respondents provided further information
about why they had thought about withdrawing and five overarching themes were identjfieel
same caveats outlined above about oieg and artificiality apply here too:

1. Academic issues (30% of all responses, representing 53% of those who had considered
leaving at least once)

2. Emotional and mental health issues (15%/26%)

Financial issues (15%/26%)

4. Practicalities and unexpected disrigrs (12%/21%)

w
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5. Feelings of being unsupported (8%/14%)

In addition, respondents provided reasons why they chose to stay and what additional support
their HEI could have offereid help with their retention.

3.3.3.1 Academic issues

Key quote: dl havefound with being in care | didn't attend school regularly and not at all
FTNRY GKS F3S 2F mMmo® L RAR M &SI NRa | O00S
academic abilities are limited €

The most common cause of potential withdrawehs academic comen, being mentioned by

nearly onethird of the respondentg i.e. over onehalf of thosewho had considered withdrawing.
Around half of these had, at some point in the course, felt under heavy pressure, either through
the scale of the workload or due fonding the content demanding for example:

Wfound the amount of work slightly overwhelming at first, which knocked my confidence a
lot when other students found it "easy”. | chose to remain because | didn't want to let
myself down, | knew | was motiean capable! | worked hard and improved my grades a lot
and feel | am on track to get at least 6096R

Whe course for nursing is a highly demanding course for anyémand it emotionally,
academically and financially hard. Even though it has beesh IHarow | am not the only
one on this course that are finding it hard to cope so we get through it toge@her.

Wneed help regarding my ability to write academically and present a good assignment or
essay. This wil boost myconfiderce and develop selsteen®d Q

This was often exacerbated by external constraints such as family commitments or the need to
work parttime for financial reasons, as in these examples:

When the pressures of assignments hit after @Greistmas holidays antfelt

overwhelmed lecausd am also a single parent and suffer from a physical impairment. |
remained because of the potential people saw in me and bechwss motivated to
conquermy fears and do my best for mine and my Sofuture Q

W¥he stress of workingpart-time] and not having the time to do mjacademicjwork. |
have stayed to prove those wrong who told me | couldn'{ijoQ

These discourses of resilience and determination were comgtbe respondents were struggling
but resolved to complete their studies. S@rsely, & K SNJ NBa L2y RSy 1aQ SELISNI
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by their own low academic confidence and s#iubt based on previous study (e‘gworried I'm

J2AY 3, WE2QF IYVAXIQ OF LI 6t S addWdidnz fealdo® (i § y B dafleak&IT NB S ¢
about the gaps in their knowledge due to their fractured schooling andtreuitional route into

HE:

Whave found with being in care | didn't attend school regularly and not at all from the age
of 13. I did 1 yedR @ccess course to get on to my degrse,| feel my academic abilities are
limited.Q

Indeed, six respondents had failed elements of their course, sparking a reconsideration of whether
they were capable of achieving within HE, as in this example:

WHave thought about leaving becaubfiledtwo modules in first year andam currently
resitting them. kchose to remain becauddnave had a lot of bumps in the road over the
yearssddidn@wl y i G2 2dzad 3IAGS dzZl) 2y GKA&A 2ySadQ

Nine respondents felt that they had potentially chosen the wrong course for them and were

therefore either experiencing difficulties or simply not enjoying their current studies. One felt that
theywereWa i NIz 3f Ay3d GAGK (KS KOREAMNEKSI R yRK ZFESy Al/rEAS |
while another explained:

Wfeel that the curriculum is not challenging enough for me and | am getting bored. | have
chosen to stay because | know it will pick up next year and | need this degree.

A further fourplacel their own issues at the door of thdElin terms of quality or value for
money. For example, one respondent feltthidf SOG dzZNB&a | NB | ¢Fdzf = GKS A
limited¢OlF yy 23 o6StAS@S AdGUaA ¢ INIYR I &SI NPQ

3.3.3.2 Emotional and mental healtlssues

Key quote: d feel very left out of the community and overwhelmed with no one to talk to.
Didn't drop out because | literally have nowhere else todé

While academic issues had barely featured inkiB & LJ2 Y RSy (G a4 Q tiaSifod, dzgiél & 2 F
was continuity in terms of emotional and mental health isseausing difficulties for care

experienced students HE this may be congruent to a degree with the greater propensity to
consider leaving and to use support services among respondentsfideg as disabled (see

Sections 3.2.3 and 3.2.4PDnce again, individual respondents chose to express this through

slightly different vocabulary and with different emphases. Most commonly, it was articulated in
terms of stress or anxiety, often relatd¢o academic or financial problengdor example:
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Whe degree | do is SO stressful and | feel like no one can really relate to that from my
friends/family. | feel like th expected to just gedbn with it because otherwisenti a failure.
Besides, I've danlst year so there's no point quitting ndw.

Whave continuously questioned if the hard work is worth it as it carvget emotionally
stressful. | have stayed on because | refuse to struggle for the rest of m§life.

High anxiety in first yearaused me to think about dropping ¢btQ

For others, the loneliness, isolation and upheaval described during their transition into HE was
maintained well into their course, where they felt they had nmade friendsand had not

therefore developed a suppone environment in their new setting; as one respondent putit,
underestimated how lane and different | would fe@emphasising the importance of membership
of a student community to their wellbeing in HEhis sentiment was reflected in the accounts of
twelve other respondents, including these examples:

Whaven't made any friends and | feel isolated in my classes. | am waiting to see how | do in
my exams first. | wish someone had advised me wher&éo lliving at home is the worst
decision eveQ

Weygretting giving up a mediocre life with my small social circle in a place I've always known
for just a chance at a better life as a professional and all the uprooting feelings that happen
during a bignove and transitio® Q

Wreel very left out of the community and overwhelmed with no one to talk to. Didn't drop
outbecause IBNJ f f @8 KI @S y26KSNBE StasS (2 3I26Q

For those accounts above, the respondents were still experiencing thoughts of withdratval a
time of the survey, while these had been transient for other students who were much more
settled into theHEcommunity and a circle of friendsfor example:

Because during my second year | definitely felt quite isolated and helpless going tlarough
tough time, so in the end | saw myself possibly looking to leave university and pursue a job
because of money difficulties. However after a month of finding it hard | eventually got
back on trackb Q

Ws | lived in semindependent accommodation, | fourrdoving into university halls
challenging at first, as I'm now living with 7 other people my own age. However, as I've
progressed at university it has begun to feel more like home ldmave settled a lot more
Y20DQ
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Btruggled to fit in during first yeadidn't make friends and felt very alone. By the end of
second semester | had managed to find strong friends, which transformed the whole
university experience for nie Q

Finally, a small group of respondents contextualised their negative experiences thhimwider
and ongoing mental health issues. One respondent explained how their concerns were cumulative
and interconnected, leaving them with a sense of despair:

Because sometimes | don't feel good enough ki@l lonely and struggle with mental
health, and | have no money and | feel like my life will not go anywhere anfway.

