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Chairman's Foreword 

We were charged with reviewing the arrangements for England, Wales and 
Northern Ireland for paying grants for students' fees for the final honours 
year of first-degree courses at higher education institutions in Scotland, 
which are generally one year longer than comparable courses elsewhere in 
the UK, and with considering the need for any change. 

We took evidence, written and oral. We examined trends in applications and 
admissions to Scottish institutions and sought to identify the various factors 
which might have influenced those trends. In the course of our work we 
assembled a considerable amount of information related to our main topic, 
which may be of interest. Some of it is contained in the Annexes to this 
Report and some is in the form of Working Papers which will be made 
available separately. 

We examined the issue which led to our being set up under two broad 
headings. We addressed the considerations of equity which featured strongly 
in the original evidence which we received and we revisited the equity 
arguments in the context of the situation created by the subsequent abolition 
of tuition fees for students of Scottish domicile attending Scottish 
institutions. We also examined the practical implications, for cross-border 
flows of students, of the different treatment accorded to students from 
England, Wales and Northern Ireland as a result of the original fee 
concession. We considered the costs of any course which we might 
recommend and by whom they should be borne. Our Recommendations are 
summarised at the beginning of our Report. 

I am grateful for the effort which my colleagues devoted to the task. We are 
all deeply indebted to Katherine Fleay, who served as Secretary throughout 
the Review on secondment from the Department for Education and 
Employment. We have been immensely impressed by her knowledge of the 
higher education sector, by her organisational ski lIs, by her formidable ability 
to mobilise and analyse information and to draw all the threads together, and 
by her drafting skills. 

GEORGE 



Summary of Recommendations 

Recommendation 1: 

We recommend that a fee concession for the final honours year at 
Scottish institutions should be given to students domiciled in other parts 
of the UK. This should help Scottish institutions to continue to recruit 
students from the rest of the UK and reduce a potential impediment to cross­
border flows. (paragraph 8.13) 

If Scottish institutions are not to suffer financially from waiving the fee 
contributions that would be due directly from students ordinarily resident in 
other parts of the UK, then they would need to be reimbursed by the Scottish 
Higher Education Funding Council. (paragraph 8.14) 

The fee concession should apply where courses are a year longer than those 
leading to comparable qualifications in the rest of the UK. It should not 
apply to courses at Scottish institutions which are no longer than the majority 
of courses leading to directly comparable qualifications at institutions in 
England, Wales and Northern Ireland. (paragraph 8.15) 

Recommendation 2: 

We recommend that Scotland should meet the costs of providing the fee 
concession to students from the rest of the UK in their additional 
honours year for the following reasons. 

a. The problem over fee support for students from the rest of the UK in 
the final honours year at Scottish universities and colleges has arisen 
from the distinctive length of Scottish honours courses. That is a 
matter essentially for Scotland. 

b. The main purpose of a fee concession would be to benefit Scottish 
institutions, albeit indirectly, by making their four-year honours 
courses more marketable. 

c. shortfall in capacity does not exist in England and Wales; and we 
accept the force of the argument that, if those home territories were to 
extend the fee concession to their students at Scottish institutions, they 
would simply create another anomaly within their own territories. As 
devolution becomes a major patt of the political landscape, there is no 
reason to read across from fee-support arrangements in Scotland for 
students on four-year courses to those in other parts of the UK. 

(paragraph 9.16) 
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We do not therefore recommend that England and Wales should meet the full 
fee for the final honours year of all their students at Scottish institutions, 
inespective of family income. However, in the case of those students from 
low- or middle-income families for whom the tuition fee is already being 
paid (in part or in whole) from public funds in England, Wales and Northern 
Ireland, then it should continue to be so paid. (paragraph 9.17) 

Recommendation 3: 

Should Scotland decide against providing a fee concession for other UK 
students in the final honours year of Scottish courses, then we recommend 
that Northern Ireland should consider how best to ensure that its 
students are not disadvantaged by the deficiency of higher education 
places in the province. Options might include: 

a. increasing the number of places provided in the province, though this 
may take a number of years; 

b. encouraging more students to take up places in other palis of the UK 
on three-year degree programmes which achieve appropriate 
articulation between the secondary and tertiary level; 

c. meeting the full fee for the additional honours year of its students at 
Scottish institutions. This would not be an ideal situation as it would 
differentiate between programmes in Scotland and other four-year 
programmes in the rest of the UK; but it may be tolerable in the short 
term. (paragraph 9.19) 

Any decision by Northern Ireland, in the absence of action from Scotland, to 
provide fee support for the final honours year of students from the province 
on Scottish courses should be reviewed after a period of three years. We 
would emphasize that such a decision should not be regarded as removing the 
need to achieve a much better balance between home and away provision for 
students domiciled in Northern Ireland. (paragraph 9.20) 

Recommendation 

Finally, we recommend each Scottish higher institution 
should it dear its prospectus whether or not it favours 

into the second year of degree programmes for with 
suitable qualifications. The advice given in the prospectus 
should be unequivocal and consistent with any infonnal advice that may 
subsequently be given to entrants. (paragraph 8.16) 
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CHAPTER 1 : THE COMMITTEE AND ITS 
APPROACH TO THE TASK 

Appointment of the Committee 

1.1 The Scottish Fee Support Review was appointed on 1 December 1998 
by the Secretaries of State for Education and Employment, for Wales, for 
Scotland and for Northern Ireland. Our membership is set out in Annex A. 

1 The Review was established in fulfilment of statutory requirements in 
the Teaching and Higher Education Act 1998 and a parallel Order in Council 
for Northern Ireland I. In short, we were asked to review the arrangements for 
England, Wales and Northern Ireland for paying grants for students' fees for 
the final honours year of first-degree courses at higher education institutions 
in Scotland. These courses are generally one year longer than the majority 
of honours courses elsewhere in the UK. Scottish Ministers had announced 
in October 1997 that the Government would meet the full tuition for 
students usually resident in Scotland in the additional honours year of such 
courses, regardless of the level of their own or their families' income. It 
became clear that this concession on fee support would apply to students 
usually resident in other member States of the European Union as well. The 
issue that we were asked to review was whether students usually resident in 
England, Wales or Northern Ireland should continue, subject to means­
testing, to be liable for fees in that final honours year when students usually 
resident in Scotland or other EU countries would be exempt. Our full terms 
of reference are set out in Annex 

1.3 The statutory deadline for our report is 1 April 2000. The terms of 
reference set by Ministers originally asked us to report before then by 
Summer 1999. This time-scale was later amended, at our request. An 
important consideration for the Committee was whether the Government's 
decisions had affected admissions to Scottish universities. We became 
concerned that, if we presented our report in Summer 1999, our findings 
would be based on the evidence of just one year's full admissions data (for 
1998) and partial applications data for a further year (1999). So we sought 
an extension of our reporting date to the end of the year to enable us to 
consider the full admissions data for 1999. Ministers agreed to such an 
extension in March 1999. 

1.4 After the elections to the Scottish Parliament in May 1999 and the 
subsequent appointment of the Cubie Inquiry2 in Scotland, it became clear 
that the Review's report would need to be put back further if we were not to 
run the risk of producing findings that had already been overtaken by events. 
The Cubie Inquiry was asked to review tuition fees and financial support for 
students normally resident in Scotland and to report by the end of 1999. It 

1 The statu lory requiremenlS are in section 25(4)fl'. of the Teaching 'lIld Higher Educalion Act 1998, 30, and Ankle 6(4)fL of lhe 
Educalion (Studenl Support) (Northern Ireland) Order 1998, 1998 No, 1760 (N,L 14), 

2 the Independent Committee of inquiry into Student FinanCe convened by Mr Andrew Cnbie 



was clear by Summer 1999 that its findings might lead to changes in the 
arrangements for fee support for students usually resident in Scotland. In that 
event, our Review of arrangements for fee SUppOlt for students usually 
resident elsewhere in the but studying in Scotland would need to reflect 
the outcome. So we decided to await the outcome of the Cubie Inquiry 
before concluding our own Review. 

Working methods 

Meetings 

1.5 The Committee has held ten meetings. AU Members were present at 
every meeting. 

1.6 We decided that our meetings and papers should be confidential 
during the life of the Committee in order to promote freedom of discussion 
among Members. But those papers will be passed to the Public Record 
Office, to be made available to the public from 1 January 2002. We shall also 
be making available separately a number of working papers which underpin 
our Report. 

1.7 In gathering evidence, we relied on three main sources - the views of 
those directly affected, as obtained through consultations; statistical and 
other information; and expert advice. 

Consultations 

1.8 We attached importance to gathering evidence and views from a wide 
range of people and organisations across the whole of the United Kingdom. 
So we decided to consult students' associations, higher education institutions, 
fmther education colleges, schools, funding bodies and other organisations, 
as well as employer interests. Our consultations extended to many of those 
who had submitted evidence to the Dearing Inquiry3, as well as others with a 
direct il?terest in the subject of our Review. In many cases, we invited 
evidence from organisations representing members in Scotland or in the other 
territories, in addition to those which co-ordinated members' interests across 
the UK. 

1.9 We also wished to hear from members of the public who were not 
directly represented by any of these institutions or organisations. 
particular, we wanted to give parents and individual students the opportunity 
to express their views. So we placed in the press in all four home territories 
advertisements inviting evidence. 

L LO In addition to inviting people to their general views in 
we issued questionnaires. These enabled us to obtain views on 

the National COlnruittce of Inquiry into Higher Education ch[tircd by Sir Run {now Lord) Dearing 9 
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aspects of the matter. The responses generated a wealth of invaluable 
material: we are immensely grateful to all the hundred or so respondents4 for 
taking the time and eflort to send us their views. 

1.11 We left it to those who gave evidence to decide whether or not to make 
their own evidence publicly available at the time that they submitted it. We 
shall be depositing with the Public Record Office the written evidence we 
have received so that it can be read by others as soon as possible.) 

1.12 We invited those institutions and organisations which had submitted 
written evidence to give oral evidence if they wished. We held sessions in 
Edinburgh, Belfast and London to receive oral evidence from those which 
took up our invitation. We had originally planned to hold these sessions in 
May and June 1999. But, in view of the outcome of the elections to the 
Scottish Parliament and the uncertainty that they had created about tuition 
fees in Scotland, we postponed taking oral evidence until after the Cubie 
Inquiry had reported. In the event, we heard oral evidence in January and 
February 2000. We received oral evidence from Lord Dearing, Sir Ron 
Garrick and Mr Cubie, in addition to various institutions and organisations 
which had provided written evidence. We greatly appreciated the 
opportunity to pursue some of the critical issues with those who kindly 
provided oral evidence. 

Sources of information and advice 

1.13 We considered a wide range of statistical and other factual 
infonnation, including examples of the costs of student support. We are 
indebted to the Universities and Col1eges Admissions Service, the Higher 
Education Statistics Agency and a number of Scottish higher education 
institutions for providing such information and, in particular, to the 
Analytical Services Directorate and the Library of the Department for 
Education and Employment for their unstinting support. We thank the former 
Scottish Office and the former Department of Education for Northern Ireland 
too for the provision of information. 

1.14 We are also grateful to the Republic of Ireland's Department of 
Education and Science for their helpful response to our request for 
information about student numbers and the funding of higher education in the 
Republic. 

l.15 We sought expert advice on both domestic and European Union law, 
for which we are grateful to the Treasury Solicitor's Department. 

1.16 We cannot name all those who have helped us, but we are indebted to 
them alL 

4 listed til A unex 

5 /\ few respondents requested conHdcnLiality. Thdr ~vidcnce will h:::: wilhheld in accordance with lheir wishes. 
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CHAPTER 2 : HOW THE MATTER AROSE 

2.1 The matter that we have been asked to review arose as a result of the 
Government's response to recommendations from the National Committee of 
Inquiry into Higher Education chaired by Sir Ron (now Lord) Dearing and its 
Scottish Standing Committee. 

The Dearing Committee's recommendations on student 
support and the Government's response 

2.2 The Dearing Committee published its report on 23 July 1997 1
• The 

Government announced on the same day its response to the recommendations 
on student support? It endorsed the principle underlying the Dearing Report 
that the costs of higher education should be shared among those who 
benefited. 

2.3 The Dearing Report had proposed that graduates in work should in 
future contribute to the cost of their higher education through the payment of 
tuition fees 3

• The contribution would be paid at a t1at rate and amount to 
around 25 per cent of the average cost of tuition - i.e. around £1 ,000 a year. 
Generally, the contribution required would be proportional to the number of 
years of study. Students would be able to pay the contribution during study 
or by repaying a loan on an income-contingent basis when in work. 

2.4 The Government decided that students or their families, rather than 
graduates, should in general contribute to the costs of tuition; but that the 
payment of tuition fees should be subject to means-testing so that students 
from lower-income families would not have to pay for tuition. Other fun­
time undergraduates would pay up to £1 ,000 per year4 in tuition fees, 
depending on parental income. Loans were not to be made available for fees; 
but the cost of fees was to be balanced by increased loans for maintenance, 
related to parental income. 

2.5 The Dearing Committee also recommended that means-tested non­
repayable maintenance grants should be retained for students from lower­
income families, alongside repayable maintenance loans which would be 
available to all. The Government decided that means-tested maintenance 
grants were to be phased out and that support for maintenance was to be 
provided generally through loans5

, with repayments to be made according to 
income by graduates in work. 

I The National Committee of Inquiry into Higher Eclucation (1997), l1igher EdllcUlio/1 tile fell I'll in!? society: Report of Ihe 
Nalional Commillee, NCIHE 

2 The Government's imlllediate respollse to the Dearing Report was published in Higher EdIlCO!;O/1 for Ihe 21st CeIl!lIry 
(Department for Education and Employment, 19(7), 

3 The National ComrniUcc of Inquiry into Higher r:ducation (l997), Higher EdflC(lfioll in tlie learning sociely, Rccomnicndmion 
79, page 323 of the Main Report 

4 The maximum fce payable from pUblic funds was £1,000 in the academic ycar I 99R199, This fignrc was up,rated in line witb 
inflation to £1,025 for 199912000, 

Some grants for Jiving C(1sts remain, ill Ihe form of supplementary allO\\'tlnces gl"ants for disnhkd sllldcnts., for students 
who have left care, for dependants, Hnd for travd; hut these arc no! part of lhc main support pacKage. 



2.6 The new arrangements have now been phased in, starting with 
students who entered higher education in Autumn 1998. The Teaching and 
Higher Education Act 1998 provides the legal framework for the new 
student-support system. 

Scotland: the Garrick and Dearing recommendations on 
tuition fees 

2.7 Published with the Dearing Committee's Report in July 1997 was the 
Report of the Scottish Standing Committee chaired by Sir Ron Garrick6

• The 
Garrick Committee had been concerned that the introduction of contributions 
to annual tuition fees would mean that Scottish students or graduates would 
have to pay more for an honours degree than other UK students, because the 
courses provided by Scottish higher education institutions were typically a 
year longer than those provided by institutions elsewhere in the UK. So it 
recommended that, if a graduate contribution was introduced, the Secretary 
of State for Scotland 

"should ensure that the contribution from Scottish graduates for 
qualifications gained in Scotland [was] equitable with the 
contribution for comparable qualifications gained elsewhere in the 
UK." 7 

2.8 The Dearing Committee partially adopted this recommendation. It 
made clear its view that: 

"it would not be right to put in place any across the board measures 
to limit the contribution required from students on longer courses." 8 

But it recommended that: 

"Scottish students who have had only one year's education after 
statutOlY schooling, many of whom under current arrangements 
would choose to take a four year honours degree, should not make a 
tuition contribution for one of their years in higher education. Beyond 
that, this would be a matterfor consideration by the Secretmy of State 
for Scotland." 9 

decisions 

2.9 The Government's immediate response to the Dearing Report on 23 
July 1997 said that it would be considering how the new arrangements would 

._ ..... , .. ,-, .... ,_.',_.,------

6 The National Commillcc of Inquiry into Higher Education (1997), Higher Education in rite leafllinfj society: Report ~rthe 
Scottish COll/millee. NellIE 

7 ibid' j RccollHncndation 29, page 95 

g The National Committec of Inquiry into Higher Education (1997), Higher EduUlliol1 in Ihe teaming su('iely : 13 
[Iepori ()f'lhe IValiollal Commiltee, paragraph 20.101, pagc 330 ot' the Main Report 

() ibid" Recommendation g L page :130 of the Main Report 
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apply to the particular position of higher education in Scotland 10. On 27 
October, the Scottish Education Minister, Mr Brian Wilson MP, announced 
that the Student Awards Agency for Scotland would pay on behalf of all 
students from Scotland the full fee for the additional honours year of degree 
courses in Scotland, where those courses led to a qualification comparable 
with that obtained from a shorter course in England. This meant, for 
example, that no student from Scotland (or parent or spouse) would have to 
pay a tuition fee for the final honours year of a four-year degree course at a 
Scottish institution if a comparable qualification at an institution south of the 
Border required only three years' studyl!. 

2.10 The Scottish Education Minister went on to say, 

"The question of 'whether students from elsewhere in the UK coming 
to study in Scotland will receive a similar concession will depend on 
those who provide their support." 

Ministers responsible for education in the rest of the UK made it apparent in 
answer to Parliamentary questions that they were not prepared to make 
similar concessions for students from England, Wales or Northern Ireland in 
the final honours year of degree courses at Scottish higher education 
institutions. 12 The Government's decisions meant that arrangements for fee 
SUppOlt for the final honours year at any Scottish institution would vary 
between students usually resident in Scotland and their peers who were 
usually resident elsewhere in the UK. 

11 The Scottish OtIice's interpretation of European law led it to extend 
the fee concession to students at Scottish institutions who were nationals of 
other member States of the European Union. This meant that arrangements 
for fee support for the final honours year at any Scottish institution would 
also ditIer between students usually resident in the UK outside Scotland and 
their peers who were normally resident in other EU countries. 

Teaching and Higher A:.JULU'Iv""""UJUl 1998 

2.12 The issue of fee support for students from the rest of the in the 
final honours year of degree courses at institutions in Scotland became the 
subject of much debate during the passage of the Teaching and Higher 
Education Act 1998. Amendments aimed at requiring the extension of the 
concession for students from Scotland to students from the rest of the UK 
were first agreed on Lords Report on 2 March 1998 13

• Those amendments 
were deleted during Commons Committee on 21 April l

'!, 

10 Department for Education and Employment (1997), Higher Educatiollfor the 21.11 Cmillry, page 14 

11 The press release associated with Mr Wilson's speech is set out in Annex C, 

12 For examples, sec Hansard, House 0/ COIIIIIIOIlS Olficial Repo!'t, 30 October 1997 (VoL 299, 867w); 5 November (VoL 300, 
c, 228w); 13 November (VoL 300, c, 1020 uml10281; 14 November (VoL 300, c,685w); 18 Novelllber (VoL 301, c. 163\\'); 
Nnvcmbcr (VoL 30 I, 643w); I December (Vol. 302, 10, II w); 2 Fcb1'llary 1998 (Vol. 305, c, 

13 Hansard, HOlfSe o/Lol'ds qt.l;c;all?eport, 2 March 1998; VoL 586, 1013-J022, The Bill had introduced in illc Lords, 

J4 House a/Commons OIlkial Report: ""tanding Committee 21 April {998, e, 149rl l66 passim. Sec also llo/lH' o[Commons 
O/.)ir;o/ Repon: Slanding COlJ1millee F, April 1998, c, 226,240 passim 



2.13 A similar sequence of events took place on 23 June15 and 1 Julyl6, with 
the Lords' agreeing to another amendment and the Commons' disagreeing, 
and again on 717 and 13 Julyl8. During the course of the debate on 13 July, 
the Secretary of State for Education and Employment proposed an 
independent review of the issue l9 ; but he stopped short of proposing an 
amendment to enshrine such a review in the legislation. 

2.14 The impasse was broken on the next day, when the Lords accepted a 
Government amendment - based on an earlier Liberal Democrat amendment 
- making statutory provision for the Review20. The Commons agreed that 
amendment on 15 July21; and the Act received Royal Assent on 16 July. The 
statutory requirements for the Review are set out in section 25 of that Act22

• 

It was in fulfilment of these requirements that our appointment was 
announced on 1 December 1998. 

Subsequent developments in Scotland 

2.15 In the course of our work, the first elections to the devolved Scottish 
Parliament took place in May 1999. Tuition fees were a major issue. As a 
result of the outcome of those elections, the newly-formed Scottish Executive 
set up an Independent Committee of Inquiry into Student Finance, convened 
by Mr Andrew Cubie23 . 

2.16 Our initial work and the bulk of the evidence we received, including 
applications and admissions data, pre-dated the appointment of the Cubie 
Inquiry in July 1999 and its Report in December 1999. Much of our Report 
therefore deals with arguments presented in relation to the fee concession 
before the Scottish Executive announced, in the light of the Cubie Report, 
changes to fee support for students domiciled in Scotland and attending 
Scottish institutions24. We address in Chapter 6 the implications of those 
changes for the matter we have been reviewing25 . We analyse in Chapters 3-
5 the arguments presented before those changes were made. 

IS Hansard, HOllse of Lords Official Report, 23 June 1998; Vol. 591, c. 168·193 
16 Hansard, HOllse ofColl1l11ons o.Oicia/ Report, 1 July 1998; Vol. 315, c. 436-485 (and f[.) 
17 Hansard, HOllse of Lords OJficia/ Report, 7 July 1998; Vol. 591, c. 1095·1121 
18 Hansard, HOllse ofColl1l11ons o.Oicia/ Report, 13 July 1998; Vol. 316, c. 128·160 
19 ibid., c. 131·2 
20 Hansard, HOllse of Lords Olficio/ Report, 14 July 1998; Vol. 592, c. 111·129 
21 llansard, HOllse ofColl1l11ons Offieia/ Report, 15 Jnly 1998; Vol. 316, c. 539·544 
22 anc! in Artielc 6 ofthc Education (Studcnt Support) (Northcrn Ireland) Order 1998, S.J. 1998 No. 1760 (N.J. 14) 
23 The appointment of the Independent Committee of Inquiry into Student Finance gained the approval of the Scottish 
Parliament on 2 July 1999 (Scottish Parliall1ent Official Report, 2 July 1999; Vol. I, c. 918·929). 
24 The Scottish Executive's proposals were published in its Framework Document, H'orking together for wider (lccess to fiu"t/wr 
({fld hixher education (Illd (I/air de(dfor students, pubHshcd on 25 January 2000 and endorsed by the Scottish Parliament on 27 
January 2000 (Scottish Porlioll1elll OJfieia/ Report, 27 January 2000; Vol. 4, c. 487·612). 15 
25 in paragraphs 6.10 onwards 
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CHAPTER 3 : RATIONALE FOR THE 
CONCESSION 

3.1 The Government's rationale for a fee concession for Scottish students 
- like the rationale behind the relevant Dearing and Garrick recommendations 
- related to the differences in education systems between Scotland and the 
rest of the UK. 

Distinctive aspects of Scottish education 

3.2 The distinctiveness of Scottish higher education reflects the length 
and nature. of programmes taken in Scotland during post-compulsory 
secondary education, which are in tum affected by the nature of provision at 
secondary level. In the past, pupils in Scottish schools who aspired to higher 
education would spend just one year after Standard Grade taking Highers in 
five or so subjects and entering university at the age of 17, That is no longer 
the case: staying on for not just one but two years Scottish Secondary Years 
5 and 6 - has become increasingl y the norm I. In 1998/99, under 30 per cent 
of entrants from Scotland to full-time and sandwich first-degree courses in 
Scottish institutions were aged 17 or under2. The majority stayed at school 
or college beyond 17 and entered higher education at age 18 (over 30 per 
cent) or later (almost 40 per cent), 

3.3 However, the Higher grade has remained the principal qualification 
for students aspiring to university entrance, even though it is a one-year 
programme. Most students spend both their final years in secondary 
education (or the equivalent at a fUliher education college) taking up to five 
or six Highers3 without seeking more advanced qualifications, A minority4 

sit at the end of their two years in post-compulsory schooling the Certificate 
of Sixth Year Studies (CSYS), which is designed to prepare candidates for 
more advanced workS, 

3.4 Since most Scottish entrants traditionally held one-year Higher 
qualifications in a broad range of subjects, honours-degree programmes have 
been a year longer in Scotland than in the rest of the UK to allow time for 
gradual specialisation. Entry to many older Scottish universities is often by 
faculty rather than by department, as in the rest of the Students tend to 
follow a broad curriculum in their first two years, studying several subjects if 
they are following a traditional aIts or science degree programme. They may 
round off their studies with a final year leading to a broad-based ordinary or 
general degree; or they may specialise to a greater extent in their third and 
fourth years with the aim of acquiring an honours degree. 

---------- .... -----_ .. _---
I Paper by the Seouisit omcc Education and Industry Department (SOElD) for the Scottish Standing Committee of the National 
Committee of lnquiry into Higher Educntion (1996), Upper Secondw), and Post-School Qualifications and Assessment, paragraph 4 

2 HESA July 1999 Student Record: age as at 31 August in o[cntry 

3 The minimum requirements necessary to enter higher education in Scotland three or morc passes at Higher Grade, Bllt 
mosl students entering degree programmes have more than (he minimum - jus( as, 111 the fCS! of the UK, I1msl hold more than tht'.: 

minimum requirements oC two at E grade m Advanced 

4 Around a quarter or thosl2 silting l-lighers in the firth year sit CSYS in the sixth according to an ullpuhlL'>hcd paper for [he 
Review by Ihe Scottish Office EducatioJl Department (1999), fIigiler Still (I!ld Advmu:ed Higher, paragraph 10 

The Cerlilieate of Sixth Yen I' Studies to bc replaced by the Advanced Higher qualilication under the lligher Slill policy. 



3.5 Institutions in the rest of the UK provide few courses leading to 
ordinary degrees but typically offer three-year programmes leading to 
honours degrees, though they also have significant numbers of students on 
four-year or longer courses more than in Scotland6

. Scottish institutions, 
on the other hand, offer a mixture of three-year programmes leading to 
ordinary or general degrees and four-year programmes leading to honours 
degrees, along with longer programmes in particular vocational or 
professional subjects such as medicine. While three-year honours courses 
generally lead in the first instance to a Bachelor's qualification in the rest of 
the UK, four-year honours courses in arts subjects at most of the older 
universities in Scotland lead to a Master's qualification. 

3.6 The increase in the staying-on rate in Scotland has led both to more 
students' participating in higher education and to more undertaking four-year 
honours programmes. The proportion of ordinary or general degrees 
awarded has fallen by 40 percentage points over the last forty years or so, 
whilst the number of honours degrees grew correspondingly from 32 per cent 
of degrees awarded by Scottish higher education institutions in 1956/57 to 72 
per cent in 1996/977. 

The Government's rationale 

3.7 The Government's rationale for introducing a fee concession for 
students living in Scotland and attending Scottish universities or colleges was 
based on the fact that it had thus become the nOlm in Scottish universities to 
undertake an extra year's - usually a fourth year's - study in order to acquire 
an honours degree, where that option existed. In announcing the concession 
for students based in Scotland8

, the Scottish Education Minister, Mr Brian 
Wilson MP, gave the following justification: 

"Scots must generally study four years for the typical degree as 
compared to three in England. Equity in my view demands that those 
students should only pay £3,000 in Scotland when someone achieving 
a comparable qualification in Englalld pays £3,000. 

therefore intend that the Student Awards Agency for Scotland 
should pay the full £],0009 to educational institutions in the 
additional·· or Honours - year of such courses." 

6 In 1998/99, there were over 31,000 home students in the fourth of a full·time cOutSe (e,c1uding sandwich 
courses) in England, Wales amI Northern Ireland, compared with just over 16,()OO home students the fourth year of slleh 
courses in Scotland. Across the UK as a whole, almost three limes as many siudents the of the UK· over 35,000 . were 
in the fourlh year of slich courses as sludents from Scotland - over 12.000. (Source: HESA 1998 December data) 

7 Department of hillcation and Science (1969), SlOlislics oj Pducation 1966, Volullle 6: Universities (HIV1SO), Table 49; and 
HESA 1996·97 data (made available by the Scoltish Oft1ee) 

8 at the Annual Forum of [he Committee of Scottish Higher Education Principals in Glasgow on 27 Octohcr 19Y7: the u'isocialcd 
press release is set out in Annex C. 

9 As noled earlier, £l.000 was Ihe maximum tuition fcc payable ill 199~/99. The figure has been up·raled to 
for 199912000. 
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3.8 The Government's rationale was thus different from that underlying 
the relevant recommendation in the Dearing ReportlO. This had referred to 
"Scottish students who have had only one year's education after statutory 
schooling" and implied that, as such students had lost one year's (free) 
education at that point, they should receive, as compensation, free tuition for 
one of their years in higher education. The Dearing Committee did not 
recommend that the concession on fee support should be comprehensively 
available to all students from the UK or the European Union or even to all 
students from Scotland, but left that as a matter for the Secretary of State for 
Scotland. Those students from Scotland who had received two or more 
years' education after statutory schooling before entering higher education 
would not have benefited under the Dearing recommendation without the 
exercise of the Secretary of State for Scotland's discretion. 

3.9 The Government's rationale was closer to that underlying the GalTick 
Committee's recommendation!l. The Garrick Committee had recommended 
that, if a graduate contribution to the cost of tuition was introduced, the 
Secretary of State for Scotland 

"should ensure that the contribution from Scottish graduates for 
qualifications gained in Scotland [was} equitable with the 
contribution for comparable qualifications gained elsewhere in the 
UK." 

It is arguable how "Scottish graduates" should be defined; but common 
sense suggests either that they are Scottish by nationality or that they usually 
live in Scotland when they are not at college or university. Another 
interpretation that they are graduates of Scottish institutions, whatever their 
nationality or place of usual residence would seem doubtful in view of the 
subsequent, and otherwise redundant, reference to "qualifications gained in 
Scotland". 

Other views of the rationale 

3.10 During our consultations with the public and others 12, we sought 
views on the rationale for a fee concession. The responses we received 
indicated that there was a wide range of views across the UK on this. 

3.11 Some Scottish respondents accepted the justification propounded by 
Scottish Ministers. They saw it as providing equity for Scottish students and 
accepted the underlying premise that the four-year honours degree provided 
by Scottish universities was comparable with the three-year degree offered by 
institutions in the rest of UK. These respondents considered it only fair that, 
as students generally had to study for four years for an honours degree in 
Scotland while those in the rest of the could obtain a comparable 

I () The "!ational Committee of Inquiry into Higher Education (1997). Higher Edllcation ill Ihe teaming society . lIel'Orl (?r the 
National Commillee, Recommendation 81, page 330, lYIain Report Chapter 2. paragraph :~.8 above 

11 The National Coml1liucc of Inquiry into Higher Education (t 997)~ Higher EducatioJl ill lite Icnmifll.t society' ReIN)!"! (~/ Ihf' 
Scottish Committee, Recommendation 29, page 95 

12 For mor~ detail or the written evidence submitted during consultations. Annex D. 



qualification after three years' study, the maximum conttibution that they 
should be expected to pay should be £3,000. 

3.12 Other Scottish respondents seemed to favour a different rationale. 
They did not appear to accept that the Scottish four-year honours degree was 
equivalent to the three-year degree in the rest of the UK: they seemed rather 
to consider it as special and superior. Such respondents saw the purpose of 
the fee concession as safeguarding the distinctive Scottish four-year honours 
programme or avoiding damage to Scottish higher education institutions. 
This was not, however, a justification that generally found echoes outside 
Scotland. 

3.13 Respondents from the rest of the UK were also split in their view of 
the rationale for the concession. 

3.14 Some English respondents thought that it related to differences in the 
length of secondary education between Scotland and the rest of the UK. 
They considered that it was justifiable to provide one year's higher education 
free to students from Scotland on the grounds that they had had one year's 
less (free) schooling than students from the rest of the UK. Scottish 
respondents, however, generally rejected such a rationale. They knew that 
only a small minority of Scottish students entered higher education after just 
one year's study beyond compulsory schooling, and so it would have been 
difficult to use such a rationale to justify giving the fee concession to all, or 
even most, Scottish students. 

3.15 Other respondents from the rest of the UK who more explicitly 
questioned the rationale for the Government's decision often said or implied 
that the only logical and fair decision would be to provide full fee support to 
all UK students in the fourth or subsequent year of an undergraduate course, 
wherever they came from and wherever they might be studying in the UK. 
The rationale they favoured tended to relate to a reduction in the financial 
burden of longer courses on students and their families. in their view, such 
students would in any case have to bear increased loans for maintenance, as 
well as forgoing a further year's earnings; and, given this heavy financial 
burden, three years' fees should be the maximum contribution expected of 
any UK student or family. These respondents saw no justification for 
distinguishing between universities in Scotland and those in the rest of the 
UK or between Scottish and other UK students. They did not appear to 
recognise the four-year honours programme provided by Scottish universities 
as a special case deserving special treatment. 

3.16 Thus we found no consensus among the public and interested 
organisations on why there should be a fee concession. variety of 
rationales favoured by different interest groups has made the matter no easier 
to resolve, although it may a beating on whether Scotland or the home 
territory should pay if any such extension were to be made. 

19 
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Extending the concession to other EU students 

3.17 Many people have found it hard to understand why students from 
other countries in the European Union should receive more favourable 
treatment than home students from the rest of the UK. The decision to extend 
the fee concession to students at Scottish institutions who usually lived in 
another EU member State was based on legal considerations. The 
Government believed that it would be in breach of EC Treaty obligations and 
so could be liable to legal action in the European Court of Justice if it did not 
extend the concession to such students. But many people could not 
comprehend why, if this was a matter of law, students from England, Wales 
and Northern Ireland did not benefit from the law as nationals of a member 
State too. 

3.18 We consider these legal issues further in Chapter 6. First, however, 
we look at reactions to the Government's decisions. 



CHAPTER 4 : R:EACTIONS TO THE 
GOVERNMENT'S DECISIONS 

4.1 The Govemment's decision not to extend the fee concession to 
students from the rest of the UK at Scottish institutions has aroused strong 
views, both within and outside Parliament'. 

Views expressed in Parliament 

Those in Parliament who opposed the Govemment's line wanted to 
see the fee concession extended to students who were attending Scottish 
institutions but who usually lived in other parts of the UK. They argued for 
this on grounds of both principle and practical consequences. They also 
expressed concem over the constitutional implications for the Union. 

Equity 

4.3 Proponents of an extension claimed that it was a matter of principle 
because equity required the same anangements for suppOlting all students 
who attended the same institution, wherever they might usually live within 
the United Kingdom or indeed within the European Union as a whole. It was 
unfair that students from England, Wales and NOlihem Ireland should have 
to pay £4,000 for an honours course in Scotland when those from Scotland 
would pay only £3,000. It was particularly unfair on other UK students when 
those from other EU member States would benefit from the same concession 
as students from Scotland. 

4.4 The Govemment's response was that students across the UK would 
have the opportunity to study for an honours degree for a maximum of £3,000 
in tuition fees, though some might choose a more expensive option. Because 
of means-testing, a significant proportion of students would not have to pay 
any fees at all (roughly one in three dependent students from England and 
more elsewhere) or would pay less than the full £1,000 a year (again, around 
one in three dependent students from England); and so extending the 
concession would benefit only the better-off. 

4.5 The Govemment also expressed concern that extending the fee 
concession to students from the rest of the UK at Scottish institutions would 
simply create another, bigger anomaly. There were four-year courses offered 
by institutions elsewhere in the UK: students on those courses would have to 
pay fees for the fOUlih year if they came from better-off families, and so there 
would be no discrimination against students from the rest of the UK who 
attended four-year Scottish courses. On the contrary, extending the 
concession to the latter would be unfair to students in the fourth year of 
courses outside Scotland who would still have to pay fees for that year. 

I References 10 Parliamenl w the 'Vcsimin,.;,ter ParliarHcnt unless it is made clear that the Scottish Parliament is 
intended, 21 
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The constitutional implications 

4.6 Opponents of the Govemment's refusal to extend the concession said 
that differences in the treatment of students depending on where they lived in 
the OK would encourage separatism and the break-up of the Union: once the 
Scottish Parliament came into being, the decision could serve as a precedent to 
encourage the charging of higher fees to students who attended Scottish 
institutions from elsewhere in the UK (Some implied, on the contrmy, that a 
Scottish Parliament would seek to remove the extra fees for other UK students.) 

4.7 In defence, the Govemment argued that its policy recognised and 
preserved the diversity of the education systems within the UK The only 
way to get rid of all differences (or anomalies) in the treatment of students 
would be to have a uniform system of education across the UK. 

Practical consequences 

4.8 Arguments over the practical consequences of not extending the 
concession tumed on 

a. the perceived effects on the flow of students between different parts of 
the UK, and the consequent likelihood of damage to Scottish higher 
education institutions if there was a reduction in the numbers of 
students from the rest of the UK; and 

b. the estimated cost of extension. 

Effect on the cross-border flows of students within the UK 

4.9 The Government's opponents argued that, if students from the rest of 
the UK had to pay up to £ 1,000 more in fees for a pmticular course than 
students from Scotland, many would decide against applying to Scottish 
institutions and lose the benefits of Scottish higher education. This would be 
particularly unfair on those who came from Scottish parentage but had grown 
up in another part of the UK 

4.10 Government response was that it should be possible for students 
with A levels to enter the second year of many Scottish courses. Students 
from other parts of the had already benefited from a two-year A-level 
course (or equivalent), whereas Scottish students could enter university after 
having received only one year's education after the statutory school-leaving 
age - i.e. at age 17. The Govenunent further argued that, even where Scottish 
students stayed on for an extra year, most took further Highers and that, as a 
result, their education was broader but their intellectual development had not 
reached the same stage as those who had undertaken levels. The first year 
of Scottish courses was accordingly aimed at developing students from 



Scotland to the same stage and should not therefore be a necessity for 
students with A levels. 

4.11 The counter-argument from the Government's opponents was that 
direct entry into the second year was not a practical proposition for many 
students with A levels. Scottish education was broader than education 
elsewhere in the UK; and the first year of higher education in Scotland could 
not be equated with the second year of A-level courses. Many Scottish 
courses were designed as integrated four-year degree courses; and, in some 
subjects such as vocational subjects, students were unlikely to have sufficient 
relevant background at A level to omit the first year. Students from the rest 
of the UK could thus lose out educationally if they had to join in the second 
year. Very few had done so in recent years. 