3.3.3.3 Financial issues

Key quote: dl've had difficulty managing my student finance and wondered if returning to
low paid employment wouldn't be betteb €

As with theearlier transition issues, the oAa-six respondents who discussed having financial
problems that caused them to think about leaving their course were not always specific about the
nature of the difficulties that they faced. In these examples, this easiethe amount of money
available to them, in comparison to either their needs or what they might be able to earn if they
were to be working fultime instead:

Wntil | approached the care leaver service about their help, | was in severe financial
distress and accumulated a lot of debt. This often meant | could not afford to continue on
the course. | was however able to get enough loans, overdraft, credit cards to keep going.
Since the care leaver support fund now helps, | hastehad to take out any nte loans or
borrow moneyQ

Because financially it is diffituo be a student in a privateented home, whilst raising a
family and being pregnant. | thought perhaps going back to work would be better that way
| wouldn't have to worry about money for bills or rent which my partner has to work two
jobs forQ

Wreally struggle at times anaften wonder whether it has been worth it. | feel very
anxious about being homeless so | have great anxiety about what will happen when 1 finish,
and whether I'd be better off just workirg Q

For others, the issue appeared to be more one of managemasbne respondent put it
succinctly Pinancially I am in a meQsOthers talked about struggling with independent living,
budgeting and balancing different calls on their financial resouf®es Ayreet al,, 2016) Again,
this made the alternatives lookttractive from timeto-time, as in this example:
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Pve had difficulty managing my student finance and wondered if returning to low paid
employment wouldn't be bettef2

A small, but notable, group of respondents reported having specific difficulteEssing money

from their HEI In one instance, thelElwould not accept new applications for care leaver

bursaries from students in their second year as they were required to apply in their first year.
Others found access to the hardship funds slow att their situation as @areexperienced

student or care leavewas not recognised, including in this case where the issue was compounded
by the time demands of a nursing degree:

Wo! ¥y A @S Naodsina givg harti§hip grants to first year students. | find this
unbelievable. | had to work two jobs to survive my first year ondbplacement and uni
work. Would find it helpful if uni would stop assuming that we all have loads of free-time
student nurses have almost no free time or mon@y!

3.3.3.4 Practicalities and unexpected disruptions

Key quote: It would have helped] if | found out that | had dyslexia earlier as now | know
why | have been struggling academically all the tire

Around me-in-eight respondents had highly individual circumstances, eitherepisting or newly
arising, that impacted on their ability to engage effectively with their course. These included
family commitments and pregnancy, lotgrm iliness/disability, berezement, problems arising
from the birth family interventions and issues with housgqigr example:

WPwas seriously ill for the first two years which requiredekdg visits to hospital. While |
received emotional support from my parents, nothing was given in terms of
reimbursement of £200 a month hospital visit costs or any form of support from social
service® Q

Pell pregnant during my second yearXTéansferred universities and am currentéy
doing my second year. My daughter is currently 5 mordihd].Q

Wust somewhere homely to liveQ&ll we'veeverwd 4t SR® { 2YSGKSNBE G2 O

WoL G ¢ 2 dz Rflfounddut tat hat$/stekia darlier as now | know why | have
beenstuggd Ay3d | OF RSYAOFLfte Iff (GKS GAYS®Q
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3.3.3.5 Feelings of being unsupported
Key quote: dl have no support and no one seems to understéng

The final theme concerning potential withdrawal comprised a group of respondents who

expressed that they did not feel that they were being suppoitetiE This could potentially have

been included in the Emotional and Mental Health Issues theme as We&sean element of

loneliness and isolation within many of these accounts, but it was kept distinct as there appeared
G2 0SS Y2NB | LINPOSRdAzNIf FyR LINIOGAOLFKt SftSYSyi
student and with those that they expected help them.

In some instances, this was a general feeling, summed up by one respondent who Higfeel, |

KIFEI @3S y2 adzZJ}2 NI | yR y Bthétsyas in hé&ss ekamplésfeltdagt éré B G |y
were other agencies (or family) that were rmoviding what they had hoped, causing frustration

or, in extreme cases, despair:

Wthink the university just needs to be more organised and make sure that staff reply to
your emails more often. You often feel quite alone when trying to ressuesd do with
iKS O2dzNBES®Q

Wlore encouragement and involvement from riocal authority with less of a battle to get
what | am entitled taQ

WoL ¢ BB tH Rke Yneé @ore seriously when | discussed my mental lieglth

3.3.3.6 Staying on course

Key quote: d see this as my only chance to get out of a poor quality of life and become a
contributing member of society €

Students were asked about why they had remained on their course, despite considering leaving.
The single most common reason wasatthey had received strong support from thelE|

whether academic, financial, emotional or a combination of these; this was expressed by 10% of
respondents (equating to 18% of those who had considered leaving), including these examples:

Whave received a support worker who is helping me to ensure | keep up wittonkyand
deadlines. | am in reipt of the care leaver bursary and hardship fund grant from the
university which is assisting me financiglly.

All the support | received wasieugh, | knew who | needed to go to if there was an issue
and that was great. | did not want to feel too differeft.
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Other respondents saw their continuation asexpression ofheir agency. For some, it was
important to work through the adversity tachieve access to a career that they aspired to or to
professional work in generaglfor example:

Whave chosen to stay as I'm doing a degree in social work, being a social worker is the only
route | ever want to go down, | don't see myself being anygretseQ

Wam determined to become a solicitor and this is my ¢gaal

Some saw it as a result of a more abstr@dR S (i S NXY'® NI ai RoRad&xfeSsOcceed
especially in the light of scepticism from family or tHewal authority One respndent described
how they saw their degree as a stronger outcome than a job offer:

Wam doing a police degree and | was offered a position within the police, but decided
against that ad continued on with my degreepainly so that | can prove to my famihat
| can survive and also be the first to get a dediee.

An alternative, if somewhat less positive, expression of this same sentiment came from
respondents who saw it 88 & (i dalgiveRu@on their studies and W 6 | & (i Sespédialty 49Ps
jusi o & hebids @ be endured.

A somewhat bleadr a version of this rationale was offered by eight respondents, who argued that
they could not leave HE as there were no alternatives for them. They felt that leaving could
render them homeless and t@rned into the milieu that they were seeking to escape through
education, as this extended quote illustrates:

Wcome from a deprived town, and the only prospects for unqualified young people are
sales and customer serviderior to starting uni, | had worked some of the worst jobs

which included dooto-door sales, leaflet distributioricharity fundraising, warehouse

work and customer retention fdmobile phone company]f | leave university now, this is
what | have to gdnack to, and | just couldnThe fear of being dropped is enough

motivation for me to work harder. | see this as my only chance to get out of a poor quality
of life and become a contributing member of soci€ly.