Impact on Scottish higher education institutions 

4.12 Those in favour of extending the fee concession argued that Scotland 
and its higher education institutions benefited from the influx of students 
from the rest of the UK: the Government's decision would reduce the 
numbers of students applying to Scottish institutions from elsewhere, thus 
diluting the beneficial effects. If students from outside Scotland were 
deterred from applying to Scottish institutions or if students were 
increasingly admitted into the second year, the distinctive four-year course in 
Scotland would be under threat. Some argued that Ministers' suggestion that 
Scottish institutions should admit more students with A levels into the second 
year implied a threat to university autonomy. 

4.13 The Government denied that, in the absence of a fee concession, 
students from the rest of the UK were being detened from going to Scottish 
universities and that Scottish universities would be harmed as a result. 
Ministers considered that the impact on applications to Scottish institutions 
from students from other parts of the UK had been exaggerated and gave no 
cause for alarm. They also stressed that, because of means-testing, extending 
the concession would benefit only the better-off. For students from better-off 
families, the contribution to fees in the fourth year would be but a small 
proportion (estimated at 5 per cent) of total costs and would be heavily 
outweighed by the extra costs of earnings forgone and maintenance for the 
year. 

of extending the concession 

4.14 Opponents of the Government's decision said that the cost of 
extending the concession to other students in their fourth year at a 
Scottish institution would be small, amounting to around only £2 million a 
year. 
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4.15 The Government agreed that that cost would be low. But it argued that 
extending the concession would lead to pressure for a further concession for 
students in the fourth and later years of degree courses elsewhere in the UK: 
conceding that would cost around £27 million a year. 

Views expressed outside Parliament 

4.16 As part of our Review, we have conducted written consultations to 
gauge how far reactions to the Government's decisions among the public 
mitTored those expressed in Parliament.2 These consultations did not 
constitute an opinion poll; and it may well be that those who agreed with the 
decisions or were untroubled by them were less likely to express an opinion 
than those who objected to them. Nevertheless, of those who responded to 
our invitation to comment, only a minority agreed with both the decision to 
make the fee concession for students domiciled in Scotland and the decision 
not to do so for those usually resident in other palts of the UK but attending 
Scottish institutions. 

4.17 Another minority took issue with both decisions - largely because they 
believed that parity in treatment of both students and institutions should 
prevail across the UK and that there were no good grounds for making special 
concessions for Scottish institutions or students living in Scotland. 

4.18 The majority of respondents, however, accepted the special 
concession for students domiciled in Scotland and studying at Scottish 
institutions but disagreed with the decision not to extend the concession to 
students from the rest of the UK. They did so from a variety of stand-points. 

a. Parents living in England or Northern Ireland who had children at 
Scottish institutions saw the less favourable treatment of UK students 
living outside Scotland as discriminatory. Some even considered that 
it was racist. They implied that the only solution acceptable to them 
would be extending the concession to other UK students at Scottish 
institutions. 

b. others, the central issue - as it had been for many in Parliament -

c. 

was the comparative treatment of students from the rest of the UK and 
from other member States. Scottish institutions and students' 
associations, for instance, were not opposed to the extension of the 
concession to other EU students but saw this as an argument for 
extending the concession to other students. These respondents 
implied too that the only acceptable solution would be extending the 
concession to other UK students. 

Other respondents from the rest of the suggested that they could 
have accepted special treatment for Scottish students but were unhappy 

Chaph~I' L pnmgruphs 1,8-1,1 J, and Annex for more details of OUf wriUcn consultalions. 



at its extension to other EU students. They considered that, if the fee 
concession was to extend to students from other EU member States at 
Scottish institutions, then it should also apply to other UK students at 
Scottish institutions. These respondents implied that, conversely, 
removing the concession from other EU students would be an 
acceptable solution too. 

d. Yet others considered that, if a fee concession was to be made to 
students from Scotland (and other EU countries) at Scottish 
institutions, then it should also apply to other UK students in the 
fourth or subsequent year of a first-degree course at institutions 
throughout the UK. For them, extending the concession just to other 
UK students at Scottish institutions was not enough: they would be 
content only if it applied to all home students throughout the United 
Kingdom, wherever they were domiciled and wherever they were 
studying.3 

4.19 We were impressed by the strength of feeling expressed in the 
representations we received. The majority clearly felt that the Government's 
decision not to extend the fee concession to students who usually lived in 
England, Wales or Northern Ireland was very unfair. Not only would it cause 
difficulties for Scottish institutions, but it could also constrain student choice, 
reducing valuable cross-border exchanges and undelmining the continuing 
Union. 

4.20 The European dimension appears to have been crucial in many 
people's perceptions of the fairness of the matter. Some commentators outside 
Scotland would have been prepared to accept preferential treatment for 
students living in Scotland, but not for students from other EU member States 
when students from the rest of the UK were excluded. Many questioned the 
Government's interpretation of EU law which had led to this outcome. 

4.21 That was not the only legal consideration raised. Other people both 
in and outside Parliament argued that the Government was acting in 
contravention of the European Convention of Human Rights, laws against 
racial discrimination and even competition law. We sought legal advice on 
these matters: our conclusions in the light of that advice are given in 

'11\6;' .... "., 1t" 6. 

This like others, included some people who were opposed Lo any contributions from students or their 2 r 

families; but majority seemed to Ihat such cOIHribulJons had irrevocably become part or the price or higher ,~~) 
education. 
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PART III : CONSIDERATION OF THE 
ISSUES 

We have considered the matter of fee support for students from England, 
Wales and Northern Ireland in the final honours year at Scottish institutions 
under two broad headings: 

the issue of principle - that is, equity; and 

the practical implications for cross-border flows of students. 

Before analysing these issues, however, we consider how much the fee 
concession for other UK students would cost and who would benefit from it. 



CHAPTER 5: COSTS AND BENEFITS OF 
THE CONCESSION 

5.1 In considering whether or not to recommend that the fee concession 
should be applied to students from the rest of the UK, we have taken account 
of the likely cost to public funds and the potential benefits to students and 
their families. 

Cost of providing the concession to other UK students at 
Scottish institutions 

In Parliament, Ministers estimated the cost of extending the 
concession at around £2 million a year, on the assumption that there were 
over 4,000 students domiciled in England, Wales and Northern Ireland in the 
fourth year of first -degree courses at Scottish institutions in 1996/97. I 

5.3 The cost to public funds of extending the concession is complex to 
calculate? It depends on assumptions made about parental contributions and 
how far these can be switched to contributions towards students' living costs. 
It also depends on the number of students involved, how many of these 
actually take the final honours year, the income levels of their parents, and 
their own take-up of loans. 

5.4 Our own estimates, based on 1998 entrant figures provided by 
Scottish institutions and a range of assumptions about drop-out and loan take­
up, place the net costs to public funds in the range of £1.5 3.0 million a 
year3. The Government's original estimate lies within this range, though we 
believe that the cost may prove slightly higher than £2 million a year, largely 
because the majority of entrants to Scottish universities from the rest of the 
UK in 1998 come from better-off families and so a higher proportion than the 
UK average is liable for full fees4

• 

5.5 Of the total cost, we estimate that £1.2 - 2.3 million a year would be 
attlibutable to students domiciled in England, £0.03 0.07 million a year to 
those resident in Wales, and £0.3 - 0.6 million a year to students from 
Northern Ireland. These are the costs that would be incurred if the students' 
home telTitories were to pay for the concession. 

5.6 This is because the figures are net of any consequential savings that 
might be made on loans as a result of the operation of the parental means 

1 Hansard, House olLol'ds Ofj,cial Report, 23 JUlle 1998 (Vol. 591. 189): see al,o Hansard, [lollSe of COllltiWILI Official 
Report, 14 November 1997 (Vol. 300, c. 685 .. 686w); IX November 1997 (Vol. 301, c, 109w and 1631"): and 18 ",lardl 
(Vol. 308, e,627w), 

2 See \Vorking Paper 2, ESfim{{(ing the (os!s of (he fee COl/cessioll, avnilnble separately. 

3 £IA -2,8 million in 2001/02, rising to million in suhsequent years at constant based on 1999120()() 
studcnHup!lOrt rates 29 
4 some 55 per cent from Englnml and per cent from \Vales Hnd Northern Ireland, compnl'cd with lUI estimated 36 
cent of C'olntnts to all in..:.litulron.s front and \Vale;: in 1998/99 figure) 
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test5
• We estimate that such savings would lie in the range of £0.1 0.9 

million a year in total- that is, £0.1 - 0.7 million a year for students domiciled 
in England, a negligible sum for those resident in Wales and £0.03 - 0.2 
million a year for students from Northem Ireland. 

5.7 Without these savings, then we estimate that the gross cost of the fee 
concession would be in the range of £2.3 3.2 million a year. This is the cost 
that would fall to Scotland if it were to pay for the concession: any savings 
on loans would accrue to the students' home tel1'itories and could not be 
offset directly against the costs incurred by Scotland. We return to this point 
in paragraph 9.18 below. 

5.8 Whatever the precise cost, the sum involved is unlikely to be large in 
terms of public expenditure. 

Cost of extending the concession to all home students at UK 
institutions 

5.9 During the passage of the Teaching and Higher Education Act, the 
Govemment argued that, if it extended the concession to students from 
England, Wales and NOlthem Ireland at Scottish institutions, it would also 
have to do so for students at other institutions in the UK if it was not to create 
a worse anomaly. The Govemment estimated the number of students 
involved at roughly 60,000 and the cost of this wider extension at around £27 
million a year. 

5.10 Responses to our own consultations give credence to the argument 
that the Department for Education and Employment (DtEE)6 and the 
Department of Higher and Further Education, Training and Employment 
(Northem Ireland) could face strong pressure to extend the fee concession to 
all students on longer courses wherever they might study within the UK, if 
they provided it to those in the final honours year of courses at Scottish 
institutions. As we have already seen, many respondents particularly those 
outside Scotland did not see the rationale for the existing concession as 
lying in the special nature of the Scottish four-year honours programme.7 

Rather, they considered that the only fair arrangement would be to give a fee 
concession to all home full-time undergraduates in the fourth or subsequent 
year of a first-degree course throughout the 

5.11 Moreover, organisations such as the British Medical Association and 
British Dental Association have indicated that they would press for an 
extension of the concession to all home students across the UK on medical 
and dental courses. We have also received carefully-worded statements from 
bodies such as the Committee of Vice-Chancellors and Principals and the 
National Union of Students leaving open the possibility that they too would 
seek a further extension. 

5 desl:dbed in paragrnph 5, J 8 below 

6 The DfEE meets the cost or support 1,)1' students domiciled in Wales as well as Englund. 

7 Sec Chapter 3. parngrapIJ 3.15. 



5.12 Our own estimate of the cost of extending the fee concession to all 
horne and other EU undergraduates in the fourth year of longer full-time and 
sandwich first-degree courses throughout the UK lies in the range of £ 18 28 
million a year. 

5.13 Our estimates are calculated on the assumption that the concession 
would have to extend to around 60,000 students, including almost 22,000 
sandwich students. These cover students studying all subjects, including 
those such as medicine excluded from the original Scottish concession. In 
our view, these would have to be included because, once the concession were 
extended to four-year honours courses, then it would become invidious to 
require any student to make a fee contribution in the fourth or any subsequent 
year of any other longer undergraduate course. The numbers do, however, 
exclude students domiciled in Scotland or another EU country and studying 
at a Scottish institution8

• 

5.14 Whatever the precise cost, extending the concession to all horne 
students in the fourth and subsequent years of first-degree courses at UK 
institutions would be considerably more significant in terms of public 
expenditure than the cost of providing the concession just for other UK 
students at Scottish institutions. In telIDS of magnitude, it could be ten times 
that cost. 

Who would benefit from the fee concession? 9 

5.15 The first students to benefit from the original fee concession would be 
those who reached their fourth year in the academic year 2001/02. 10 

However, not all students at Scottish institutions who would be in their fourth 
year in 2001102 would gain. Some students would not be eligible for the 
concession: Annex E looks at eligibility. Broadly speaking, eligibility would 
depend on meeting residence qualifications and being enrolled on a 
qualifying course. Even those who would be eligible would not necessarily 
benefit. The rest of this chapter identifies the beneficiaries, the extent of their 
benefit, and the effect on the cost of a four-year degree course. 

5.16 As we have already seen II, the concession originated in a 
recommendation from the GalTick Committee. That was predicated on the 
Dearing Committee's recommendation that all students should contribute to 
the cost of their higher education through the payment of tuition fees, either 
during study or by repaying a loan for fees once they had graduated and were 
in work Under those proposals, a fee concession would thus have meant a 
direct reduction of ,000 in costs to students. However, given that the 

H because these sLuclents will not have to pay tuition fees ill any case: Chapter 6, paragraphs 6.1) and 

9 The Seollish Executive announced on 25 January 2000 the abolition of wition fccs for all Scottish full-lime 
higher education slucienls in Scotlancl from Autumn 2000. This section identifies which students from the of 
the UK would benefit if the original fcc concessjon wen: extended and which would not. IL docs so on the basis ()f 
the proposaJs for a fce concession 1'01' students domiciled in Scotland and oLhcr EU member States maclc under the­
student-support regime in Scotland which preceded fcc abolHic)J), 

10 Paragraphs 5. J.5 analyse the situation in terms of the original concession Cor the tinal honours year. Thl' 3 J 
subsequent waiver of fecs in respect or alJ years does not affect Ihe analysis, 

II in Chnp!er 2, paragmph 2.7, and Chapter 3, paragmph 
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Government decided that contributions to should be means-tested and 
paid up front (in many cases from parental income), the actual effect on 
student costs would be different. 12 

5.17 On official figures, higher education may cost families up to some 
£4,500 a year in maintenance and tuition fees l3 (as shown in Chart 5.A). Of 
this, 78 per cent is attributable to living costs. Tuition fees account for the 
other per cent of the cost; but are not necessarily paid by families. Who 
pays the fees depends on family income. 14 In the case of students from low­
income families, the fees are paid entirely by the Government, whereas high­
income families have to meet the whole fees themselves. As Chart 
shows, this means that: 

a. for students from low-income families, maintenance loans comprise 
100 per cent of the private cost of higher education while tuition fees 
account for nil; 

b. for students from high-income families, tuition fees comprise 22 per 
cent of their costs while maintenance accounts for 78 per cent; and 

c. for students from middle-income families, between zero and per 
cent of their costs goes on fees while maintenance loans comprise 
between 100 and 78 per cent. 

The fee concession will therefore benefit high-income families most and low­
income families not at alL 15 

18 In many cases, because parents will be responsible for meeting 
contributions towards tuition fees, they would be the beneficiaries of the fee 
concession. But some students instead could benefit from the concession. 
That is because parental contributions towards both fees and maintenance are 
assessed on the basis of one means test. Once the total contribution due from 
a parent has been calculated on the basis of income, that sum is set first 
against the tuition fee. If the assessed contribution exceeds the maximum 
contribution (of just over £1,000) towards fees, then the parent is expected to 
contribute the balance towards maintenance (up to almost £800 in the final 
year); and the student's entitlement to part of the subsidised loan is reduced 
by the same amount. So, by reducing to nil parental contributions towards 
tuition fees, the concession means that some parents would be expected 
to contribute more towards their children's maintenance. children 

12 The figures thal follow arc for young, unmarried slUdents who arc financially Some 90 per cent of 
applicanLs from England, Wales and Northern Ireland who \vcre accepted at Scottish in were under [on entry, 
and Over 95 pCI' cent werc under the of 25: most are therefore likely to be dependent on lheir parent:.. 

13 This I1gufC (rouuded from £4,660) is based on 1999/2000 student-support mtcs and calculated on the assumptioll that 'tucients 
take out the full loans to which they arc entitled and [hat parenl, make the full contribution, which they arc expected to make to 

students, It applies (0 students domiciled ill England. \Vales and Northern Ireland and to nil years except the final year. 
loans for the final year are almost £500 lower than those for preceding years, because they Ht'..; not intcnded to covcr 

the summer vacalion. This mcans that the cost of the final year to families is Hearer £4,000.) 

14 The Government announced on 25 January 2000 that, in the academic ycar2001l02, the income lhr~shold ['or purental 
contributions would rise from aronnel +: 17.000 [0 £20,000 a year for students III England and Wales, 

lS TlIiliol1 account for a maximum proportion of 25 p~r of the total cost to families in lhe final yL:ilr or cuurs(:, rather 

lhun 22 per cent as in preceding ycnrs. because maximum mniatcnancc loans arc lower ttl the tlnal year. (Sec ['ool~nolc L) above.) 



would then benetlt from having to bon'ow less. (Table S.C illustrates the 
effects.) 

5.19 In short, the effects of the fee concession 16 are that: 

a. lowMincome parents would not benefit from the fee concession, as 
they do not contribute in any case to either fees or maintenance; nor 
would their children gain; 

b. bigb~income parents, who are expected to make the full contribution 
to their children's living costs even without the fee concession, would 
not be expected to contribute any more, and so they themselves would 
benefit fully from the fee concession (by over £1 ,000) while their 
children would not gain at aU 17; and 

c. middle-income parents would be expected to contribute towards 
maintenance instead of fees in the honours year, and their children 
would need to bon-ow - and in due course repay - less. 18 

Effects of the fee concession on the total cost of a first-degree 
course 

5.20 A three-year full-time degree course would cost a family in the range 
of around £10,500 to £13,500 on 1999/2000 student-support rates. 19 Without 
the fee concession, a four-year full-time degree course would cost from some 
£14,000 to roughly £18,000 on the same basis - that is, between just over 
£3,500 and £4,500 more than a three-year course.20 

1 The fee concession (worth lip to some £1,000) means that the extra 
cost of doing a fourth year would be reduced to just over £3,500 for all 
families.21 As already shown, the biggest saving would go to high-income 
families. For low-income families, the extra cost would in any case be 
around £3,500 and there would be no saving as a result of the fee concession. 
For middle-income families, the saving would be between some £1 ,000 and 
nil. 

5.22 With the fee concession, a four·,year degree course would therefore 
cost in the range of just over £14,000 to £17 ,000 still significantly more than 
the cost of a three-year degree course at all levels of family income. 

16 provided that parents contribute to their children's Hving expenses the full afnount which they are expected to contribute 

l7 provided thnt the maximum parental contribution toward:; Jiving cosls were not increased 

18 Working Paper 1, Value qf the fee conces.>ioll 10 parents and swcieilis (available separately), provides charts iIIustratiug 
thc:-;e effects anel gives more details or the assumptions used. 

J 9 These flgLlles arc based on J 999!2000 sludent-support rates and calculated on the assumption that students take out the 
full loans Lo which they are emitled and that parents make the full contributions which they are expected to make to 
dependent students, The figures apply to students domiciled in England, Wales and Northern Ireland, 

'20 Thcs(~ figures are not the same as the total costs of courses. Besides the given here. the lo(al eosts include loan 
subsidies from funds and the gratH provided from public funds to inslitl!lions through the higher education funding 
bodies. Both clements mid ~jgniricantty to the costs of courses g(ven in this :..ection. 

21 Some _sludenls who wOl!ld uenefit from the fee concc~sioll would do so in their ti !'th, rather than fourUl, year. total 
cost of a five-year COIII'SC would or course be higher than thal of a ('our-yc'.ll' course, But the c1iffl.~rcncc- in eost bClween llle 
five .. yt:ar course in Scotland nnd n cornparablc four-year one in England would n:main the same, 
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Implications of the concession for students and their families 

5.23 The fee concession would thus reduce the costs of higher education 
for families with middle and high levels of income and to that extent would 
no doubt be welcomed by those who qualified for it. But it would not remove 
the bulk of the additional cost of undeliaking a degree course that lasts four 
rather than three years. That is inevitable, given that the chief cost of higher 
education to families lies in living expenses estimated at just over £3,500 a 
year rather than tuition fees, which amount to only just over £1,000 a year. 

5.24 Families resident in England, Wales or Northern Ireland do not at 
present qualify for the fee concession and so, depending on their income, can 
expect to have to find an extra £3,500 - £4,500 for a fourth year of study, 
whether undertaken at an institution in Scotland or elsewhere in the UK. 
That may have detelTed many students from taking up courses at Scottish 
institutions, particularly if their families are not well off or have other 
demands on their income: Chapter 7 looks at the possible effects on 
applications and admissions to Scottish institutions. 

5.25 But, even if the fee concession were extended to such families, the 
£3,500 extra that they would need to find could still be off-putting. For 
students from low- and even middle-income families living in other parts of 
the UK, the extra living costs associated with a fOUlih year - even without any 
fee contribution - could well deter them from applying to a Scottish 
institution, when three-year courses in England, Wales or Northern Ireland 
are available to them at considerably lower cost. 
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TABLE S.C : Benefits of the fee concession to parents and 
students at different levels of parental income 

a~nefitQLfee conQ~sion:: 

~arents ... annual .0 parel1t§ to student 
residual income 

Under around None None 
£17,000 

£17,000 £26,000 None Student receives up to around 
£800 from parents for living costs. 
This should reduce the amount of 
loan needed and hence the size of 
the debt that has to be repaid. 

£26,000 - £28,000 Total contribution (normally in the Student receives around £800 from 
range of around £800 to over parents for living costs. This should 
£1,000) reduced to just under £800. reduce the amount of loan needed 
Parents save up to around £250. and hence the size of the debt that 

has to be repaid. 

£28,000 - £35,000 Total contribution (normally in the Student receives up to around 
range of over £1,000 to just over £800 extra from parents for living 
£1,800) reduced to just under £800. costs (i.e. around £800 in all). This 
Parents save between around should reduce the amount of loan 
£250 and some £1,000. needed and hence the size of the 

debt that has to be repaid. 

£35,000 and over Total contribution (normally just over None 
£1,800) reduced to just under £800. 
Parents save over £1,000. 

All figures have been rounded. They are based on 1999/2000 student­
support rates and calculated on the assumption that students take out the full 
loans to which they are entitled and that parents make the full contributions 
which they are expected to make. 

The Government has announced that, in the academic year 2001/02, the 
income threshold for parental contributions will rise from around £17,000 to 
£20,000 a year for students in England and Wales. 



CHAPTER 6 : EQUITY 

6.1 In considering the issues, we have paid particular attention to 
arguments over equity - equity in support for students from different parts 
of the UK and for students from different member States of the European 
Union. Arguments over equity within the UK now have to be seen in the 
context of devolution: we have sought to establish whether it is possible to 
reconcile equity, which implies unifonnity of treatment, with devolution, 
which implies differences. 

Equity within the United Kingdom 

6.2 The overwhelming majority of people who responded to our request 
for evidence considered it unfair that only students (or parents) from Scotland 
and not those from the rest of the UK should benefit from the fee concession. 
During the Parliamentary debates and in many of the written submissions that 
we received, those in favour of extending the fee concession argued that 
domicile should not determine a student's entitlement to financial support: on 
the contrary, those studying at an institution should receive the same benefits 
as their peers with whom they were studying, irrespective of where they 
usually lived within the UK. Words used to describe the difference in support 
depending on the student's domicile included not only 'inequity' and 
'anomaly', but also 'discrimination'. 

6.3 Many - particularly parents from England said that the difference in 
mTangements constituted discrimination or racism. Some even believed that 
it contravened the Race Relations Act 1976. It is ultimately for the courts to 
interpret the law. But our understanding is that it would be difficult to sustain 
an argument that the Government had breached the Race Relations Act. 
Eligibility for the concession depends on place of ordinary residence rather 
than nationality, but clearly it would be harder for, say, the English than the 
Scots to comply with the condition of ordinary residence in Scotland. Even 
if this were held to be indirectly discriminatory, Section 41 of the Race 
Relations Act prevents an act from being rendered unlawful if it is done under 
statutory authority. Grants for fees moe made under statutory authority. In 
any case, the fee concession for the final honours yemo is now redundant in 
relation to students living and studying in Scotland l

. 

Parents living in England felt particularly aggrieved because of the 
aITangements for funding public spending in the UK: some argued that, if 
taxation was the same on both sides of the Border, benefits should also be. 

was a view shared by those giving oral evidence in Northern Ireland. In 
their joint written evidence, the Committee of Vice-Chancellors and 
Principals and the Committee of Scottish Higher Education Principals also 
said that 

I following the abolition of luilion fces for students domiciled in Scotland who attend Scottish inslitulions: sec 
paragraph 6.11 below. 39 
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"offering the same pmduct at a different price to different UK citizens 
when the majority of the funds that support their education are levied 
at a UK level is unacceptable. "2 

6.5 It was not just the English who considered the arrangements 
inequitable. Respondents from Northern Ireland considered it particularly 
unfair that students who were driven by a shortage of places in the province 
to seek places elsewhere in the UK would have to pay a financial penalty for 
doing so. 

6.6 also received some strongly-worded responses from expatriate 
Scots, who had moved south of the Border for employment but whose 
children wished to attend university in Scotland. These Scottish parents 
expressed outrage that they would not benefit from the fee concession, when 
non-Scots living in Scotland would do so. There was further concern that, 
even if the family moved back to Scotland after a student had started a course 
at a Scottish institution, he or she would still be treated as coming from 
England for fee support and so could not qualify for the concession. Scottish 
parents in palticular expressed concern that the effect of the Government's 
decisions would be divisive and could threaten the Union. 

6.7 We recognise the force of these parents' feelings. But they have to be 
balanced against the likely adverse reactions to extending the fee concession 
to students from England, Wales and Northern Ireland at Scottish institutions 
but not to those on longer courses at institutions in other parts of the UK. 
There remains the problem of eliminating one perceived anomaly by 
substituting it with another. It was clear from our written consultations that 
many people outside Scotland believed that any inconsistency in financial 
support between UK students would be inequitable: that where students 
studied should be as immaterial to the fee support they received as where they 
usually lived. 

6.8 We received in written evidence two interesting, practical examples of 
the anomalies that an extension would create, if confined just to other 
students at Scottish institutions. 

a. came from a parent in England with twin daughters. One 
daughter wanted to take a four-year course at a Scottish university, 
while another wanted to do so at an English university. Neither would 
have qualified under the original rules for the fee concession in 
fourth year; but their Scottish cousin of the same age - who wanted to 
follow a four-year course in Scotland - would have done. however, 
the concession was extended to those from the rest of the 
attending Scottish institutions, then one daughter would benefit but 
the other would not 

b. other example came from a mother in with a son on a 
sandwich course at an university," 

\vrittcn evidence from CVClJ/CO-SHEP to the Revlew (1999), paragraph 32(c) 

") Sludcnls on sandwich courses arc required 1.0 contribule up to L'j 1 () in 1999/2()OO ror a placement wheft: the placement 
lasts a whole or lasts twelve months spread over lwo Of more academLc yenr." 



it unfair that her son would have to pay three and a half years' fees for 
three years' tuition, when - under the fee concession - students at 
Scottish universities would pay only three years' for four years' 
tuition. 

No doubt these are just two of many examples that might have m1sen. As 
long as there is not complete uniformity, there will always be claims that 
differences in treatment are inequitable. 

6.9 It was no doubt for this reason that a majority of respondents to our 
written consultations argued for unifonnity of student support across the UK. 
Only a minority considered that the structure of higher education courses 
should be uniform: most welcomed diversity in provision because it allowed 
students greater choice. But many argued that students would be able to take 
full advantage of that choice only if they had access to the same anangements 
for financial support as all other students: otherwise many students' 
choice of institutions and courses might be based on financial considerations 
rather than educational or career grounds. Some respondents - particularly 
outside Scotland - did, however, acknowledge that devolution could reduce 
the element of uniformity that had long existed in student support across the 

6.10 Since our written consultations, devolution has taken effect. 
essence of devolution is that different tenitories should be free to take their 
own decisions on devolved matters such as higher education and student 
support. This means that Scotland is free to make ditTerent provision for 
student support from the rest of the UK and, vice versa, that England, 
and Northern Ireland may make different provision from Scotland. 
Divergences in provision seem increasingly likely in future: it seems 
inevitable that devolution will lead to some differences in practice between 
the countries of the 

6.11 Scotland has recently exercised its devolved authority 
provision for the financial support of students living and studying 
that will differ significantly the support available to other 
The Scottish Executive has announced4 that it will abolish tuition 
fu1J"time undergraduates who usually reside in Scotland 
Scottish institutions.s around 50 per cent 
required to contribute £2,000 to a Graduate Endowment, 

making 
Scotland 

for all 

the maintenance costs of subsequent students.6
) While 

reside in Scotland will not to pay any tuition at 
who usually 
institutions, 

The ScoHish t';:\ccutivc':; proposals contained in the FranK'\vork Document. Hhrkin:~ fOgc(/Jerfor lrider ({{'cess f() jilfthl!r 
and highcr education am! (I foil' deaf for "';lfU/t:'llt'), puhlished on fanumy 2000 and cndor:;,cd by lhe Scotti~h Parliamelll on 27 
January 2000 { __ )'coltish P(lrlimmfm qUietal Report, January 2000; Vol. 4, c. ,}g7-uI2}. 

Students \the! usually reslllc in Scotland bUllakc rull~timc degree cnurse'" al in:"litulions d",t'\vhc\,c: in d:\.' 
UK will still he liable to pay conhihutions toward:; tuition fccs. depending on fatlllly 111\':0111\7, 

6 Tho;,.c \VllO arc m,)ture :::wdelH:l, {Olle pmcntc;, disnbh:d student;.; ,)l' stucknts un IINC/lIND 
(fu\)und:')O per ccnl) will be c;'\crnpl Irorn paymellt of the hndowrncnL 
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students from other parts of the UK at such institutions may still have to 
contribute up to £1,000 or so a year towards tuition fees, depending on family 
income. The issue of other UK students' having to contribute to fees on a 
means-tested basis will affect not just their final honours year. Fee support 
for students from different parts of the UK will differ right from the start. 

6.12 During oral evidence, we heard the argument that the new 
arrangements being introduced for students living and studying in Scotland 
would lead to differences in treatment between them and other UK students, 
but that such differences would not amount to anomalies because other UK 
students would be no worse off than they had been previously. As the Cubie 
RepOlt, on which the Scottish Executive's proposals were based, put it: 

" .. . the abolition of the tuition fee contribution for full-time higher 
education students domiciled in Scotland will leave students from 
elsewhere in the UK unaffected"? 

Thus, students from the rest of the UK at Scottish medical schools might have 
to pay tuition fees for four years of their course while their fellow Scottish 
students paid none; but, according to this school of thought, that would not 
amount to an anomaly because fee support for other UK medical students had 
not been reduced, even though it had been increased for Scottish students 
studying in Scotland. 

6.13 We see two difficulties in this argument. 

a. First, we are not convinced that it will be widely accepted outside 
Scotland. In Northern Ireland, for instance, witnesses told us that 
differences in support for students from different parts of the UK 
would be unfair and would place students from the province at a 
disadvantage. Even in Scotland, there are those who consider unfair 
the proposed differences in treatment between students domiciled in 
Scotland who attend institutions there and those who choose to study 
elsewhere in the UK8. 

b. Secondly, the same arguments could be applied to the difference in fce 
support alTangements that we were set up to review. The 
Government, with the agreement of Parliament, decided on a reform 
of student support which involved the payment by students or their 
families of contributions towards tuition fees, depending on their 
income. Subsequently, Scottish Ministers decided to introduce a 
concession for students living in Scotland and attending Scottish 
institutions. That concession did not leave students from England, 
Wales and Northern Ireland any worse off than they had previously 
been; but that has not prevented many in Scotland from describing the 
resulting treatment as an anomaly. 

7 The Imlept'lldcnl Committee or Inquiry into Student Financ(: (1999), 5'llidell! FiJUUlce [<'(limns}i)!' file FfIlflt'C; Section 1.0, 
paragraph 36, page l22: also pnragwph 124 

g See above. 



6.14 In short, the point at which a difference becomes an anomaly is 
debatable. If the differences in fee support which affect other UK students in 
their first three or so years at a Scottish institution do not constitute an 
anomaly, then it becomes much harder to sustain the argument that 
contributing towards fees in the honours year is an anomaly. The changes to 
student support in Scotland mean that it would not make sense on grounds of 
equity to try to remove one difference in arrangements when much more 
significant ones are being introduced. 

6.15 The changes proposed by the Scottish Executive and endorsed by the 
Scottish Parliament will start from the academic year 2000/01: they signal an 
end to uniformity in student-support anangements across the In future, 
there may well be a variety of student-support arrangements across the UK: 
this will inevitably give rise to differences in treatment of UK students 
following the same courses at the same institution, depending on where their 
place of ordinary residence is and thus on who funds their higher education. 

6.16 There does, however, remain the argument that it will be unfair for 
students from England, Wales and Northern Ireland to have to pay more for 
an honours course in Scotland than their compatriots will have to pay for one 
in other parts of the This argument depends on the assumption that the 
four-year honours programme in Scotland is strictly comparable with the 
three-year programmes that form the majority of first-degree provision in the 
rest of the UK. If the Scottish four-year course is distinctive from and 
superior to the three··year programme prevalent in the rest of the then 
that argument falls. 

6.17 We have already described9 relevant aspects of the differences 
between honours courses in Scotland and those in the rest of the In 
evidence, several Scottish respondents said that four-year degree 
programmes were the norm in the USA and parts of continental Europe; that 
the rest of the UK was out of line with its three-year programmes; and that, 
if there should be any harmonisation of UK higher education in future, it 
should be towards the Scottish model of four-yem' programmes. Scottish 
interests - and, indeed, interests outside Scotland - are clearly prepared to 
argue that their honours programme is superior to the three-year programme 
found elsewhere in the UK. 

18 The more the distinctiveness of the Scottish programme is pressed, 
however, the more difficult it is to see why it should cost no more to students 
than the three-year programme. Students from England, Wales or Northern 
Ireland who wish to study, humanities and who decide to do so at a 
Scottish institution will have exercised a choice in favour of a four-year 
course in preference to a three-year course available at other institutions 
.. perhaps thereby obtaining a Master's rather than a Bachelor's degree. 
Students who wish to study other subjects '" medicine or mllSK 
performance m will have no such choice: they must undertake a course, 
wherever study in the do not that the that the 

9 in Chapkl' 3. paragraphs 3.4·3.5 
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four-year honours degree course in Scotland deserves special treatment, 
when other longer courses do not, would command support in the rest of the 
UK, even if it is generally accepted in Scotland. 

6.19 Moreover, in future, students domiciled in Scotland who wish to 
undertake courses in other parts of the UK will have to accept less 
preferential student support from the Student Awards Agency for Scotland 
than those who take courses at Scottish institutions. Taking into account the 
possible extra cost of studying in another telTitory will inevitably become 
part of the process of choosing a university, wherever students may live 
within the UK. 

6.20 We conclude that only uniformity in student-support arrangements 
across the UK would ensure equity in the treatment of all students; but 
that devolution may well have consigned such uniformity to the past. 

Equity the European Union 

6.21 A further issue of equity arose in Parliament and in written evidence 
over the extension of the fee concession to students who were nationals of 
other member States in the European Union, when it was not available to 
those from England, Wales and Northern Ireland. This caused particular 
resentment. The fact that students from Dundalk in the Republic of Ireland 
would have qualified for the fee concession, when those from nearby Newry 
in Northern Ireland would not, threw into sharp relief the issue of equity. If 
students domiciled outside the UK had not been able to benefit from the 
concession, this matter might well have caused less controversy. 

6.22 We have sympathy with those who would like to see other UK and 
other EU students treated uniformly. There could be two ways of achieving 
this end: either 

a. by bringing the treatment of other 
that enjoyed by students from other 

students up to the same level as 
member or 

b. by bringing the treatment of other students down to same 
as that to which other students are entitled. 

There are, however, ditJiculties with either approach. 

The argument for levelling up the anangements for other 
has been fundamentally undermined by the proposed changes in 
support arrangements in Scotland. The Scottish intends to pay 
full tuition fees of nationals of other EU member States who attend 
institutions, regardless of the level of their family's 
will free tuition throughout their course 

to 



preferential treatment, compared with other UK students, not only in their 
final honours year but also in the preceding years. Given that that disparity 
will now extend to all years of courses at Scottish institutions, an argument 
based on equity that the same fee concession should extend to other UK as to 
other EU students no longer has any special validity in relation to just the 
final honours year. Its application would in effect result in the abolition of 
tuition fees for all UK and EU students on higher education programmes in 
Scotland and, by logical extension of the argument, for all students 
throughout the United Kingdom. 

6.24 On the other hand, because of European law, it does not appear to be 
open to the UK Govemment or Scottish Executive to reduce other EU 
students' entitlement to free tuition to the same level as it is available to other 
UK students. 

law 

6.25 The Govemment's justification for giving nationals from other EU 
member States a benefit that was not available to other UK nationals was 
based on European law. But many commentators found it difficult to 
understand why, if the concession had to be extended to nationals of other 
member States, those living in England, Wales or Northem Ireland did not 
qualify for the concession, even though they too were nationals of a member 
State. 

6.26 Two issues have given us particular conccm: 

a. whether the extension of the 
necessary; and, if so, 

concession to other EU students was 

b. whether such an extension should have legally extended to students 
domiciled in England, Wales and NOlthern Ireland on the grounds that 
they were EU nationals too. 

Having considered the legal advice which we sought, we have concluded as 
follows. 

Treaty and case 

The Ee Treaty requires member States, including the not to 
discriminate on grounds of nationality against nationals other member 
States on matters within the scope of the Treatyl°. matters include 
awards for vocational training, including university studies, and access to 
general education II That is why EU nationals who come to the UK in order 
to take a full-time course of higher education have given financial 

10 Article 6 of the. EC Treaty \l\.>numhcn::dl 

II \Vith ~h(' insertion or /\rtlck: 149 on cdllcation. even subject as it is to a duly to f(;;..pecl the indivjdual sysfems or 

the indivldllul St'.ltcs:, il may he as:,ulncd tlUll lO general education is covered along with to vl)ClHional 
training. 

4S 
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support for fees charged by higher education institutions on the same basis as 
students who are ordinarily resident in the UK. 