Several respondents felt théyad to persst with their degree despite their misgivings to secure
the future for their families or to pay off their student debt. Finally, small numbers found that
they settled in to theHEcommunity, learned to cope with the academic workload or drew on
support from family and friends; two respondents enjoyed their course so much that they were
able to overcome the negative experiences and persist.
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3.3.3.7Suggested improvements

Key finding: Respondents felt that there could be more dedicated supportdare-experienced
students, including around how to navigate the HE experience and how to thrive
academically. A small number drew attention to the absence of ldagn
therapeutic counselling support to meet their particular needs.

A total of 74 respondats (35%, equating to 61% of those who had considered leaving) offered
suggestions for what they would have found useful. The most common suggestion was for
dedicated support focareexperienced students anchre leavers, mentioned by 25 individuals.
Fa some they felt that there was no such support (even within universities that are known to
have an identified point of contact), while others felt that it was too limited, insufficiently
responsiveor insufficiently proactive. There was often no specific detail given about what support
such a person might provide, but where suggestions were made they included help with lower
level emotional issues, forfilling and engagement withElsystems (e.gextenuating
circumstances), financial information/advice, advocacy with their academic department and
liaison with theidocal authority As many of these roles are fulfilled Biglstaff, it suggests that
either there is patchy provision between univetiess or that not allcareexperienced studentare
aware of what is available; indeed, several made the point that they were ignorant of what their
HEIdid offer.

More specific support requests tended to echo the themes outlined above, especially around
academic, financial and emotional support. Twelve respondents felt that they would have
benefited from more ondo-one academic support, especially around scholarly expectations,
understanding feedback, developing essay technique and library skills. r8pareed that the
level of support that they received was very reliant on particular staff and that this could leave
them without someone to turn to for academic advice, including this example:

WP g tutor from last year was very helpful but she left, ngnntutor lacks understanding
and my course leader is very unsupportie.

Ten respondents felt that theldElshould offer more financial support in the form of bursaries or
scholarships, with three feeling that they should have preferential access tslmartunds and
two asking for more advice around budgeting and/or finding fteme work.

The lack of longerm counselling provision or specialist mental health support was highlighted by
seven respondents, who felt that tireHEIllacked the ability tgrovide the highedevel and on

going professional interventions that they needed. These were mainly individuals who described
pre-existing issues around their traumatic childhood experiences of abuse or neglect. Related to
this, several respondents tehat their HEIshould do more to educate both gtaand students

about what careexperienced studentare, the needs they might have and how their experiences
might manifest themselvesfor example:
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WA place to educate young people who aren't care é&gaon the struggles care leavers
face, so victims of childhood abuse are no longer taboo sub§ects.

W1 y S YiddchérkeSvhere people may be told about where you're coming from just to
get a grasp on why you may act abnormally.

Conversely, two resporats highlighted their desire not to be viewed differently or with a deficit
in mind, which they saw as unhelpful. One of these talked about how they wanted to transcend
expectations of what carexperienced students could achieve:

Pue to being stereotyed ¢ for example being a care leaver is the result of coming from
adversity essentially; unfunately, because of thissegardless of academic achievement
etc., you are still put in this bracket that you might be emotionally unstable, have
underlying matal health issues or have authority issuet.Q

Finally, six respondents felt that they would have benefited from a buddying or mentoring
programmeor support group with other carexperienced studentswhile three focused on the
need for accommodation and placement options that respected the constraintsuen
experienced students
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CHAPTER 4: Discussafirfindings

4.1 Introduction

This chapter will attempt to synthesise the two parts of thERACLES study into a single
discussion about the experiences of care leavers andegperienced students on their pathways
into and through HEpulling out some of the more significant findings and placing them into a
broader context. There are two casats to be establishedFirstly, the diversity of experiences
among careexperienced students is such that any discussion is necessarily partial and, to an
extent, sweeping. Secondly, there is no intent to infer determinism within this discussion, such
that some of the elements described below may be present for some people, but ndah&rsp

and to different degrees depending on their circumstances and theirexencise ohgency.

4.2 Adequacy of current definitions

As discussed in Chapter 1, therhinology around the relationship between care and HE is
somewhat fraught. Part 2 of the study revealed that HEIs had quite different conceptualisations of
what their target group was, with some focusing solely on care leavers (as under the formal
definition) and others engaging with a wider group of casgerienced students of varying ages,
periods in care antbrms of departurerom care. The question on the UCAS application form
references a period of three monthis care at any point, while BIS (2014) uses a range of phrases
when talking about care define target groups for HE outreach workhis lack of standardisation
almost certainly leads to inequalities, with similar students receiving different levelgppbst

from different HEIs Furthermore, there ig case to be made that the wider growb care
experienced studentmay be equally disadvantaged as they are likely to share elements of
educational disruption (see Section 4.4 below) and childhood tra{s®a Section 4.3 below).
Indeed, the difference between beirpsignateda care leaveor not may come down to a few
weeksg a point made by onstudentin Part 2of the studywho had reconciled with their birth

family shortly before their 18 birthdayand so lost out on support from both theiwcal authority

and HEI.While it may not help to increase formal participation rates of care leavers, a wider
definition capturing students who need additional help in HE duééodirect effects of their care
experience would provide a more equitable policy foundation.

4.3 Continuity with other disadvantaged groups

Within the Part 1 analysis, care leavers occupy one end of a continuum, with other disadvantaged
groups having strongdfiE average outcomes nealy all cases. This is consistent with care

leavers having multiple and intersectional forms of disadvan{@geridge, 20069 for example,

they are disproportionately drawn from low income household and deprived areas, onto which
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educational disruptionSEN and mental health issues may also be laydtdedvever, me striking
element withinPart 2was the extent to which many of the experiences of eaxperienced

students echo those of other students from disadvantaged groups. For example, issues around
academic adaptation, social integration and financial worries are also common among students
from low income bakgrounds and mature studenfs.g. Harrison, 2006)

It may therefore be useful to conceptualise care leavers as simultahepat of a wider pattern

of disadvantage and as a group apart from others. The first conceptualisationusingéata
significant amounts alreadyknown about best practice in supporting the participation, retention
and success of disadvantaged studgietg. BIS, 2014;homas, 2012; Tinto, 1994 much of this

is likely to bereadilytransferable to careexperienced students in H&hd need not be rehearsed
here. Thesecond conceptualisation helps to focus on the additive effect afultiple, profound
and highlypersonalisedorms of disadvantagehat place many carexperienced students in a
nearunique sition. The remainder of this discussion will focus primarily on this element.

4.4 The legacy of childhood trauma

Most careexperienced young people will have undergone significant childhood trauma, often due
to neglect, abuse or family separatiokvhile trauma is not unique to care leavers, it is arguably

the defining feature of the group, with varying degrees of-tlaylay impact. It is reflected in the

high incidence of mental health issues (DfES, 2007) and the high proportion assessed as having
EN (especially behavioural, emotional and social difficulti€bg relationship between SEN and
attainment was very clear withirhe Part 1 data; those with SE&kpecidly at the higher levels of
need)had significantly lower KS4 attainment than simylaung people who were not care leavers
and they were significantly less likely to enter HE, even once that lower attainment was taken into
account.