6.28 In relation to fee support, it is clear that students who are nationals of 
other EU member States must be treated no less favourably than home 
students. The difficulty in this matter of the fee concession is that treatment 
of home students would have varied, depending on whether they usually lived 
in Scotland or in other parts of the UK. We were advised that what had to be 
looked at was whether there was provision which the EU national was 
denied. Failure to extend the original concession to EU nationals would 
clearly have created such a situation. We therefore accept that any EU 
national (other than a UK national) seeking to undertake a course of higher 
education in Scotland would have been entitled to access to the concession 
on the same terms as access was available in some parts of the UK, rather 
than on the same terms as access was denied in other parts of the 

6.29 The legal debate over the fee concession has now been overtaken by 
events. Other EU students like students resident in Scotland will no longer 
have any need of the concession in their final honours year, as they will now 
have to pay no fees at all at Scottish institutions. 

6.30 Nevertheless, we have also considered whether Community law 
would have obliged the Government to extend the fee concession to other UK 
students as EU nationals themselves. We understand that the only issue for 
EC law is the exercise of Community rights. The EC Treaty outlaws 
discrimination only on the grounds of nationality, defined in relation to 
member States; and EC law would have nothing to say on discrimination in 
the application of the fee concession as between people from the constituent 
parts of the UK. The European Court of Justice has generally refused to 
apply Community law to matters purely internal to a member State unless a 
claim can be made in respect of freedom of movement across national 
boundaries. 

6.31 Other legal issues that have been raised by commentators on this 
matter concern human rights and competition law. (We have already outlined 
our understanding of the Race Relations in paragraph 6.3 above.) 

IfU'f5Il:HiJ'lt on Rights 

6.32 The Human Rights Act 1998 embeds in domestic law those parts of 
the European Convention on Human Rights to which successive UK 
Governments have signed up. From the date on which it comes fully into 
force, 2 October 2000, the domestic courts will have significant powers to 
measure the public administration of the UK against the standards of the 
Convention. It would be unlawful for a public authority to act in a way that 
is incompatible with a Convention right unless it were obliged by primary or 
secondary legislation to do so. 



6.33 The incorporation of the Convention into UK law means entering 
uncharted telTitory, and it remains to be seen how the courts will interpret the 
Convention in case law. But, in any event, as we have pointed out in our 
discussion of the Race Relations Act l2

, the fee concession is now redundant 
in relation to students living and studying in Scotland. 

Competition law 

6.34 The final legal argument we heard was that discrimination in the level 
of fees charged to English students could constitute a batTier to entry to 
professions such as the Scottish legal profession and so contravene EU 
legislation and UK competition law. 

6.35 We understand that competition law would, however, be irrelevant in 
this instance. Competition law is aimed at controlling agreements or 
concerted practices by undertakings, which do not arise in matters of fee 
support. Even if it could be argued that differential fee-support arrangements 
could create a batTier to entry to Scottish professions for students from 
England, Wales and Northern Ireland, that does not appear to be illegal. 

Conclusion 

6.36 Whilst we have felt it necessary to address these complex arguments, 
they have now become irrelevant to the fee concession for the final honours 
year. The decision in Scotland to abolish the requirement for students 
normally resident in Scotland or another EU member State to contribute 
towards tuition fees at institutions in Scotland means that the concession will 
never be implemented there; and so the grounds for mounting a legal 
challenge on that particular issue have been removed. 

l2 in paragraph 6,3 47 
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CHAPTER 7 : CROSS-BORDER FLOWS 
OF STlTDENTS 

7.1 In addition to equity, we have considered the likely effect of diflerent 
fee-support anangements on the market for higher education in Scotland. We 
have analysed in particular the flows of students between the constituent 
ten'itories of the UK and the impact of changes in student support on those 
flows. 

Scotland has long exported I higher education to the rest of the UK; 
and some Scottish universities and colleges depend on attracting students 
from England and Northern Ireland to fill their places. The potential damage 
to Scottish institutions of the Government's decision not to extend the fee 
concession to other UK students through lower application and admission 
numbers has figured frequently in debates over this matter. 

7.3 In considering this issue, we have sought to identify 

a. whether the absence of a fee concession for students from England, 
Wales and Northern Ireland has led to a fall in applications and 
admissions to Scottish institutions; and, more generally, 

b. what effect the extra cost of four-year courses may have had on the 
export of higher education from Scotland to other parts of the UK. 

A prior question is whether there is any particular merit in supporting or even 
encouraging cross-border movement among students or whether studying in 
the home territory may be good in itself. In many other countries, it is 
accepted practice to study locally. 

Student 

7.4 Home students are free to study at any institution in the UK prepared 
to admit them. This has meant that, while some institutions have always had 
a particular local or regional focus, many universities .. particularly the older 
ones - attract students from the whole of the UK and beyond. For the past 
forty years or so, the UK system of student support, including the provision 
of maintenance grants, encouraged full-time undergraduates to study away 
from home. 

Scottish universities have been beneficiaries of this system. While 
there has been a small out-flow of students from Scotland to institutions in 
the rest of the UK, there has been a much larger in-flow of students from the 
rest of the UK to Scottish institutions. In 1998/99, nearly 22,000 students 
domiciled in England, Wales or Northern Ireland were studying in Scotland 

I Although Scotland may he said 10 'import' students, ill terms or trade it cxpnl'!s higher education to other lerritories. 



on first-degree courses in higher education institutions, while fewer than 
6,000 domiciled in Scotland were doing so in the rest of the UK.2 This 
reflects the fact that, in 1998/99, almost 12 per cent of all places3 on first­
degree courses in higher education institutions were in Scotland, even though 
under 10 per cent of all home students on such courses normally lived in 
Scotland. There were 16,000 more first-degree places4 in Scottish higher 
education institutions than first-degree students from Scotland in 1998/99, 
four times more than the conesponding figure for undergraduate places and 
students in 1979/80 (4,000). 

7.6 By contrast, there has been a shortfall in first-degree places for home 
students in higher education institutions elsewhere in the UK - to a minor 
extent in England, though this has been balanced by a surplus in Wales, and 
to a major extent in Northern Ireland. Capacity in the province would have 
to expand by 60 per cent for it to become self-sufficient, whereas any 
deficiency in England and Wales taken together is negligible (under one per 
cent). Both N011hern Ireland and England are net importers of higher 
education within the UK, while Scotland has been building up its exports. 
Annex F provides details of cross-border flows within the UK. 

7.7 The evidence we have received indicates that many people consider 
the mixing of students from different tenitories a strength of the UK's higher 
education system. It is seen as encouraging students to be more outward­
looking, tolerant and open to new ideas; enriching institutions by bringing 
together students from different backgrounds and with diverse views; and 
fostering political, social and cultural integration within the UK. There are 
signs that the new student-support systems may lead more students to study 
closer to home in order to reduce the cost of higher education; but this new 
trend is far from eradicating yet the old tradition of studying away from 
home. There remains considerable supp011 for encouraging students to study 
in parts of the UK other than where they have grown up or at least for 
ensuring that there are no obstacles to their doing so. 

of the Scottish education 

7.8 Scottish universities and col1eges thus operate within a market for 
higher education which stretches beyond the borders of Scotland and even 
beyond the UK. Of 103,000 first-degree students in Scottish higher 
education institutions in 1998/99, some 8 per cent of students were from 
overseas or other member States of the European Union. But Scottish 
universities and colleges recruited far more students from the rest of the 
than from abroad. Some 21 per cent of their first-degree students had 
domiciles in England, Wales or Northern Ireland in 1998/99. 

--- ... _------_ .. -
All references to place;,; and ~Iudcnl:-; in this Chapter arc to tho~c 011 rull~timc and sandwich courses:, uniess specified 

olrlCfwisc. 

taken by h0tl10 students 

:4 kaving aside those fIlled other LHJ and overseas ;.,h!dcnts 

Sec \Vorking Paper Trends ill flwnhen OJ stttr/efllS: in Scoffi:.,h higher educafion insrilllfio!!5 (available separately), 
Cor tnbks and charts. 
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7.9 Three out of four students from the rest of the UK came from 
England. Only around one in fifty were domiciled in Wales. But one in four 
usually resided in NOlihern Ireland, a very high proportion for the province's 
population. (In 1994, the Island Crown Dependencies6 had supplied almost 
twice as many students as Wales; but the number had fallen sharply to just 
over one hundred by 1996.) 

7.10 The profile of applicants from the rest of the UK who accepted offers 
of undergraduate places in Scotland in 1998 was narrower and more 
'traditional' than that of home applicants to UK institutions in generaU They 
were most likely to be young people of white ethnic origin ii'om professional 
or intermediate classes. Most had academic qualifications two or more 
levels or AS equivalents - as their highest qualification on entry and had 
entered higher education directly from school or sixth-form college. A 
relatively high proportion had been previously educated at independent 
schools8 (just under one in four) or maintained grammar schools (just under 
one in five). The latter reflects the large number of applicants to Scottish 
institutions ii'om Northern Ireland, where grammar schools are more 
prevalent than in England and Wales. Of the five schools and colleges in 
other parts of the which sent over a hundred students to Scottish 
institutions in 1996/97, three were in Northern Ireland. 

7.11 Scotland has derived economic benefits from the export of higher 
education to the rest of the UK. Aceording to a study undertaken for 
COSHEp9, in 1993/94, higher education generated over 4 per cent of total 
Scottish employment and a sectoral gross output of some £2.47 billion in 
Scotland, including £] billion in knock-on (or multiplier) output in other 
Scottish sectors, The study attributed £304 million to student spending in the 
Scottish economy in that year. No precise figure was given for the share 
attributable to students from the rest of the UK; but, as they account for 
roughly one fifth of undergraduates, we share COSHEP's view that they must 
contribute significantlyJO. The draw-back, however, is that Scottish higher 
education has become dependent on the rest of the UK to fill around 20 per 
cent of its undergraduate places. 

7.12 The degree of direct dependence varies among Scottish higher 
education institutions. ViI1ually all have at least some UK students ii'om 
outside Scotland. But the newer universities and colleges attract students 
principally from their local region in Scotland. Students from the rest of the 
UK tend to be concentrated in the ancientll or old 12 universities. Over 85 per 
cent of students in the fourth year of a first-degree course at Scottish higher 
education institutions in 1998/99 were at these eight universities. Some 65 
per cent were at just four universities: Edinburgh, St Andrews, Glasgow and 
Dundee. Most students from England and Wales were at the ancient 

6 the Channcllslands and the Isle of tv!an, which arc pan of neither Ihe UK nor the EU 
7 \Yorking Paper 4; Pn?/l/e of applicants ro Sco!!i,vl! insliwfioJls./ivlU t/ie res! (4 fhe Ullited Kingdom (available separately). 

8 where the clnnual costs would generally h:we been greater than lilO.sC of higher education 

9 I H McNicol! (1995), The lin/,lIc! ol/he Scotlish H(,hCl' Edllcation Secior ()!I [he Econol!lY ofScm/,,!/d, puhlished hy COSHEP 
and summarised in its wfiHen evidence to the Review 

10 ",rillen cviilen"c from CVC:P/COSJ-lEP (1999), pnr«graph 15 

It the Unjver~itics of Abcnlccn, Edinburgh, Glasgow and St Andrews 

12 the Universities of Dundee, Hcriot·,\Vntt, Stirling and Slrmhc1ydc 



universities, but more students from Northern Ireland were to be found in the 
old universities. 13 

7.13 St Andrews has been most dependent on students from the rest of the 
UK: in 1998/99, they accounted for just over half of all its students in the 
fom1h year of first -degree courses. Edinburgh and Edinburgh College of Art 
drew almost as large a proportion of their students in the fourth year of such 
courses from the rest of the UK (47 and 49 per cent respectively). Other 
institutions where students from the rest of the UK formed over 20 per cent 
of the total fourth-year population in 1998/99 included Dundee, Stirling, 
Heriot-Watt, the Royal Scottish Academy of Music and Drama, and Queen 
Margaret College. It is understandable that these institutions should be 
pmticularly concerned to maintain the flow of students from England and 
N0l1hern Ireland to Scotland. 

7.14 Other universities and colleges have drawn smaller numbers and 
prop0l1ions of undergraduates from the rest of the UK. But, if the overall 
number of students from England, Wales and Northern Ireland were to fall 
significantly, institutions with smaller intakes from those telTitories might be 
as vulnerable to shifts in the market as the ancient universities, whose strong 
reputation for teaching and research makes them attractive to many potential 
students. If the latter were to accept Scottish students instead, there could be 
knock-on effects on other institutions which at present concentrate on the 
domestic Scottish market. This is therefore a matter which affects Scottish 
higher education as a whole. 

Applications and admissions to Scottish institutions 

7.15 Concern was expressed in Parliament that the Government's decision 
not to extend the concession to other UK students would reduce 
applications to Scottish higher education institutions from the rest of the UK 
and, by leading to a fall in the number of students admitted from other pm1s 
of the UK, would limit student choice and damage Scottish universities. Our 
terms of reference require us specifically to take into account the evidence on 
admissions in 1998 and applications in 1999 to Scottish higher education 
institutions. We have sought to establish whether there have been reductions 
in applications and admissions from other parts of the UK and, if so, whether 
they could have been caused by the lack of a concession for other UK 
students. have therefore analysed data supplied by the Universities and 
Colleges Admissions Service (UCAS).'4 

7. 16 The 1998 intake of students was the first to be affected by the UK 
Govemment's changes in student support The number of applicants from 
England and Northern Ireland for undergraduate courses in Scotland fell by 
around 5 per cent that year. But the number of applicants from other parts 

13 \Vorking Paper Dislr;/Jl[lirJll o/swdellt.\'IroJ1l fhe rest qlthe UHf ted /(ilJ,f?dom {lIjWlIg Scollisli iJlstill/liolls 

(available separately), provides more information. 

14 \Vorldng Pnper 6, Appticfllions awl (u/missiotls 10 Scottish higher eililca/ioll ilfSlilWiol1s (av[li!nbk :-;cparateiy), 
analyses our findings in morc detail. This dr;:.\\vs on data supplied for the Review by rathor tb~1Il the press 
releases issued during the admissions cycles in 1997··99. Other relevant statistical information about students from 
the. rcst or the at Scouish institutions is set out in \Vorldng P~'Jler 1hlJ1ds in numhers ofsriUlents in 5;co[[is/z 
higher education institutiOiIS. 
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the UK who accepted places on undergraduate courses at Scottish higher 
education institutions increased by almost 3 per cent in 1998, even though 
acceptances from those domiciled in Northern Ireland dropped by nearly 3 
per cent. This does not support the assertion that the Government's decision 
against extending the fee concession reduced the number of students from the 
rest of the UK who would accept places at Scottish institutions. But it may 
have been the case, as Scottish institutions claimed, that it was too soon to 
see any effect in 1998. 

7.17 In 1999, not only applications but also admissions from other pmts of 
the UK to Scottish institutions fell - the former by 5 per cent, the latter by 4 
per cent. But the fall in the number of applicants from England who accepted 
places, at over 1 per cent, did not entirely reverse the 1998 increase of over 4 
per cent; and so undergraduate acceptances from England remained higher in 
1999 than in 1997. A fan of almost to per cent in number from Northern 
Ireland in 1999, however, came on top of the reduction of nearly 3 per cent 
in 1998: an increase in higher education places in Northern Ireland, along 
with a drop in the number of entrants from the Republic of Ireland, made it 
possible for more students from the province to study at home. But there 
were also fewer acceptances of places at Scottish institutions in 1999 among 
those students who stood to benefit from the fee concession - both those 
domiciled in Scotland and those from other EU member States. The 
applications and admissions figures for both 1998 and 1999 do not thus 
conclusively prove that the fee concession for the honours year - or a lack of 
one - has been decisive in influencing student choice. 

7.18 As no clear pattern emerges from the 1998 and 1999 application and 
acceptance figures, we have analysed figures for the four years preceding 
1998 to see if any secular trend might be apparent from those. The number 
of applicants to Scottish institutions from other parts of the UK fell by per 
cent between 1994 and 199815

• Most of the fan appears to have pre-dated the 
introduction of contributions to tuition fees from students and their families 
in 1998. A particularly large drop OCCUlTed in 1996, but it is difficult to 
disentangle the effects of a change in UCAS procedures in that year l6 from 
other factors. However, there were also significant reductions in applications 
from England and Wales in 1995, before that change OCCUlTed, as shown in 
Table 7,A and Charts 7.1 and 

7.19 It is difficult to be certain why Scottish institutions may have become 
less popular with applicants from the rest of the 17 The decline in 
applications from England since at least 1995 was clearly not caused by the 
lack of a fee concession, since contributions to tuition fees were introduced 
only in 1998. If the decline happened in response to changes in student 
SUppOlt, then it is more likely to have been associated with the progressive 
switch in maintenance support from grant to loan that OCCUlTed between 1990 

------... -.--~---
15 compared \'lith a fall of 14 per cent in the overall number of applicants to Scottish in5tilutions: 'Vorking Paper 6, 

16 The number of application" each applicant could make ",'.'ns reduced from eight in i 995 to six in 1996. 

17 The decline in lhc numbers of applicants applying to Scottish institulions from the or the UK SCCIW; to contilluing. 
By 15 December 1999. the numbers applying for entry in Autumn 2000 were down by almosl4 per cent overall with 
the corresponding dale in 1998 ~ i.e. down by Hlmo~1 3 per cent from England, 7 per cent from \Valcs and 6 per cent 
Nor~hertl [rc/nnd, (Source: ljCAS news rclcas..:::, Januat)' lOOn, Higher EdllIYltion A!Wlic(llIts, paragraph 7) 



and 199918
• Grants, which had comprised the full maintenance support in 

1989, fell to around 70 per cent of the package in 1994 and just over 50 per 
cent by 1996, with the remainder consisting of a repayable loan. They were 
phased out altogether for most students from England, Wales and Northern 
Ireland in 1999. The switch to loans has made it increasingly more expensive 
for students to undertake a four-year rather than a three-year degree 
programme. From the early 1990s onwards, fewer students from England 
may have been prepared to take on an extra year's debt in order to obtain a 
Scottish degree, when they could obtain a degree elsewhere in the UK for less. 

7.20 A fall-off in applications from Northern Ireland appears to have 
happened more gradually, however. This may reflect the general pressure on 
higher education places in Northern Ireland that has arisen from a shortage of 
places in higher education institutions there, which we estimate to be some 
11,000 places on first-degree courses in 1998/99 19

• That has meant that some 
students from the province have had to look elsewhere for higher education20

• 

The proximity of Scotland and cultural ties - together perhaps with a lack of 
knowledge about the real costs of higher education may have encouraged 
students from Northern Ireland to take up places in Scottish universities 
during the mid-1990s. But the recent changes in student support, which have 
switched all the maintenance costs of higher education to students and their 
families, and the accompanying publicity given to those costs, may have 
started to deter students from Northern Ireland. 

7.21 It is possible that the introduction of contributions towards tuition fees 
may be part of this detenent. The means-testing of contributions ensures that 
students from low-income families do not have to pay fees; but we heard in 
oral evidence that the publicity sUlTounding tuition fees and the lack of clear 
information about costs may have had an adverse etIect even on students 
from low-income families, particularly in Northern Ireland. Tuition fees may 
also have put off students from middle-income families. But, as Chapter 5 
explained21

, they account for per cent at most of the estimated extra cost 
of a four-year course, whereas living costs account for at least 78 per cent 
and, in some cases, 100 per cent of the extra cost of the additional year. So 
it seems as likely that the extra living costs associated with the additional 
honours year in Scotland have been increasingly detening students from the 
rest of the UK, although those from better-off families and those unable to 
find a place at another university in the which meets their aspirations may 
still be prepared to pay the extra. 

There is, however, insufficient evidence to prove conclusively that the 
introduction of changes in student support, whether in maintenance or in 
fees, has deterred students from other parts of the UK from applying to 
Scottish institutions. Other factors may also have been at work Scottish 
universities have a large share of UK places in traditional academic 

! 8 A chronology or changes in mainlenance support is at Annex 

J 9 Sec Annex 11, paragraph E lO, 

20 According to the Northern Ireland Higher Education Council, 34 per or so of stl!dcnt~ in the provincl2 have had to 
undertake higher cducalion in lhc of the UK: almost half of those - some 15 per ccnl in ail have attended Scottish 53 
illStitutiOt1s, 

21 ill paragraph 5. J '7 
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disciplines and professional and vocational subjects. Shifts in demand 
among applicants away from these subjects may also have led to falling 
applications.22 

7.23 More importantly, fallIng applications have not led to a sustained fall 
in take-up. UCAS figures on undergraduate acceptances23 show a dip 
between 1994 and 1996 but recovery thereafter. As a result, acceptances 
from the rest of the UK were higher in 1998 than in 1994. Even if UCAS 
figures on undergraduate acceptances from the rest of the UK are lower in 
1999 than in 1998, they have yet to fall below those for 1995 or 1996, as 
Table 7.B and Charts 7.111 and 7.IV show. We cannot of course predict 
figures for future years; but we conclude that the numbers of applicants from 
the rest of the UK who have accepted places at Scottish institutions have 
more or less held up during the late 1990s. They have not increased as the 
numbers from Scotland and other EU countries have done; but they have not 
fallen below the level of the mid-1990s either24

• 

7.24 Admittedly, Scottish institutions have had to tum increasingly to 
Clearing to fill places on their degree courses. The number of entrants from 
the rest of the UK accepted through the main UCAS scheme fell by around 
6 per cent between 1994 and 1998, mostly in 1995-96 rather than when 
changes in fee support occun·ed. But, between 1994 and 1998, the numbers 
accepted through Clearing from the rest of the UK rose by almost 70 per 
cenes. This more or less made up for any shortfalls in the main scheme. 

7.25 Notwithstanding this increase, the overall proportion of 
undergraduates accepted through Clearing in Scotland (18 per cent in 1998) 
still remained below the proportion so admitted in England (21 per cent)26. 
Nor is there any evidence of a fall in entry standards as measured by A-level 
qualifications among entrants from the rest of the UK to Scottish institutions. 
The average score of A-level applicants to Scottish institutions (over 90 per 
cent of whom come from the rest of the UK) rose from 20 points in 1994 to 
22 in 1998. 

7.26 Thus Scotland may not have expanded its exports of higher education 
to other parts of the UK since the mid-1990s; and Scottish universities may 
have become increasingly less likely to be institutions of first choice for other 
UK students, particularly applicants from England. But there scarcely seems 
to have been a crisis in recruitment from the rest of the UK. Indeed, with a 
higher ratio of applicants per place and a smaller proportion recruited 
through Clearing, Scottish higher education seems to have been facing fewer 
difficulties in recruitment than higher education in general. 

22 Sce Working Pa[Jer 6, 

23 Sec Worldng Paper 6. Data from the Higher Education Statistics Agency on entrants from the rest of the UK to first,degree 
COllrses in Scottish higher education institutions show a dip between 1995196 ami 1997/98 or from 1994/95. jf entrants from the 
Island emwn Dependencies are included, (See Workin?, Paper 3) 

24 except for those from the Island Crown Dependencies 

Sec Working Paller 6. 

26 Sec Working Paper 6, 

27 These arc weighted averages or both appiicnnts Hccepted through the main <;cheme and those accepted throu~~h 
Working "a per 6, 



That is not to say, however, that all is necessarily well with Scottish 
universities and colleges. TIle number of students from the rest of the in 
the fourth year of degree courses at Scottish institutions does appear to have 
diminished in recent years. Contrary to trends among students domiciled in 
Scotland or abroad, the numbel; of students from the rest of the UK in the 
fourth year fell by around 8 per cent between 1994 and 199828. There may 
have been a variety of reasons for this: the extra expense involved cannot be 
ruled out Whatever the reason, the fewer students in the fourth the 
more new entrants the universities will need to recruit. 

There are also issues over narrowing access. Only a few of the parents 
who responded to our consultations said explicitly that they would find it 
difficult to afford the fees for their children who were at Scottish institutions. 
This may reilect the 'traditional' profile of students from the rest of the UK 
who attend Scottish institutions29

, which means that it is now predominantly 
young people from better-off families living in England who are willing to 
accept places at Scottish institutions. The extra maintenance expenses 
inherent in a four-year degree programme may already have contributed to 
the fact that access to Scottish institutions from other parts of the UK has 
remained nan'ow and not widened significantly in recent years. 

7.29 There is a danger that recent changes in student SUppOIt, particularly 
in maintenance but also in SUppOIt for middle-ineome families, may 
further reduce the number of students prepared to accept places at Scottish 
institutions from less privileged backgrounds in the rest of the UK. 
Proportionately more students from "\Iorthern Ireland than from England at 
Scottish institutions come from skilled non-manual and manual socio­
economic groupS30. The numbers of students from Northern Ireland who 
have accepted places on courses at Scottish institutions have declined 
since 1997. The 1999 admissions figures indicate that more students, 
particularly those from Northern Ireland and Wales, seem to be choosing to 
study near home so that they can keep their living expenses down. As 
provision for higher education expands in Northern Ireland, so fewer students 
from the province may wish to take up places in Scotland; and the profile of 
students from the rest of the who do take up places could become 
nan·ower still. 

Implications institutions 

7.30 It might expected that institutions which took most students from 
England, and Northern Ireland would have suffered the biggest losses 
in applications and acceptances from the rest of the UK This does not 
neeessarily seem to have been the case. because of their strong 
reputation or of their efforts in some of those most 
dependent on students from the rest of the have managed to maintain or 
even increase their market share. It some the 

::.~ Sec \Vol'king PaTH'r 

29 See paragraph 1. [0 above. 

30 Sc\' \Yoridng Puper 4, 
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universities and specialist institutions who have lost out, particularly in the 
numbers of applications that they have received from other parts of the UK31. 

7.31 It was suggested to us in oral evidence that the introduction of 
contributions to tuition fees \vould lead to a fall in applications to Scottish 
institutions from the rest of the UK and that that might have two possible 
outcomes: either 

a. the substitution of students from other EU member States for students 
from other parts of the UK; or 

b. the contraction of provision for higher education in Scotland, with the 
consequent loss of employment and other economic benefits to the 
Scottish economy. 

In view of experience in the 1990s, the institutions which are most 
dependent on students from the rest of the UK would not necessarily be the 
most vulnerable in any future down-turn of that market. Some other Scottish 
institutions might be more at risk of falling demand. We do not believe that 
either the applications or the admissions statistics indicate cause for alarm; 
but some of thc older institutions might need to seek to expand in other 
markets, if 1999 were to mark the start of a downward trend in the 
recruitment of other UK students. 

Scottish institutions' scope expanding in other markets 

7.33 The rate of participation in full-time higher education among young 
people in Scotland is already higher than in any other part of the UK. 
Scottish universities and colleges already recruit 90-95 per cent of fi1'st­
degree students domiciled in Scotland; and 99 per cent of students on first­
degree courses in Scotland are in higher education institutions. The future 
area of growth may be in sub-degree work; but Scotland already has a high 
proportion of students on sub-degree courses, and this market has been 
dominated by further education colleges in Scotland to a much greater extent 
than in the rest of the UK. Recruiting students who wish to upgrade or 

qualifications to degrees has enabled significant growth in Scottish 
higher education since 1994 and may offer further scope for expansion in 
future. But this market has so far been dominated by the 1992 universitiesY 

7.34 If demand for places from students from the rest of the shrinks, 
then some of the older universities may increasingly seek to recruit more 
students from Scotland. That in turn could bring them into competition with 
some other Scottish institutions, in particular the 1 universities. Whilst 
access could be widened to encompass more students from Scotland, there 
will need to be an adequate supply of applicants with appropriate 
qualifications who wish to undertake higher education, if standards 

31 Sec Worl,;ng Paper 6. 

S(:c \Voddng Paper 7. S(~gm{,J!fati(J1l (~rSc()({ish edi/catioll (available sqmratcly). 



quality are to be maintained. So, unless there is a significant increase in the 
numbers of pupils gaining Highers and more particularly Advanced 
Highers33

, the scope for some of the older universities and specialist 
institutions to expand in the home market appears limited. 

7.35 Scottish institutions may benefit from the changes in student support 
being introduced by the Scottish Executive. The new arrangements will 
generally offer more support to Scottish students if they study in Scotland 
than if they study elsewhere in the UK. Many of those Scottish students who, 
under the previous support systems, might have chosen to study in, say, 
England may now prefer to study in Scotland. The out-flow of students from 
Scotland may therefore be reduced. However, this outflow has been only 
about a quarter of the in-flow from the rest of UK into Scotland. It therefore 
seems likely that Scottish institutions will need to continue to recruit 
applicants from either the rest of the UK or abroad to fill their CUlTent number 
of places. 

7.36 The number of applicants from other EU countries who accepted 
undergraduate places at Scottish institutions rose up to 1998, though there 
was a down-turn in 199934

• Scottish higher education may become more 
attractive again to other EU students now that, because of the Scottish 
Executive's recent decisions, they will have no fees to pay (though a large 
proportion entering the do not have to pay fees after means-testing in any 
case). But the recruitment of increasing numbers of other students would 
mean a growing cost to the Scottish Executive in fee support, particularly if 
they were recruited in substitution for other UK students. And it would 
require around a six-fold increase of their numbers to replace other 
students entirely. 

Other factors which may be working against Scottish universities 
include not only the increasing global competition for overseas students but 
also the changes in student support in the Republic of Ireland. The mid-
1990s saw a large increase in applications and admissions to Scottish 
institutions from students domiciled in the Republic of Ireland. These 
students, who would have had to pay tuition fees if they had studied at home, 
were no doubt attracted by the free tuition that used to be available to all 
home and other students in universities. However, the Free 
Initiative in the Republic came fully into effect in the academic year 1996/97. 
That, combined with the introduction of contributions to fees in the in 
1998, has led to a fall in applications from the Republic to the UK, including 
Scotland. [t remains to be seen whether the abolition of fees in Scotland for 
other EU students will reverse that trend. Most degree courses in the 
Republic are four years in length35 and so Scottish education may be 
at less of a competitive disadvantage in relation to Ireland than to the rest of 
the UK. 

compared with number:> ob{,,'lining the Ccrtilkak or SiXth Year Studies. \vhich it is t..;placing 

]4 Sec 'i~lh)e 7.8 and Chnl't 7.1[1, HESA ddta abil show that the number of enirant:.. rrom l)!hc! Ell counlries to 
Scmtisil institutions up to 1 997i9R ilnu then dcc;ll1cd in 1998/99: see Woddllg 

35 The Highet' Education Authority in {he Repub1i~ or Ireland t:stimHks lhal rour-ycm 
per cenl of C()ur:,c~ lhere. The gcneral ll~ngth or a f!rst··degrL'G course In lile technological 
fOIl!' years. it' progression Hrrangement:-. in lhe ;:,cctor arc lnkell into account. 
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7.38 As we have already seen, a large fall in the number of entrants from 
the rest of the UK taking up places on Scottish degree courses has yet to 
materialise. But it is clearly a matter of concern to Scottish institutions that 
the numbers of applicants from the rest of the UK have been falling. If they 
continue to do so under the new student-support arrangements, then there is 
a danger that the recent downturn in admissions will also continue. It is by 
no means certain that all Scottish institutions could swiftly build up other 
markets, even if a few could clearly do so. It is therefore important for 
Scottish institutions to be able to continue to attract applicants from the rest 
of the UK if they are to fill their cutTent number of places. 

Direct entry to second year of Scottish courses 

7.39 The remaining question is whether Scottish institutions would have 
seen a decline in numbers of applicants from the rest of the UK if their 
honours programmes could be completed in three years as in the rest of the 
UK - rather than four. 

7040 Scottish universities assured us in evidence that the option exists for 
applicants with good A-level grades to enter programmes in appropriate 
subjects in the second, rather than the first, year and thus to complete an 
honours degree in three, rather than four, years. They considered, however, 
that it was better for educational, social and personal reasons for students to 
enter four-year courses in the first year, though we received no hard evidence 
that students who did enter directly into the second year ultimately faced 
academic detriment. The institutions also said that there was little demand 
for direct entry into the second year as it was unpopular with students 
themselves. Evidence from individuals confirmed that students preferred to 
enter into the first year, largely to avoid the initial difficulties of social 
assimilation that they feared encountering if they entered directly into the 
second year. 

7 Al low level of direct entry into the second year of degree 
programmes is borne out by statistics. The proportion of entrants from the 
rest of the UK to first-degree courses at Scottish higher education institutions 
who entered directly into the second year of programmes in 1996/97 was 
under 9 per cent36

• This was below the proportions of entrants who did so 
from Scotland (10 cent), other EU countries (9 per cent) or overseas (15 
per cent), probably on the basis of having first completed or 
qualifications37 or their overseas equivalent. To the extent, however, that 
more entrants with appropriate advanced qualifications from the rest of the 
UK were able to enter directly into the second year and to complete an 
honours degree in three years, then any perceived disadvantage in the extra 
cost of the fourth year, whether in maintenance or fees, would disappear. 

.16 HESA 199(,/97 data supplied by the Scoui,h OnLc" 

37 This may be related to the facllhat the proportions or til()SC entering tlndcrgr,tduutc co\.!r~es at Scouisll higher 
institutions frQ!1l Scotland, other l~U countries and the or lhe world who cllt\.~rcd suh-tlcgrcc COIIl''iCS belween (1)9;~ and 1995 
\vcrz; signifIcantly higher than the proportions of underg.raduate entrants from the rc..;t or the UK who did so. 



7.42 In due course, the introduction and spread of Advanced Highers in 
Scotland38 may lead to more demand within the Scottish domestic market for 
direct entry into the second year and sh0l1er honours programmes. If such an 
option were to become more acceptable in Scotland, students from the rest of 
the UK with appropriate qualifications could benefit too. That could remove 
the financial disincentive inherent in the traditional Scottish honours 
programme for many other applicants and prevent any further decline in 
applicant numbers. But, having regard to the evidence we received, we do 
not believe that this is likely to happen in the short tenn. 

7.43 However, whatever the prospects for shorter honours programmes in 
Scotland, it is important that institutions should make clear their policy on 
direct entry into the second year before students make applications. There 
was concern in Northern Ireland39 that there had been a widespread belief that 
direct entry into the second year was possible, only for students subsequently 
to discover that it was not apparently an option favoured by the universities 
and that there was thus little alternative to a four-year programme with the 
extra expense that that involved. The information made available in 
prospectuses to potential applicants should contain clear, unequivocal advice 
on this matter. 

::)(} l,) b(: introduced over (he. p~riod 2000/01 -1001/02, according to an unpublished for the Heview by the 
Scnui:-:h Unlet'; Edl:C[llion Department U999), Nigher Sli!! and Adrunceti Higher, paragraph '7 59 
3t) heard ill oral c\'idcnce 
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TABLE 7.A : APPLICANTS TO SCOTTISH INSTITUTIONS 

1994·1999 

All applicants who made at least one application to a Scottish institution 

for a degree or HND course, by country of domicile 

1994 1995 191)9 1997 19J)1l 1999 

Scotland 27,149 28,917 28,812 29,201 28,718 28,180 

England 37,106 35,039 27,656 27,156 25,874 24,466 

Wales 1,271 1,196 853 907 937 813 

Northern Ireland 7,115 7,392 6,459 7,011 6,600 6,317 

Miscellaneous UK 48 20 23 26 

Other UK 45,540 43,647 34,991 35,100 33,411 31,596 

Total UK 72,689 72,564 63,803 64,301 62,129 59,776 

OtherEU 6,296 7,842 7,065 7,332 6,176 5,581 

Other overseas 6,854 6,952 6,053 6,145 5,836 4,777 

Total 85,839 87,358 76,921 77,778 74,141 70,134 

Source: UCAS data supplied for the Review (March 2000) 
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CHART 7.1 DOMICilE OF UNDERGRADUATE APPLICANTS 
TO SCOTTISH INSTITUTIONS 

1994·1999 
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CHART 7.11 : UNDERGRADUATE APPLICANTS TO SCOTTISH 
INSTITUTIONS FROM THE REST OF THE UK 

1994·1999 
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TABLE 7.B : APPLICANTS ACCEPTED AT SCOTIISH INSTITUTIONS 

1994·1999 

All applicants accepted at Scottish institutions for a degree or HND course, 

by country of domicile 

1994 jJl~~ 1996 .1997 1998 1999 

Scotland 17,890 20,464 22,177 22,705 22,855 22,695 

England 4,552 4,424 4,286 4,407 4,597 4,531 

Wales 142 102 105 120 143 110 

Northern Ireland 1,504 1,482 1,633 1,690 1,647 1,490 

Miscellaneous UK 9 8 7 4 

Other UK 6,207 6,016 6,031 6,221 6,387 6,131 

Total UK 24,097 26,480 28,208 28,926 29,242 28,826 

Other EU 770 1,103 1,271 1,318 1,516 1,349 

Other overseas 1,130 1,198 1,120 1,203 1,194 1,041 

Total 25,997 28,781 30,599 31,447 31,952 31,216 

Source: UCAS data supplied for the Review (March 2000) 
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CHART 7.111 : DOMICILE OF UNDERGRADUATE APPLICANTS 
ACCEPTED AT SCOTTISH INSTITUTIONS 

1994-1999 
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CHART 7.1V : UNDERGRADUATE APPLICANTS ACCEPTED AT 
SCOTTISH INSTITUTIONS FROM THE REST OF THE U.K. 
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CHAPTER 8 : SHOULD OTHER U .. K. 
STUDENTS RECEIVE A FEE CONCESSION? 

8.1 To recapitulate the main arguments in Part III, Scotland has derived 
advantages over the years from the export of higher education to other parts 
of the United Kingdom. The in-flow of students from England, Wales and 
Northern Ireland has brought economic benefits, including employment, to 
various parts of Scotland. The draw-back is that Scottish higher education 
institutions have become dependent on students from the rest of the UK to fill 
a significant number of their places: a fifth or, in the case of some 
universities and specialist colleges, as much as half of their places on degree 
courses. 