A small number of the Part 2 respondents provided specific insights into this trauma, but many
more discussed how it had continued to affect them through adolescence and into adulthood,
leading to issues with low confidence, low setteem and high anxiety. They clearly felt that the
legacy had impacted on their ability to achieve academi¢@#iglboune and Leeson, 2012This
included manyespondents whaelfidentified as disablednd whowere significantly more likely
to have low academic confidence, to have made use of HEI support services and to have
considered leaving often; of course, this gpowill have included other forms of disability too.

The Part 2 respondents also discuskew the effects of childhood trauma weo®ntinuingto
compromisetheir ability to make new friendgoin the HE community, cope with setbacks and
manage the mulfarious demands of life in HHhese effectalso continued to impact on their
studies and it was felt by some that this was not understood or respected by academid-stedf.
smaller group of students, the impact of their childhood trauma was mokslitkting still and
manifested itself in more severe mental health issues. This group generally felt that their
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universities (and associated counselling provision and GP surgeries) were unable to provide the
therapeutic interventions that they needed.oi®e reported being offered only shetérm

provision or that the services were simply not geared up for the scale of mental health support
that they needed.

4.5 The role of KS4 attainment

It has long been understood that the KS4 attainment of care leavers is substantially lower than the
average (e.g. DfES, 20@fE 2017). In pursuing this study, it was anticipated that this would

impact significantly on the ability of care leavers tongamtry to HE, especially given the findings

of Crawford (2014), which demonstrate how KS4 attainment both embodies and embeds prior
educational disadvantage in the context of access to HE. However, it was not anticipated that KS4
attainment would contine to exert such a strong influence on outcomes once care leavers had
entered HE. Nevertheless, the Part 1 analysis demonstrated that it was important in predicting
both withdrawals and degree classification, even once the formal entry qualification&foad

been taken into account.

This unexpected finding demands more research attention; this study was not able to resolve why
KS4 attainment had such a fe@aching impact, although two main possibilities are suggested.
Firstly, it may be that th&S4qualifications themselves provide a better assessment of a young

LIS N& 2 vy Q ato duizeediy KitBhah their subsequent Level 3 qualifications. In particular, it is
possible that care leavers with weaker KS4 attainment find that they have gapsrin thei
foundational knowledge and study skills that become more apparent when they reach HE. There
is evidence of this in the Part 2 data and in Jacletal. (2005), with careexperienced students
describing areas of knowledge or skills assumed by theithidEtihey lack due to their fractured
schooling. It is also consistent with the reasons reported for withdrawal in the Part 1 data and
with the reasons given for considering leaving in the Part 2 data.

Alternatively, it may be that KS4 attainment is haya proxy role within the Part 1 regression

analyseg; i.e. that it is not the qualifications (or their underpinning learnitiggt matter, but

rather that these are representing sorbackgroundf S G dzNE 2F (GKS OIF NB S| ¢
age of 16 waich continues to have an influence (positive or negative) when lgtey progress into

HE. Possibilities derived from the Part 2 data might include placement stability maintained into

early adulthood, a supportive home environment with positive attitsd@ound education, an

intrinsic motivation around learning, a clear career pathway, resilience/determination or good

mental health. However, it is unclear why these elements would not have been captured within
GKS OF NB f SI @SN &As npt&i@isdie, this wpudibéarfFitheOihvashgatipra d
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4.6 Raising attainmento improve participation and success

C2ft26Ay3 2y FNRBY (GKS LINBGA2dza RA&OdzA&A2Y I (K
participation and success in HE would be through a rise in KS4 attainment, as care leavers with

high KS4 attainment have very similar HE outcomes to dtlggrattainingyoung people. As
RAaOdzaaSR Ay [/ KIFILIISNI mXZ GKSNB KI @S 0SSy aAraya
attainment for over ten years, including the creation of Virtual Sch(idésridgeet al., 2009 and

the introduction of the Pupil PremiurfCarpenteret al, 2013. However, while there have been
creditable improvements with younger age groups, KS4 attainment has been stubborn and gains
have thus far been limitedAs recognised by Seblea al. (2015),part of the issues that those

remaining in care as teenagers are often those with the most severe disadvantages (including a
substantial group witlprofounddisabilitieswho are not even entered for qualifications) and
therefore, the least likey to leawe care before the age of 16.

Given tre highly credentialised nature of the English education system and youth labour market
(Brownet al,, 2002), low KS4 attainment places cagerienced young people in a vulnerable
position. In particular, it has long had a filtering role for young peagfering access to the Level

3 pathways that traditionally lead towards HE. With growing governmental scrutiny, schools and
colleges are under significant resuléxl pressure and are ever more reliant on KS4 attainment to
dictate who is and is not offed a place, especially on more prestigious coursasloctrine of

Wal FSde& T A NBxpefienced yung fedpld may Od vidBed as drfam-safe option.

The answer to increasing care leaver participation in HE cannot, therefore, simplgbeveed

clarion call to push up KS4 attainmemthile there may be more that can be done within

individual local authorities and schools, thdras beemo lack of political will in this areaer the

last decaddDfES, 200MDfE 2014) There may benore opportunities for HEIs to contribute

through their outreach programmes, although there are agmificantrisks associated with

placing more pressure ahe young people themselves. There may be more radical approaches to
this dilemma (e.g. providingreferential access to Level 3 programmes regardless of KS4
attainment), but they are beyond the scope of this report.

4.7 Fracturedpathwaysthrough school and into HE

It is wellestablished that carexperienced young people generally have fractured educational
pathways, for example, through the landmark work of Seebal. (2015). The extent of that
fracturing varies substantiallyom individual to individualbeinga function both of the
circumstances that brought them into caaadtheir experiences sinceThey are likely to have
missed significant amounts of school (including through absenteeism and exclusion), potentially
with frequent changes of school and thle upheaval that entails faheir learning.
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Part 1 of his study has demonstrated how this fracturing continues into washpulsory

education Of those eventually entering Hihly around onein-three took what might be
RSaONAOSR | #outd attsiriny3uiidieiit GESE Ipds<s to enter Level 3 study at 16 and
HE at 18. The remainder took long@ackson and Cameron, 20t2e data were not available

in this study to explore this in detail, but many accumulated vocational qualificabigrsseveral
years, undertook an approved AcceésdHE course or entered via auhdationDegree attached to
their workplace. Of course, these pathways are not unique to-eaperienced young people, but
they were substantially more likely tnake use othem than even other disadvantaged groups.

As seen ithe Part 2 accountghese were sometnes constructed by students dkegitimateor
inadequate

This heterogeneity in routes into HE clearly presents a challenge to local authorities and HEIs.
Onceoutside the more traditional postompulsory routes, the availability of information and
advice about HE is likely to be significaidhyer, with the young person not necessarily having HE
in mind when they embark on learning or work that could ultimatelad them to that point.
Thesealternative pathways are actually the most frequent ones by which care leavers reach HE
whichmay require a reevaluation ofthe targeting of supporaind the ability of care leavers to
return to theirlocal authorityfor assistance several studentén the Part 2 dataalked about the
difficulties they had reengaging with theitocal authorityabout educatioronce they had entered
the labour market Similarly, HEIs may want to think about how they ensure theirezaan

activities are reaching care leavers wdre outside of arecognisedathwaytowards HEbut who
may wish to join one laterlt is important to ensure that care leavers are aware of alternative
pathways into HE and that they are empowered to purduwen (Driscoll, 201B).

4.8 Transfer towards independence

For many of thdart 2respondents, their care experience was marked either by high levels of
dependency (e.g. on care home workers) or repeated upheaval leading to uncertainty and an
unboundaried lifestyle. For these individuals, the transition into university, with higtslebel
independence coupled with established social and behavioural norms, resulted in a sense of
WOdzt (0 dzNB & KelQiftefuipgel th @dhagd. KTBiis revealed in a number of ways in the
data: the sense of being unsupported, the requests fostifie workshops, fears about
accommodation and high expectations of what tbeal authoritywould be able to provide.

Many of the accounts contain an undercurrent of abandonment that is disappointing and
disorientatingg a sudden awareness of being alaa@d being expected to manage a series of

major changes and transitions. Several respondents drew distinctions between their situation and
those of their peers, where they had family to fall back on for advice and emotional reassurance in
addition to moretangible financial supportThis was exacerbated where their local authority and

its staff were felt to be #informed, ambivalent or hostile towards HEhgeWho Cares7rust,

2012).
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This is also manifest in the need for a human connection that permeates many Batha
responsegDriscoll, 2013b; Sebls al, 2015) Therewasa strongdesire to have aedicated

figure within the university who providkthis sort of safety net pngously provided by a social

worker or foster parent; advice, advocacy, reassurance and troubleshooting. These respondents
were keen that this individual should liaise with thieical authority providing a practical, as well

as a symbolic, handover mtheir new circumstances. How this might best be integrated within

dzy AGSNEAGASEAQ (NI RAGA2YIiblocB Satentisobstudets i$ rabdtA R T A Y
Nevertheless, the accounts provided ample evidence that this sort of managed hamtidwecur

in many cases and that it was highly valued.

4.9 1solation,community and student identity

While some of thdPart 2respondents relished the opportunities that HE gave them to leave their
past behind them or to reinvent themselves in a neattiag, there was a significant group for

whom the new environment was isolating and the cause of significant distress. Many reported
feeling different to other students anagonising ovewhether they should disclose their care
background; this was exaerbated for some by the process of moving into new accommodation,
where both help and no help from thdiwcal authoritycould inadvertently reveal their status as a
care leaver. Other complications included {gvasting issues with trust and the proceddriend
making, often derived from childhood experiences. These coulthfgeavatedy inappropriate
accommodation with limited social interaction or unhelpful temptations for those with a history of
substance abuse. While the transition into HE canliffecult for many students, for care leavers it
is fraught with additional challenges; this may explain the keenness among some students to have
semiformal opportunities to meet other care leavers.

Given the importance of membership of the ElEnmunity for retention and succesthomas,

2012 Tinto,1994), this is potentially problematic from the perspectives of both the student and
their HEI.Respondents living in their own homes, who tended to be older and have families, were
particularly lkely to report that they did not feel that they had settled into tREcommunity;
compared tocare leaversn student accommodation, they wesggnificantlyless likely to be

involved in clubs and societies and less likely to tap into university supgoites. The

gualitative data also suggested that their sense of isolation lingered for longer, selnddeavers

in halls of residence or shared housesre more likely to havdeveloped a friendship group and a
stronger identity as a student.

4.10Absence of alternatives

Finally, although only discussed explicitly by eight individnaart 2 of the studyan implicit
elementin many of the accounts was the respondets & af they lacked a meaningful or
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realistic alternative to HE. It offeredpathway to new opportunities, a fresh start and access to a
stable and prosperous adulthood, compared to a return to personal uncertainty, troubled family
lives and deprived communities. Respondents highlighted their lack of social and economic capital
that would give them access to attractive alternatives, although many felt the draw from paid

work and the shorterm benefits that it might bring.

Formanythis provided a strong sense of resilienra determination to overcome setbacks and to
demonstiate their ability to succeed against the odd@iscoll, 2013a) However, for others, this
evoked an almost opposite state of mind, with heightened anxiety aboutstigkes failure and

what this might mean for them and their families. Rather than maiiva some of the accounts

were tinged with desperation, making for disturbing reading, especially where this was expressed
in concert with descriptions of ongoing academic difficulties or social isolation. Some saw HE as
being the only component of thelives standing between them and homelessness. There were no
particular indications from the data as to why some respondents felt determination and others felt
desperation but those feeling trapped ia situation where they judge their chances of sucdess

be low are likely to suffer additional mental health challenges that may, in turn, work to
undermine their success.

4.11 A salutary coda

While this discussiois somewhat negative in tone, focusing as it does on the continuing issues
faced bycare leavers andareexperienced students, it is important also to reflect on the progress
that has been made around the support offered by local authoriti#slsand others in recent

years. This is well illustrated by this quote from a mature respondéo was thinking back to a
time some years ago:

WLGQa 3INBFOG G2 asSS GKIFd GKS A&aadzsSa T OSR
our potential is finally being recognised rather than just being left to fend for oneself and
thrownonthescr LIKSF LJ 2F FI Af SR KdzYl yaoQ

4.12 Summary: pathways to success

The pathways into and through HE are compgtmall students with multipleinfluences on
whether they enter, whether they complete and what degidassificatiorthey receive. This
complexity is heightened for casexperienced studentdue to the additional challenges that they
face due to their childhood experiences

(@]l
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Any firm conclusions about which students are likely to be successful are inevitably hostages to
fortune, but this study has highlightesixrecurring factors thaare likely topredispose care
experienced students towards success:

1. Strong KS4 attainmenglthough it iscurrentlyunclear whether it is the
gualificatiors and/or the underlyingknowledge and skillhat areimportant, or
whetherthese formawider proxy forpositivedispositions (e.g. intrinsic
motivation) orsituational factors (. supporive home environment);

2. Aplanned andnanaged transition from care to Hincluding liaison between
local authorityandl 9L | YR RSRAYIQI SRzLEBRSE G FNPY GKS |

3. Membership of the HE communitypoth in terms of themutual support and
human connetion provided by social networks and respect and recognition from
academicand administrativestaff;

4. Resilience and determinatiorg these were notable features of many accounts of
care-experienced students who had overcome adversity;

5. Strongdisability support, especialljor SENandlong-term mental health issues
as these emerge as key risk factors in both parts of this study

6. Recognition and support f@lternative educational pathway$rom both HEIs and
local authoritiesincluding before HE (i.e. ccumulatelevel 3 qualificatiorysand
within HE (e.g. pauses in study or switches in mode)
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CHAPTER 5: Conclusions

To frame the conclusions from the HERACLES study, we return to eachmofehesearch
guestions in turn:

1. Do care leavers enter HE thithe same propensity asther young people, including
those fromdisadvantaged group3

No¢ seeTable 2.4 Among the cohort completing KS4 in 2007/0% tare leaver

participation rate of 11.8% wamound a quarter of that fothe cohort as a whol@43.1%).