8.2 Judged by the number of applications that they receive, Scottish 
higher education institutions have become less popular with applicants from 
the rest of the UK As we have seen in Chapter 71

, the overall number of 
applicants for full-time undergraduate courses at Scottish institutions 
declined by around 14 per cent between 1994 and 1998 and further since 
then2

• The most dramatic fall some 27 per cent between 1994 and 19983 

has been in applications from the rest of the UK 

8.3 The fall in applications has not led to a sustained fall in acceptances 
or numbers of entrants to first-degree courses. The number of applicants 
from Scotland and other EU member States who accepted places at Scottish 
institutions grew until the late 1990s, while the number doing so :£i'om the rest 
of the UK remained more or less constant.4 However, this has been achieved 
by a heavier reliance on recruiting students through Clearing, even in 
universities which have traditionally filled virtually all their places through 
the main UCAS scheme. A down-turn in acceptances in 1999 does, 
moreover, raise concerns that the numbers of entrants is now starting to fall. 
If so, there is a danger that the already nalTOW profile of students :£i'om the rest 
of the UK will grow narrower still, with increasingly disproportionate 
numbers drawn from independent and grammar schools. 

8.4 There may be a variety of reasons for the decline in demand from the 
rest of the UK for Scottish higher education. One is undoubtedly changes in 
UCAS procedures in 1996, which led that year to a significant drop ill 
applications to Scottish institutions from potential students living in the rest 
of the UK But other factors also seem to be at work. Demand appears to be 
moving away from the more traditional academic and vocational subjects on 
which Scottish institutions have concentrated. More importantly, changes in 
student support have transferred more of the costs associated with higher 
education to students and their families. As students have become more 
conscious of those costs, so they may have become increasingly concerned to 
get the best deal in higher education. 

_ .... _-------

I in pflfugraph 7,18, Chart 7.1 and \Vorking Pap(~r 6, Appiic(!tions and ar/misshJlls to Scottish higher education insliwlions 
~) 

- 18 pCI' cent belween 1994 and 1999 

3 31 pel' cenl between 1994 and 1999 

4 Sec Chapter 7 ~ paragraph and Clmrt 7JU, 



8.5 This is not a new phenomenon: it started becoming apparent around 
the mid-1990s, several years before the recent changes in student support. 
By then, grants had fallen to around half of maintenance support, while loans 
made up the rest. The changes in student support in 1998, including the full 
replacement of grants with loans as well as the introduction of contributions 
towards tuition fees, mean that the demand for longer courses throughout the 
UK is likely to diminish. It is difficult to isolate the significance of the 
introduction of private contributions to tuition fees. We believe that tuition 
fees are a minor factor, but a factor nonetheless. 

8.6 Most students who have grown up in Scotland and obtained Scottish 
secondary qualifications may wish to undertake higher education in Scottish 
institutions and indeed may have little choice but to do so. They may thus 
have no alternative but to undertake a four-year programme if they want to 
obtain an honours degree. But, for most students from the rest of the UK who 
have A-level qualifications, there are other options. 

8.7 The quality of teaching and learning should of course be of prime 
importance to applicants in deciding where to study. But, for many from 
England, Wales and Northern Ireland, affordability can no longer be ignored. 
In the past, questions of relative price, efficiency and value for money may 
have been of interest only to those who controlled the public funding of 
higher education on behalf of the tax-payer. But, now that the cost of higher 
education has been increasingly transferred towards students in England, 
Wales and Northern Ireland, they too have an interest in such questions, as 
well as the quality of higher education and the value of any qualification that 
they will gain. 

8.8 As we have seen in Chapter 55, it costs a family from England, Wales 
or Northern Ireland in the region of £3,500 extra in living costs for a 
dependent student to undertake a fourth year in higher education. So it is 
hardly surprising if students from the rest of the UK see a financial 
disincentive in the Scottish four-year programme or if some feel that it is an 
option that they cannot afford. It may increasingly become the case that, 
among other UK students, only those from wealthy backgrounds in England, 
Wales and Northern Ireland will be able to afford to undertake a degree 
course in Scotland. 

8.9 An extra year's tuition fees can add up to some £1,000 to the cost, 
bringing it to £4,500. Fees therefore add to the existing disincentive to 
undertake four-year courses. For students from the rest of the UK, the four­
year honours programme offered by Scottish higher education institutions is 
now at a competitive disadvantage to the three-year programmes on offer 
elsewhere in the UK. We cannot predict how applications and admissions 
will turn out in the next few years; but it may not be an easy task for Scottish 
universities and colleges to retain their current market share of other UK 
students. 

5 in paragraphs 5.20-5.25 7J 
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8.10 This may matter little if Scottish higher education institutions can 
expand their intake from other markets. But they have a smaller share of the 
overall higher education market in Scotland than higher education 
institutions in the rest of the UK, because further education colleges largely 
provide the sub-degree places in Scotland: the impetus for more sub-degree 
work in future will not directly benefit higher education institutions there. 
Some of the 1992 universities have found a new home market for degree 
courses among applicants with HNC or HND qualifications; but the older 
universities, which have depended on other UK students, have scarcely 
entered this market The competition for overseas students is already severe, 
and so scope for expanding overseas numbers seems very limited. The in­
flow of students from the Republic of Ireland now seems to be ebbing, as a 
result of the Free Fees Initiative there. Because of the Scottish Executive's 
recent decision to abolish tuition fees for students domiciled in Scotland and 
other EU member States, Scottish institutions may now attract students from 
Scotland who would previously have undertaken three-year courses in other 
parts of the UK, notably England. They may also now be at less of a 
competitive disadvantage in attracting other students; but their CUlTent 
intake would need to increase around six-fold in order to replace students 
from the rest of the UK. 

8.11 Scottish higher education institutions therefore need to continue 
attracting other UK students. In these circumstances, it is understandable 
that they wish to reduce the financial disincentive to such students inherent 
in the longer honours programme that they offer. Though a fee concession 
for the additional honours year could not remove that disincentive entirely, 
because of the £3,500 or so needed for living expenses, it would at least 
reduce the extra cost. It might therefore make it easier for Scottish 
institutions to recruit other UK students. 

8.12 A concession would also help to reduce the disparity in costs that 
will face students at Scottish institutions from England, Wales and Northern 
Ireland, compared with their peers from Scotland and other EU member 
States. As we noted in Chapter 66, we received arguments that the cost of 
higher education should be the same for all UK and EU students, wherever 
they might usually be resident and wherever they might be studying. But 
only uniformity in student support arrangements across the UK would 
achieve that; and devolution may well have put an end to such uniformity. 
The other tenitories cannot be expected to match the changes that the 
Scottish Executive has introduced for students from Scotland who study in 
Scotland. Unfair though it may seem, it is in our view inevitable that students 
from other parts of the UK could find themselves paying fees to study at 
university alongside students from Scotland and other countries who pay 
no But introducing a fee concession for the final honours year would 
reduce disparities in fee contributions, even if it cannot remove them. Such 
a fee concession would also reduce the disparity between the cost of honours 
programmes provided by Scottish institutions and that of three year 

6 in paragraphs 6,2-6,9 



programmes offered by other UK institutions. 
8.13 We therefore recommend that a fee concession for the final 
honours year at Scottish institutions should be given to students 
domiciled in other parts of the UK. This should help Scottish institutions 
to continue to recruit students from the rest of the UK and reduce a potential 
impediment to cross-border flows. 

8.14 On this basis, Scottish institutions should not require students 
ordinarily resident in England, Wales or Northern Ireland to meet any fees in 
their final honours year from their own (or their families') resources. 
However, if Scottish institutions are not to suffer financially from waiving the 
fee contributions that would be due directly from students ordinarily resident 
in other parts of the UK, then they would need to be reimbursed by the 
Scottish Higher Education Funding Council. 

8.15 The fee concession should apply where courses are a year longer than 
those leading to comparable qualifications in the rest of the UK. It should 
not apply to courses at Scottish institutions which are no longer than the 
majority of courses leading to directly comparable qualifications at 
institutions in England, Wales and Northern Ireland.7 

8.16 We also recommend that each Scottish higher education 
institution should make it clear in its prospectus whether or not it 
favours direct entry into the second year of its degree programmes for 
applicants with suitable advanced qualifications. The advice given in the 
prospectus should be unequivocal and consistent with any informal advice 
that may subsequently be given to entrants.8 

7 See AHHCX E, paragraphs E.7-E.8, which Jdentify some ditlicuHics (in the coniext or the ot'iginal concession) in regard 
lo BEd cours(;s and course:; at tnilsic conscrvntoirc.s. 

H Chapter 7, pamgraph 7,43. 
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CHAPTER 9 : WHO SHOlTLD PAY 
THE FEE CONCESSION? 

9.1 The general principleunderlying student support an'angements in the 
UK is that the relevant authorities or agencies in the student's home telTitory 
should meet the cost of their support. If the fee concession were extended to 
all students on longer courses throughout the UK, there would seem little 
point in applying any other principle. The question is whether that principle 
should apply if the fee concession were pi'ovided just for other UK students 
at Scottish institutions. 

9.2 majority of respondents to our consultations considered that it 
should. But a significant proportion of those particularly from Scotland -
felt that the issue of which territory should meet the cost was less important 
than securing the provision of a concession for other UK students. Some 
argued that the economic benefits that Scotland derived from its expOlt of 
higher education to the rest of the UK justified a subsidy from the Scottish 
Executive. 

9.3 Other respondents pointed out that taxation was not hypothecated for 
spending in the territory in which it was raised. In their view, it did not matter 
which territory paid for the concession because all public spending on higher 
education currently came from the central Exchequer. There is merit in this 
argument, but the difficulty is that spending on this fee concession may 
nevertheless leave a particular territory with fewer resources for spending on 
other priorities. 

The Report: Recommendation 

9.4 The Cubie Report recommended that the concession should be 
applied to students from England, Wales and Northern Ireland in the fomth 
year of degree courses at Scottish institutions and that the Department for 
Education and Employment, the Welsh Executive and the Northern Ireland 
Office should meet the cost of this: 

We commend to the Scottish 
that Ministers elsewhere in the should resolve fourth 

anomaly, by intlVducing a fee waiver scheme ({s a Inalter of 
urgency." I 

9.5 The central argument put forward in the Cubie Report to justify 
Recommendation was that 

"the student system students from one part of 
needs to adapt to the circumstances prevailing in the higher education 
systenls in other ports the 

I The Independent COllHlliltec of Inqtliry inlO SHldt;lll Finance" 19Y9). ,)'/[fdeut Finallce ' F(!irncsslor {lir' Futl/re. 

Seclioll 10, 128, paragraph 

2 ibid., Section 10, page 127. paragraph 



It cites as an example the fact that Scottish students attending London 
universities receive a London weighting, paid by the Student Awards Agency 
for Scotland (SAAS). It thus implies that, whilst Scotland has observed this 
principle, the rest of the UK has not. 

9.6 We are not persuaded by the suggested analogy with the payment of 
tuition fees for the final honours year of a course at a Scottish institution. 
London weighting is an extra entitlement to repayable maintenance loans 
designed to help students to cope with the higher costs of living in London. 
It is not an extra non-repayable grant for fees paid on students' behalf to 
London institutions. Though their costs may be higher, London institutions 
do not charge students higher fees: rather, it is accepted that the Higher 
Education Funding Council for England should compensate London 
institutions for those extra costs. 

9.7 Moreover, the Scottish Executive's abolition of tuition fees and 
introduction of more generous maintenance support for students domiciled in 
Scotland and attending Scottish institutions have now changed the situation. 
Other awarding authorities within the UK cannot be expected to match the 
post-Cubie an'angements in Scotland and to provide students from the rest of 
the UK who attend Scottish institutions with the same level of financial 
support. This would entail their treating those of their students who attend 
Scottish institutions differently from those who study at other UK 
institutions: students would be bound to regard that as inequitable. We see 
no reason therefore to expect them to match the pre-Cubie anangements in 
Scotland in the case of the fee concession for the additional honours year. We 
are not convinced by the arguments behind Recommendation 34 in the Cubie 
Report. 

9.8 There are other reasons too against expecting the home territories, 
rather than Scotland, to meet the costs of the fee concession. 

a. The purpose of the concession would be chiefly to support Scottish 
institutions in maintaining the in-flow of students from the rest of the 
UK and the economic benefits that they bring. 

b. Baseline transfers to Scotland3 have already taken account of the fact 
that most students undeltake a four-year honours course in Scotland, 
when elsewhere they could undertake a three-year honours course at 
less cost to public funds. Institutional grant from the funding bodies 
covers per cent or so of the average costs of tuition4

. After 
allowance has been made for students from lower-income families 
(who will in any case have their paid in whole or part by awarding 

------------
When the new territorial higher education funding bodies were selup after the f'ur!her and Higher Education Acts 1992, 

tnmsfcrs of £361 million in 1993-94 ami million in 1994-95 were made from the Department for Education [0 the Scottish 
and Wclsh Offices for the older Scottish and Welsh universities (according to R'vl Treasury (1993), Statistical Supplement!O 
1992 Awumn ~)'ttlteJ}lent, em. 2219. paragraph 7.13). There not appear to be a formal record of the apportionment between 
the ScoUish and \Vdsh omccs~ but such evidence as there is the Universities Funding Council Accounts for 1992-93) makes 
it seem likely that, in 1993-94, around £256 million wenlto the Scottish Office for the eight universities previously funded by the 
Universities Pllllding CounciL This fllnding would IlHvc covered sllldcnls at Scottish institutions domiciled in EngJnnd, \VaJcs, 
Northern Ireland and other EU 111ember States as well those domiciled in Scotland, 

This the hroad avcmgc for the tt~ whole, The average proportion or wition costs m Scottish higher 
education inslitutions that is met by grant from the Scottish Higher Education Funding Council is likely to be 
higher than thl_1;, because puhlic spending on teaching per flll1""timc student is higher in Scotland !han in England: 
sec foot-note 6 below, 
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bodies in their home telTitories), Scotland will have to meet less than 
a quarter of 25 per cent of the cost of the course for students from 
England, Wales and Northern Ireland on eligible courses probably 
under 5 per cent. 

c. The cost of funding the fee concession for students from the rest of the 
UK at Scottish institutions would be offset by savings made by the 
Scottish Executive on support for students from Scotland who 
attended three-year courses elsewhere in the UK. 

d. An alternative to Scottish institutions' recruiting other UK students 
would be for them to recruit other EU students. In that event, the 
Scottish Executive would have to meet the costs of other EU students' 
fees in an years, not just the final honours year. Scotland would then 
incur higher costs in fee support in any case. 

e. Making the students' home territory liable for the cost of the 
concession would make it difficult to resist the argument for widening 
the concession to all students on longer courses throughout the UK. 

Fee concessions for ERASMUS students 

9.9 It has been pointed out to us that some students from England, Wales 
and Northern Ireland on four-year degree courses will receive a year of free 
tuition without means-testing that is, those students who take part in 
SOCRATES-ERASMUS exchanges, spending a year at university in another 
EU member State in addition to the normal three-year degree course at an 
institution in the UK. It has been argued that such a concession provides a 
precedent for the home tenitory to make a fee concession for students from 
England, Wales and Northern Ireland in the fourth year of honours courses in 
Scotland. 

9.10 A key condition for participation in these exchanges is, however, that 
receiving universities and colleges may not charge incoming students fees. 
Universities and colleges in other member States may not therefore charge 
fees to UK students who participate in the ERASMUS scheme. Nor may UK 
universities or colleges charge fees to students from other member States who 
take part in the scheme. The Government has taken the view that outgoing 
students from the UK should not then be required to pay towards the cost of 
teaching an incoming European student, who will not be charged at all. The 
telTitorial higher education funding body will instead provide funds directly 
to universities and colleges to cover the tuition fee for the incoming 
ERASMUS student. 

9.11 This arrangement will not apply to any other students who spend a full 
year abroad as part of their course. Such other students will be expected 



to pay, according to their means, up to the usual amount for a sandwich year 
- that is, half the full fee for a year spent studying in a UK institutions. 

9.12 Any parallel with the case of students from England, Wales and 
Northern Ireland who attend Scottish universities and colleges seems tenuous 
to us. In that case, Scottish institutions will still be charging fees; and the 
question is who should meet those fees. If the ERASMUS example provides 
a precedent at all, it may be a precedent 

a. for the relevant territorial funding body to compensate the institutions 
it funds for not charging fees to incoming students; and 

b. for the administration which normally funds that tenitorial funding 
body to provide reimbursement 

rather than for the students' horne authority to provide full fee support, 
irrespective of the students' family income. 

Cost of provision in Scotland compared with 
UK 

rest of 

9.13 There might still be an argument for the fee concession for students in 
the honours year of Scottish degree courses to be funded by the other 
ten'itories if it meant the optimum use of higher education places across the 

So a further question is whether it is a better use of resources to place 
other UK students in Scottish institutions, where there is existing capacity, or 
to provide more places in other territories where there is more horne demand. 

9.14 In the short term, it may be better to make use of existing capacity 
than to provide new places, with the capital costs that would involve. In the 
longer telm, however, the additional recurrent costs of providing places in 
Scotland may outweigh those costs. We have broadly estimated the total 
costs of tuition for an honours degree to be on average some 50 per cent 
higher in Scotland than in England6

• In the longer term, it may be a better 
use of public funds for the Department for Education and Employment and 
the Depat1ment of Higher and Further Education, Training and Employment 
(Northern Ireland) to invest in new places in the institutions for which they 
themselves have responsibility. 

5 £510 in 199912000 

6 According to the Ganick Report, ",4 defaifed analysis, condllcted /)1 the Scolli,,;h Office EdllcntioH oml /;ulllSiI)' Depnrfment 

(SOElD) lind Scottish !Hgller Edum/ion Funding Council (SHEFC), has rClw,lcd lil(l/, call'll/aled on a like,jill',like has is, public 
{!,q)euditlfre on teachiHIS jJerj{d/~{i}}/e sfildcilt ill higher edllCflliof1 instiJutioJls per year is appro.rimately 10 per ('enl higher in 
Sco{/wu/ than in Rnglwul. The longer hONours degree has 110 impact upon this jigure which /Ut'i been ([!Tilted (It aJier DIller 

factors Iww' been discounted 'Wclt as the d{(ferent .w!Jjecl mix across borde/:~·." (The ~at1ona! Committee 
of [nquiry into Hjghcr Euucation (l997), Higher EdluYl{ion ill the leotl/inl{ society: /?cpor/ of the Scouish 
COllllI/illee, 87, paragraph 6.3), average cost of all hOIlOlifS programme in Scollnnd, including the 77 
rourth year, may lherefore be expressed as approximately 440':)00 per cent of the cost of an average honours 

programme- in t':llglantl I.e, roughly 150 per cent 



78 

Conclusion 

9.15 We have considered carefully which territory should be responsible 
for meeting the costs of a fee concession for students from England, Wales 
and Northern Ireland at Scottish institutions. We acknowledge that 
support has conventionally been a matter for the home tenitory where the 
student is ordinarily resident. But we do not regard this as a compelling 
precedent in this situation. 