Due to the use of a longer timeframe and the inclusion of students not in contact with their
local authority this is significantly higher than previous estimates based on local authority
data OfE 2017); it is also likely to be something of an underestimate due to the exclusion
of HE undertaken in further education colleges. The care leaver participation rate is also
less than half that of young people eligible F$8M(26.1%) and those from arsavith
historicallylow participation in HE (25.5%).

Once KS4 qualifications were taken irocount, the participation ratéor care leaversvas

much more similar to other young people and even slightly higher than those from areas
with historicallylow participation in HEFor example, 71.3% of care leavers with eight
GCSEs at A* to C entered HE, which is only slightly lower than the average of 76.2%. This
strongly suggests that the main reason why care leavers were less likely to enter HE was
that they had considerably weaker attainment at KS4, on avefsae Table 2.2)This

then limited their access to the Level 3 qualifications that afford entry to HE.

However, even once KS4 qualifications and a range of demographic faet@accouned

for, care leavers remaad about 10% less likely to participate in Etinpared to other

young peopleall else being equétee Table 2.5 and Figure 2.Thisstrongly suggests

that there are additional constraints on the HE patrticipation of care leaversoaridat

care leavers are less likely to choose to progress to Level 3 study and HE than otherwise
similar young people.

2. What are the social and educational attributes of care leavers who do enter HE?

In commonwith other young peopleand as discussed abe, the strongest predictor for
care leaver participation in HE is the leveK&4qualification. However, due to a rangé
educational disadvantages (@met al., 2015), are leavers wee significantly less likely to
achieve tte thresholds (e.g. fiveGCSE passes at A* to C, including equivalents) affording
them easy access to pesbmpulsory education (see Table 2.2Yithin the data analysed
here, there was a strong correlation between attainment @NgeeTable 2.3) which, in
many cases, will he been related to childhood trauna profound disabilities (DfES,
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2007), as well as likely influencing the nature and stability of their care and school
placements.

For thosecare leaversvho didnot achieve these thresholdtheir chances of progressin

to HEwere substantially lowethan those who diqsee Table 2.4although there istrong
evidence of the ability of care leavers to substantially improve their qualifications after

KS4 For example, 38.3% of those entering HE had fewer than five BSS&s at A*to C

or equivalent at the end of KS4, with 5.4% having no passes at all (see Table 2.6). This
stresses the importance 83 SO2 Yy R OK I y OS Je.gNBrdujhSAacedd PIB | NR &
courses ofFoundationDegrees) Nevertheless, they remaed less likelyoverallto find

these routes than other similadgualified young peoplésee Table 2.4)

OnceKS4qualifications wee taken into account, care leavarsHE wee significantly more
likely to be drawn from minority ethnic communities, gignificantly less likely to be
those with highedevel special educational neef¢see Table 2.7)This may suggest some
fruitful avenues for future policy or practice intervention.

. How do HEcompletion andwithdrawal rates for care leavers compare with othgoung
people, including those frondisadvantaged groups?

This is something of a vexed question as care leaverstiiodenter HE late(see Figure
2.2),through considerablymore diverse pathwaygee Table 2.9 and Figure 2a8)d with
lower entry qualifications (see Table 2.10 and Figuret@at) other young peopl@ the
cohort. Asaresult, around onehird of care leaversvere still studying in 2014/15
compared to just oneighth of the coha as a whole (see Table 2.11). However, in any
given year of entry, care leavers were less likely to have completed than other students
starting in the same year. Tlgaggestsinter alia. more disruption to study (e.g. course or
HEI changes), more @dte years and more use of pditne options.

Gomparing withdrawal rates, caleavers wee nearly twice as likely as other students to
withdraw and not return to HE within the time period being exploetB.3%doing sq
compared to 10.0%This differene reducedconsiderablyonce demographic factors and

HE entry qualifications were taken into account, and disappeared once KS4 qualifications
were also controlled for (see Table 2.12 and Figure 2.5).laktasfinding defies ready
interpretation ¢ it isunclear why KS4 attainment should have such a strong impact on HE
withdrawalfor care leavers This may represent gaps in knowledge or skills due to
educational disruption (Jacksat al., 2005) or perhaps some elementtbkir pre-HE
experiences (e.g. lwang a stable foster placement that supported high KS4 attainment and
then persistencehrough HE). The safest conclusion is that there is evidence that care
leavers have a somewhat higher withdrawal rate than other students even accounting for
their lower entry qualifications, but that elements of their pHE experiencesontinue to

be salientin determining whether or not an individual withdraws.
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There was a headline difference in the proportion of care leavers achieving a first or upper
second class dgee, with 61.9% doing so compared to 72.6% of the wider cohort (see
Table 2.14). However, once demographic factors and entry qualifications were accounted
for, there was no significant differencecare leavers were as likely to achieve a high

degree clasification as similar students who were not care leavers.

. For what reasons do care leavers withdraw from HE and are these sirtol#éne reasons

given by other students?

The most commomeasons for withdrawal recorded for care leavers were acadéailiore
(39.0%) and personal reasons (19.5%ge Table 2.13. These were similar to the reasons
recorded for the cohort as a whole in general (34.4% and 25.5%, respectively) and
consistent with the questionnaire data from students who had considereddnathing

(see Section 3.3.3). There was no evidence to suggest that care leavers had markedly
different reasons for withdrawal, although they were slightly more likely to have been
written off due to inactivity or excluded due to behaviour or Aeayment d charges to

the HEI.

. What are the social and educational attributes of care leavers whkithdraw from HE?

Theattributes of the care leavers who withdrew from kitere very similar to that of the
cohort as a whole. All else being equal, withdrawal vigisificantly more likely among
students with low or alternative entry qualifications, men, students who were eligible for
FSM at 16 and students from areas with historickdly HE participation rates (see Table
2.11 and2.12). As discussed above, low&&tainment was also associated with higher
withdrawal rates.

. What are careexperienced student&experiences othe transition into HE?

Aroundtwo-thirds of the careexperienced students responding to tbaline

guestionnaire reportedh positivetranstion into HE (see Figure 3,2)though by its very
nature, the data represents the views of students who successfully survived the transition
process.The support received from their HElI was deemed to be the most positive
element, but students were leskely to think that HE was as they had expeated

although this is not necessgr negative if their initial expectations had been low.

Alongside many positive accounts, students described a wide range of negative transition
experiences (see Section 2B. The most commorfexpressed by aroundne-quarter of
respondentsyelated to what was perceived to be poor or contested support from the

& ( dzR Boalia@tiority(c.f. TheWho Care8Trust, 2012)this could be in tems of
financesaccommodationadvice about HE @racticalities (e.g. movingOnein-six

students found the process of managingiajorlife change stressful and disorienting,
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especially when they felt they did not hageactical or emotional suppoftom
knowledgeable adultsA similar proportion reported financial difficulties, either in terms
of managing on the funds availal{leyreet al., 2016)or arranging their finance package
due to problems with generating the necessary paperwork from their local authority.
Smaller groupsidcussed feelings ddneliness and isolatiomssues with support from their
HEI or accommodation problems.

. What factors lead carexperienced students to consider leaving and why do they choose
to remainin HE?

While nearly threequarters ofrespondents felt that they were doing well in HE (see Figure
3.3), aver half had thought about leavirand onein-five had done so often. hEse were
significantly more likely to be thostudentswho had had negative experiences during
transition or sincethose identifying as disabled were also significantly more likehat@
consideed withdrawing(see Table 3.4), whicimay be congruent with the lower
participation in HE among care leavers with SEN, as discussed above.

As with transitions, students perted a wide range of experiences (see Section 3.3.3).
Academic issues loomed largebeing mentioned by oneé-three respondents Some
reported struggling to cope due to their fractured educational experiences, including
knowledge gaps from missingnaml and limited study skills, with determination and
resilience beingdentified askey attributesin long-term successthese accounts strongly
echoed those reported a decade ago (Jacketoal., 2005) Emotional issues continued to
be problematic folone-in-six especially those with more severe mental health issues for
which no suppdrappeared readily available. A similar proportion reportggmcial
problems both in terms of the amount available and a lack of experience in managing
personal budgss, with a return to paid work acting as a lure away from BBaller groups
of students had been disrupted by unexpected events (e.g. illness or pregnancy) or had
suffered from a general feeling of being unsupported.

. What support services do they accetggough their university or elsewhere?

Around twothirds of the respondents had used oneropre2 ¥ G KSANJ | 9L Q& 4&dz
services, witraround onein-three reporting usingach of thefinancial advice, counselling,
disability support and careers advisevices(see Section 3.2.4)Women, students

identifying as disabled and students living in shared houses were more likely to make use

of support services. Students who had considered leaving were significantly more likely to
have used the counselling s&re.

Twoifths of respondents had joined a student club or soc{sie Section 3.2.5)The
figure was significantly higher in p@92 universities, but lower among students living
with their family or in their own home. Involvement in clubs andistes was associated
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with greateracademiaconfidence, but (perhaps surprisingly) not a closer relationship with
the university community.There was some evidence to suggest that financial concerns
had limited participation in study trips where these W& LJ- NIi 2 F |+ &G dzRSy i

Respondents did not generally discuss accessing support services outside of their HEI,
although a small number expressed frustration at lingited or absenhelp available from
their GP or at ongoing issues with their loaathority around housing or finance.

. What additional support do they feel coultde offered to improve their transition,
retention and success in HE?

Respondents made a number of helpful suggestions about how to improve HE for care
experiencedstudents with two being particularlyconvincing (see Sections 3.3.2.8 and
3.3.3.7)

Firstly, they suggested stronger peatry links between local authorities and universities,
such that there was a more managed transition of supffinencial, accommodation ah
emotional)between the two organisations, as well as better information and advice for the
care leavethroughout the processSome students described exemplary practices that
could readily be replicated with few or no resource implications.

Secondlystudents outlined additional forms afedicated and specialised support within
HEIlghat they would have found useful. For some, this comprad&dowledgeable adult
who can help the student to navigate complex processes (e.g. financial or disability
support), advocate on their behalf (e.g. with academic staff) and provideléoel
emotional support. Otherwanted access to support to make good the gaps in their
knowledge and skills resulting from their educational disruption and/or alternative
pathwaysinto HE or the provision of loAgrm therapeutic support for those with mental
health issues arising from their childhood trauma.

Othersuggestions included better awareness training for HE @afiecially beyond the
identified care leaver contagtinentoring/buddying programmesind socal networking
opportunities.
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CHAPTER 6: Recommendations

Based on the evidence presented in this report, the following recommenastoe made to key
stakeholderg; note that these may already be in place in orgatians exhibiting good practice:

To Governmen{(includingthe Office for Fair Acce¥s

1. To develop and publish a clear and widehderstood metric for the participation of care
leavers and carexperienced student in HE to enable progress to be tracke time.

2. ¢2 LINPOARS | RRAGAZ2YIE 3FdzARIFYyOS G2 19L& |062dz
and interpreted with respect to policy on outreach and social mobility to ensure greater
equity of support (e.g. through Access Agreement spending).

3. To expore, with HEIs and local authorities, the reasons why care leavers with SEN are
significantly less likely to progress to HE than other care leavers with similar qualifications,
and to put in place appropriate policy and guidance to tackle this.

4. To provideadditional guidance to HEIs that expenditure on supporting-exgerienced
students into and through HE is consistent with policy aims around Access Agreements.

5. To influence partner organisations (e.g. UCAS and Student Finance England) to ensure that
they are providing clear information and quality support to casperienced students.

6. To expand the financial resources provided to schools to support childreare during KS4,
given the importance of KS4 attainment to future opportunities.

To HE provides (and National Collaborative Outreach Programme conso)tia

7. Toincrease the support provideitirough dedicated staff witlspecificexpertise in supporting
careleaver® NI 0 KSNJ G KIFy WwWO2y Gl OGQ &igadtefanddi (0 K Y dzf
supportbefore and during transition into HEe.g. securing financial/disability provision,
addressing academic issues and providinglievel emotional support.

8. To forge improved links with the nearby local authorities to improve the flow ebugate
information about HE to social workers, personal advisers, managers and childcareq
e.g. involving joint training/sharing events.

9. To review the principles used to determine whether camperienced students are able to
access additional support to ensureatharbitrary criteria are not inappropriately
disadvantaging some students.g. mature students or those leaving care before 16.

10. To improve the mental health support available to casgerienced students, especially with
respect to the provision dbngterm therapeutic interventions designed to tackle the legacy
of childhood trauma.

11. To recognise that carexperienced students may have important gaps in their academic
knowledge or skills arising from their disrupted education and/or alternative aotrtes, and
provide additional support to help students to manage these gaps.



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

To

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

To

24.

25.

26.
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To continue existing work to widen the range of accommodation options available to care
experienced students.

To develop, where they do not already exist, mentoring, buddyirhsacial network
opportunities for careexperienced students, with appropriate training in place.

To extend outreach activities to care leavers and young-eaperienced adults outside Level
3 pathways (e.g. in work or lower qualifications) to reinforéed$ a possible future option.
To provide additional prentry support to care leavers with SEN to increase their
participation rates to those of other care leavers.

To review the operation of hardship and similar funds to ensure that-eaperienced

student have equitable access where their needs are demonstrably greater than other
students (e.g. exclusions on figtar applicants).

To ensure that carexperienced students have flexibility to pursue Aorear pathways into
and through HE, including thalorisation of, and support for, alternative entry qualifications.

local authorities:

To ensure that care leavers with lower KS4 attainment can access appropriategoogtions
GKFG LINPOARS WaSO2yR OKI y0OSQ c2d¢gldhmpughirdakdni A S &
gualifications, apprenticeships, Foundation Degrees or Access to HE courses.

To ensure, as a matter of course, that yenetry contact is established with HEIs (through the
identified/dedicated staff contact) for every care leaver movimg HE as a prelude to

effectively managing their transition.

To actively support care leavers who have initially entered the labour market, but wish to
make a return to education either at school/college or through woased learning.

To develop improed links with local HEIs, as per Recommendation 8 above and to ensure
that social workers, personal advisers and managers are positively disposed towards HE as a
viable route for care leavers.

To ensure that care leavers are moved into their HEI at thee staheir studies and to

undertake periodic cheelps to ensure their wellbeing.

To continue existing work to promote the stability of placements and assigned social workers.

NNEC&and relevant charities

To work with the National Association of tdeil School Heads and others to ensure that local
authorities are aware of the Propel website (administered by Become) and other means to
make contact with HEIs.

To explore the possibility of continuing the Buttle Trust Quality Mark in some form as a focal
point for ongoing improvements in HEI and to launch a similar scheme to encourage best
practice by local authorities.

To apply appropriate pressure on government, HEIs and local authorities to deliver the other
recommendations in this report.



Pagel 83

REFERENCES

Ayre, D., L. Capron, H. Egan, A. French and L. Gregg T@et63t ofbeingcare free: the impact
of poor financial educatioand removal of support on care leavErs [ 2 Y R2yY ¢ KS /[ K
Society.

Berridge, D. (2006) Theory and explanation in child welfare: education and laftezathildren,
Child & Family Social Work2, doi:10.1111/].1362206.2006.00446.x.

Berridge, D., L. Henry, S. Jackson and D. Turney (208&)d after and learning: an&uation of
the virtual school head for looked after children local authority pilod&don: DCSF.

Brown, P., A. Hesketh and S. Williams (2@382ployability in &nowledgedriveneconomy
Cardiff: Cardiff University.

Carpenter, H., I. Papps, J. Bragd)yson, D. Harris, K. Kerr, L. Todd and K. Laing (20afjation
of the Pupil PremiugiondonDfE

Cotton, D., P. Nash and P. Kneale (2014) The experience of care leavers in UK higher education,
Widening Participation and Lifelong Learnidé(3), 521.

Crawford, C. (2014)he link between secondary school characteristics and university participation
and outcomeslLondonDfE

Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (20latjonalstrategy foraccess andtudent
successLondon: BIS.

Department br Education (2011 ational Pupil Database: Key Stage 4 user guidadonDfE

Department for Education (201#romoting the education of looked after children: statutory
guidance for local authoritiet.ondonDfE

Department for Education (201Dhibren lbokedafter in England Includingdoption: 2015 to
2016 LondonDfE

Department for Education and Skills (20C8re matters: time forrange Norwich: The
Stationery Office.

Driscoll, J. (2013a) Supporting care leavers to fulfil their educatiopabhtiens: resilience,
relationships and resistance to helphildren & Sociefy27(2), 139149.

Driscoll, J. (2018 Supporting the educational transitions of looked after children at Key Stage 4:
the role of virtual schools and designated teachdgyrral of Children's Service®(2), 110
122.

Essen, J., L. Lambert and J. Head (1976) School attainment of children who have been in care,
Child: Care, Health and Developmez{6), 339351.

Harrison, N. (2006) The impact of negative experiences, dissatisfaction and attachment on first
year undergraduate withdrawalournal of Further and Higher Educatid@(4), 37#391.

Higher Education Funding Council for England (206€)Y)ds in young padipation in higher
education: core results for Englarigristol: HEFCE.

Higher Education Statistics Agency (20@@mmissioned dataset provided by personal
communication 15t August

HydeDryden, G. (2013)vercoming by degrees: exploring care leaversapces of higher
education in EnglandJnpublished PhD thesis, Loughborough University.



Pagel 84

Jackson, .SS. Ajayi and M. Quigley (2005ping to university fromace, London: Institute of
Education.
Jackson, S. and C. Cameron (2012) Leaving care: Lookathaatteaiming higheChildren and
Youth Services Revig84(6), 11071114.
Lewis, E., E. Williams, P. Lewis and D. Allison (2015) Success4Life: An aspirational programme for
looked after childrenWidening Participation and Lifelong Learniig(4),116-127.
Munro, E.C.Lushey, National Care Advisory Senizéylaslell-Graham andd. Ward, with L.
Holmes (2012kvaluation of the Staying P8 Plus family placement pgpamme final
report, London:DfE
Office for Fair Access (201Sfrategic pan: 20152020, Bristol: OFFA.
Parry, G., C. Callender, P. Scott and P. Temple (Bot2ystanding higherdrication infurther
educationcolleges LondonBIS
{S006lXZ WP 5@ . SNNARISSE bd [dz] ST Wd Cf SGEOKSNE
(2015)Theeducationalprogress ofdokedafter children in Englandinkingcare and
educationaldata, Oxford/Bristol: Rees Centre and Universityastol.
The Who CaresPrust (2012)0pen doors, open minds: is the care system helping leafted
children progress into further and higher educatituaddon:The Who CaresPrust.
Thomas, L. (201Building sudentengagement andelonging in fghereducation at a ime of
change:a summary offindings andecommendations from the What W@k Student
Retention & Successgqgramme London: Paul Hamlyn Foundation.
Tinto, V. (1994) eavingeollege:rethinking thecauses andures ofstudent attrition (2"9 edition),
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
University and Colleges Admissions Service (2Baé)of cycleaport 2016 Cheltenham: UCAS.
Welbourne, P. and C. Leeson (2012) The educatichilofren in carea research reviewlournal
2F | KISénRohis3(g) 148143,
%KEFyYy3aZ WP YR YO dz omphpyd 2KFGQa GKS NBfIlIGAD
studies of common outcomedpurnal of the American Medical Associat@80(19), 1690
1691.



For enquiries relating to this report, please contact:
Dr Neil Harrison

Department of Education and Childhood

University of the West of England

E-mail: neil.harrison@uwe.ac.uk

Telephone: 0117 328 4190

For enquiriesrelating to the work of NNECL, please contact:
National Network for the Education of Care Leavers

E-mail: info@nnecl.org

Web: www.nnecl.org

Front coverimagecourtesy of StockSnap and used under a CCO Creative Commons licen