9.16 Rather, we recommend that Scotland should meet the costs 
providing the fee concession to students from the rest of the UK in their 
additional honours year.7 Our reasons, in addition to those in paragraph 
9.8, are as follows. 

a. The problem over fee support for students from the rest of the in 
the final honours year at Scottish universities and colleges has arisen 
from the distinctive length of Scottish honours courses. That is a 
matter essentially for Scotland. 

b. The main purpose of a fee concession would be to benefit Scottish 
institutions, albeit indirectly, by making their four-year honours 
courses more marketable. 

c. A shortfall in capacity does not exist in England and Wales; and we 
accept the force of the argument that, if those home telTitories were to 
extend the concession to their students at Scottish institutions, they 
would simply create another anomaly within their own territories. 
They would almost inevitably face demands that the fee concession 
should be extended to all students in the fourth or later year of a 
degree course throughout the UK - at considerable cost, probably of 
the order of £ 18 - 28 million a year8

• As devolution becomes a major 
part of the political landscape, there is no reason to read across from 
fee-suppOlt arrangements in Scotland for students on four-year 
courses to those in other parts of the UK. 

9.17 We do not therefore recommend that England and Wales should meet 
the full fee for the final honours year of all their students at Scottish 
institutions, irrespective of family income. However, in the case of those 
students from low- or middle-income families for whom the tuition fee is 
already being paid (in pmt or in whole) from public funds in England, Wales 
and Northern Ireland, then it should continue to be so paid. 

9.18 We recognise that the extension of the fee concession which we 
recommend will have consequences for parents' maintenance contributions 
and students' eligibility for means-tested loans: some parents will have to 
contribute more towards maintenance, while students will be able to borrow 
less9

• This may mean savings for public funds in the rest of the and 

7 To avoid any implications for fcc support for students on }ongcr elsewhere in lhe UK, the costs !,hould he met from 
Scotland's own i\~SOUrccs> not by bascline transfers from the Department for Education and.Employment and from !he Department 
of Higher find Fllrther Education, Trnining and Employment (Northern Ireland). 

8 Sec Chapter 5, paragraph 5.12. 

9 Sec Chapter paragrnph~ 5. j 8 al1d 5.6. 



precise accounting would require consequential adjustments between the 
Scottish block, the Northern Ireland block and the DfEE's Vote for student 
support. However, given the small sums of money at issue, the difficulties of 
estimating them and the multiple agencies involved, there seem to us good 
reasons for making no adjustments through baseline transfers. But this 
would be a matter for the territorial Departments involved. 

9.19 Should Scotland decide against providing a fee concession for other 
UK students in the final honours year of Scottish courses, then finally we 
recommend that Northern Ireland should consider how best to ensure 
that its students are not disadvantaged by the deficiency of higher 
education places in the province. Options might include: 

a. increasing the number of places provided in the province, though this 
may take a number of years; 

b. encouraging more students to take up places in other parts of the UK 
on three-year degree programmes which achieve appropriate 
articulation between the secondary and tertiary level; 

c. meeting the full fee for the additional honours year of its students at 
Scottish institutions. This would not be an ideal situation as it would 
differentiate between programmes in Scotland and other four-year 
programmes in the rest of the UK; but it may be tolerable in the short 
tenn. 

9.20 While some students from the province have little option at present 
but to go to Britain in order to undertake higher education, the shortage of 
places in Northern Ireland may be expected to diminish. The Free Fees 
Initiative in the Republic of Ireland seems to be leading to fewer Irish 
students' taking up places in the province. The number of places in NOlihern 
Ireland is in any case already growing and, with the go-ahead for the 
Springvale project, should increase yet further. These factors (apart from any 
other steps taken to increase provision) should expand capacity at home for 
Northern Ireland students and so reduce over time the need for so many of 
them to take up places in Scotland. Any decision by Northern Ireland, in the 
absence of action from Scotland, to provide fee support for the final honours 
year of students from the province on Scottish courses should therefore be 
reviewed after a period of three years. We would emphasize that such a 
decision should not be regarded as removing the need to achieve a much 
better balance between home and away provision for students domiciled in 
Northern Ireland. 
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ANNEX B : TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR 
THE REVIEW 

In fulfilment of the statutory requirements in section 25(4) of the Teaching 
and Higher Education Act 1998 and Article 6(4) of the Education (Student 
Supp011) (Northern Ireland) Order 1998: 

to review the anangements for England, Wales and Northern Ireland 
for paying grants for students' fees for the final honours year of first­
~~J""-.~ courses at higher education institutions in Scotland, which are 
generally one year longer than comparable courses elsewhere in the 

to consider the impact of those arrangements, taking into account the 
evidence on admissions in 1998 and applications in 1999 to Scottish 
higher education institutions, and to consider the need for any change; 
and 

to report to the Secretary of State for Education and Employment, the 
First Secretary of the National Assembly for Wales, the Scottish 
Ministers and the Department of Education for NOlthern Ireland by 
summer 1999', bearing in mind that the Committee's report is to be 
laid before each House of the Westminster Parliament and before the 
Northern Ireland Assembly not later than 1st April 2000. 

The Committee's report will be placed in the National Assembly for Wales 
and the Scottish Parliament at the same time as it is laid before the 
Westminster Parliament and the Northern Ireland Assembly. 

The Committee should take evidence from: 

.. the Committee of Scottish Higher Education Principals, the 
Committee of Vice-Chancellors and Principals, and the Committee of 
Heads of Welsh Higher Education Institutions; 

.. such other bodies as the Secretaries of State for Education and 
Employment, for Wales and for Scotland and the Department of 
Education for Northern Ireland may invite to make representations; 
and 

® any others who may wish to offer evidence. 

1 deferred \vilh the agreen)cnl of Ministers 83 
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ANNEX C : THE GOVERNMENT'S 
ANNOUNCEMENT OF THE FEE 
CONCESSION FOR STlTDENTS 
DOMICILED IN SCOTLAND 

C.l The concession for students domiciled in Scotland was announced 
by the Scottish Education Minister, Mr Brian Wilson MP, on October 
1997 at the Annual Forum of the Committee of Scottish Higher Education 
Principals (COSHEP) in Glasgow. 

C.2 The press release reporting his speech and the concession is at 
Appendix C.l 



APPENDIX C.I 

Scottish Office News Release - 1581/97 Date 27 October 1997 

BRIAN WILSON SETTLES 4TH YEAR FEES QUESTION 

Scottish Education Minister, Mr Brian Wilson MP today announced how the 
Government would deal with the Garrick Committee's recommendation that 
the fees contribution from Scottish graduates is equitable with the 
contribution for comparable qualifications gained elsewhere in the UK. 
Speaking at the Conference of Scottish Higher Education Principals Annual 
Forum in Glasgow, Mr Wilson said: 

"Scots must generally study four years for the typical degree as compared to 
three in England. Equity in my view demands that those students should only 
pay £3,000 in Scotland when someone achieving a comparable qualification 
in England pays £3,000. 

"I therefore intend that the Student Awards Agency for Scotland should pay 
the full £1,000 to educational institutions in the additional or Honours - year 
of such courses. 

"Of course, many Scottish students will not pay fees for any part of their 
course. On current figures, around 40 per cent would pay nothing and only a 
quarter or so would pay the full £1 ,000. 

"Health students are also a vital source of employees for the NHS in Scotland 
and should suffer no financial disadvantage over their counterparts elsewhere 
in Britain. Scottish medical and dental students will therefore be exempt from 
fees in their 5th and/or 6th years and be eligible for an NHS 50 per cent 
means tested bursary towards living costs in those years. Most students on 
nursing degree courses and the professions allied to medicine will also 
receive 50 per cent NHS bursaries throughout their course and will not be 
required to pay tuition fees." 

Together, these are significant modifications to our earlier plans that are 
designed to meet the concerns expressed to me by Scottish students." 

BACKGROUND 

1. The new student tuition will only apply to new students entering 
higher education in 1998-99. The concession for students in their 4th year 
will therefore begin in 2001-02 and for medical and dental students in the 
following years. 

2. Parental or spouse contributions are intended to remain the same under the 
new student support regime as they do at present The absence of any fees 
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the final year wi11 therefore mean that the parental contribution will be 
entirely towards maintenance and students will borrow less. This change will 
therefore benefit graduates by up to £1,000 rather than their parents. 

3. It will be a matter for the Student Support Agencies elsewhere in the UK 
whether they give comparable treatment to their students coming to study in 
Scotland. Many of those with A levels, could be admitted into the second year 
of Scottish courses and complete their degrees in three years. At present, only 
10 per cent of this group take up the option. 

4. The detailed administrative arrangements for health professional fees and 
bursaries have still to be decided. However, it is not intended that there should 
be any shift of funds from the Scottish Higher Education Funding Council to 
the NHS. 

5. Guidance will be provided by the Student Awards Agency for Scotland in 
their normal literature on the operation of the concession. A leaflet and 
booklet giving details of the new student support arrangements will also be 
published shortly by the Scottish Education and Industry Depmtment and 
distributed by the Student Awards Agency for Scotland. 



ANNEX D : WRITTEN EVIDENCE 
SUBMITTED DURING THE REVIEW 

D.I In order to give individuals and organisations across the UK the 
chance to express their views, we issued some five hundred invitations to give 
written evidence. We also placed advertisements in twenty-four newspapers 
and journals in March 1999 inviting views. 

D.2 In addition to inviting people to express their general comments on the 
matter under review, we issued three questionnaires: 

a. a questionnaire sent to viI1ually all respondents, along with the 
general request for evidence and an explanatory note; 

b. a questionnaire sent to Scottish higher education institutions; and 

c. a parallel questionnaire sent to higher education institutions in the rest 
of the UK. 

D.3 We received substantive responses from 112 individuals, institutions 
and organisations. The full list of respondents is at Appendix D.I. We shall 
be depositing with the Public Record Office the written evidence that we 
have received. (A few respondents requested confidentiality: their evidence 
will be withheld in accordance with their wishes.) 

DA A summary of the responses to the questionnaires IS gIven 111 

Appendix D.H. 

D.S Most individual respondents did not follow the questionnaire but 
provided more general views, largely on whether or not they agreed with the 
Government's decisions. Their responses are summarised separately in 
Appendix D.HI. 

D.6 We also invited those who submitted written evidence in Spring 1999 
to up-date their evidence, if they wished, at the end of the year. Eight made 
further submissions. These tended to refer to the Cubie Report, which had 
recently been published in Scotland; but they did not significantly alter the 
views previously presented. CVCP/ COSHEP suggested that the numbers of 
students lost to Scotland could be calculated using the concept of the 
'anomaly deficit', representing the divergence between trends in enrolments 
at Scottish higher education institutions from the rest of the UK and 
enrolments into higher education from those domiciled in England, Wales 
and Northern Ireland. 
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APPENDIX D.I 

LIST OF RESPONDENTS WHO PROVIDED WRITTEN 
EVIDENCE 

Higher and Further Education Institutions 

Scottish Universities and Colleges: 

University of Aberdeen 
University of Abertay Dundee 
University of Dundee 
Edinburgh College of Art 
The University of Edinburgh 
University of Glasgow 
Glasgow Caledonian University 
Heriot-Watt University 
Napier University 
University of Paisley 
Queen Margaret University College 
The Robert Gordon University 
Royal Scottish Academy of Music and Drama 
University of St Andrews 
University of Stirling 
University of Strathc1yde 

Universities and Colleges: 

Anglia Polytechnic University 
Bolton Institute 
University of Durham 
University of Huddersfield 
University of Hull 
University of Leeds 
The University of Manchcster 
Royal Academy of Music 
Royal Northem College of Music 
University College London 

Havering College of Further and Higher Education 
Royal of Dean College 
Taunton's ColJege 



Welsh Ulliversities: 

University of Wales Institute, Cardiff 
University of Wales Swansea 

Universities ill Northern Ireland: 

University of Ulster (two responses) 

Representative Bodies: 

Committee of Vice-Chancellors and Principals of the Universities of the 
United Kingdom / Committee of Scottish Higher Education Pdncipals 

Council of Heads of Medical Schools & Deans of UK Faculties of 
Medicine 

Scottish Students' Associations: 

Edinburgh University Students' Association 
The University of St Andrews Students' Association 
Stirling University Students' Association 
University of Strathdyde Students' Association 

The National Union of Students Scotland 
Federation of Student Nationalists 

NUS-USI Northem Ireland Student Centre 

English Schools: 

Berkhamsted Collegiate School 
Leeds Grammar School 
Oundle School 
St Paul's Girls' School 
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Gavin Kane 
Diana King 
Dr David Knox 
Dr Allan Lauder 
Norman Maitland 
Cllr. Kenneth Mooney 
W Nowosielski 
Wilfred Orr 
Mrs SParker 
Roger Preston 
Stan Smith 
Brian Stewart 
Mrs G Thompson 
Elizabeth Thomson 
Elizabet Wastlund 
George Wilkinson 
Mr C B Williamson 



SUMMARY OF WRITTEN RESPONSES TO 
CONSULTATION QUESTIONNAIRES 

THE GOVERNMENT'S DECISIONS 

(QUESTIONS 1-2) 

Question 1: What is your view of the rationale for 
decision to introduce a fee concession for students 
Scottish institutions (Decision A) ? 

APPENDIX D.H 

Government's 
Scotland 

1. Answers to this question indicated a wide range of opinion. Some 
respondents did not answer, and many prefel1'ed to comment on the outcome 
of the Government's decisions rather than the underlying rationale for 
Decision A. Around 60 per cent, however, provided some indication of their 
view of the rationale. Slightly more of these rejected the rationale as flawed 
than accepted it as right. 

But, even among respondents who considered it right, there were 
different views over what the rationale actually was. Almost one in two of 
those who accepted the rationale mostly respondents from Scotland -
considered that it was aimed at providing equity for Scottish students, as they 
had generally to study for four years for an honours degree in Scotland while 
students in the rest of the UK could obtain a comparable qualification after 
three years' study. But a similar proportion of respondents - mainly from the 
rest of the UK thought that the rationale related to differences in secondary 
education between Scotland and the rest of the UK In other words, they 
accepted the Dearing Committee's rationale rather than the Government's. 

There were similar differences of opinion among those who 
considered the rationale flawed. Some of these also thought that the 
Government's rationale was based on differences in secondary education 
between Scotland and England and pointed out that the differences were 
more apparent than real. Others believed that the Government's rationale 
was aimed at providing equity for Scottish students and was based on 
comparability of the four-year honours degree in Scotland with the three--year 
degree in the rest of the Some Scottish respondents denied, however, 
that the four-year honours was equivalent to the three-year degree in 
the rest of the UK: they seemed rather to consider that an appropriate 
rationale would be supporting the distinctive Scottish course or safeguarding 
Scottish higher education institutions. 

Respondents from the rest of the UK who questioned the rationale for 
the Government's decision often said or implied that the only and fair 
decision would be to provide full fee support to all fourth 
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or subsequent year of an undergraduate course, wherever they came from and 
wherever they might be studying in the UK. The rationale they put forward 
for this tended to be that such students would in any case have to bear 
increased loans for maintenance, as well as forgoing a further year's earnings, 
and, given this heavy financial burden, three years' fees should be the 
maximum contribution expected of any UK students or their families. 

Question 2: Do you agl'ee with the Government's decisions m to 
introduce a fee concession for students from Scotland at Scottish 
institutions (Decision A) and not to do so for students from the rest of 
UK at Scottish institutions (Decision B)? If not, why not? 

L Only a minority of respondents (around 5 per cent) agreed with both 
decisions. (But others who agreed with the decisions or were untroubled by 
them were perhaps less likely to have responded than those who disagreed.) 

2. The majority (some 80 per cent) disagreed with Decision B but did so 
for a variety of reasons. 

a. Respondent Scottish higher education institutions and students' 
associations strongly supported the outcome of Decision A whilst 
strenuously opposing Decision B. They wished to see the fee 
concession extended to other UK students at Scottish institutions. 
National bodies whose responses had been prepared by Scottish 
officials and at least one Northern Ireland body shared this view. 

b. Many individuals, particularly parents living in England or Northern 
Ireland whose children attended Scottish universities, also opposed 
Decision whilst presumably supporting Decision A. They wished 
to benetit from the fee concession. 

c. Others - particularly from England and to some extent Northern 
Ireland - opposed Decision B essentially because Decision A extended 
to other students but not to other UK students. It is not clear how 
far these respondents positively supported Decision but, given A 
and its application to other students, they considered Decision B 
unfair to other UK students. 

d. Yet others considered that the same arrangements for fee support 
should apply to all UK students, wherever they were studying. a fee 
concession was available for students from Scotland and other 
countries at Scottish institutions, then it should also extend to other 

students at institutions throughout the 

All these groups included some respondents who were opposed to any 
tuition-fee contributions from students or their families. 



3. A minority of respondents (approaching 10 per cent) took issue 
explicitly with Decision A as well as Decision B - largely on the grounds that 
parity in treatment of both students and institutions should prevail across the 
UK. These respondents, who came from England or Wales, saw no grounds 
for making special concessions for Scottish institutions or Scottish students. 

4. Around 5 per cent of respondents did not express any views on the 
Government's decisions. 
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THE IMPACT OF THE QOVERNMENT'S DECISIONS ON STUDENT 
CHOICE 

(QUESTIONS 3, S 1 & RU 

Question How do Decisions and B affect students' choice of 
institution or subject? Please supply the supporting evidence. 

1, Little was said about the impact of Decision A. Few Scottish 
respondents identified any effects on student choice arising from Decision A. 
English institutions considered that it would deter Scottish students from 
applying for four-year courses at institutions outside Scotland, though they 
supplied little evidence of this. 

2. Many respondents asserted that Decision B had deterred other 
students from applying to Scottish institutions, but hard evidence was 
limited. Some Scottish institutions referred to falls in numbers of applicants 
from the rest of the UK; but others reported no fall or even an increase in such 
applicants. Some dismissed the evidence on admissions in 1998 as too eady 
to have been affected by Decision B and insufficient to reflect trends. Very 
few schools in England or Northern Ireland, however, reported a decline in 
interest in Scottish institutions on the part of applicants. 

3. Nevertheless, there was considerable concern on the part of 
individuals and other respondents that Decision B provided a financial 
deterrent for students from the rest of the UK to take degrees at Scottish 
institutions. Concern was expressed particularly on behalf of the less well 
off: only a small minority of respondents recognised that the fee concession 
would not benefit low-income families even if it was extended. No clear 
picture emerged of the implications of the Government's policy on tuition 
fees, as distinct from the effects of changes in maintenance support, on 
student choice. 

decisions 
please 

difficulties as a 
it 

1. This question was addressed to Scottish institutions only. Fourteen 
responded. number said that it was too soon to judge trends. 

Around one three respondents reported significant falls in the 
number of applications from students from the rest of the UK: again, 
references to reduced admissions in 1998 were rare. Another one in two 
respondents reported declines in applications but did not seem to be 
experiencing significant difficulties as a result - either because they had had 
no difficulty in filling places or because students from the rest the UK 
not account for a large share of total student numbers. 

! Questions S I ~S7 were nddrcsscd 10 Scottish institutions. 



reported a mixed picture, with a decline in applications for some subjects or 
a decline in the acceptance of offers notwithstanding an overall increase in 
applications to the institution from the rest of the UK. 

3. It was unclear from the evidence how far the lack of a fee concession 
- as opposed to the extra living costs - had deterred other UK applicants, 
though one Scottish institution claimed to have disentangled the relative 
effeets since its students with Scottish domiciles had largely the same 
maintenance commitments as their students from other parts of the UK. 

Other universities were concerned about possible trends towards 
studying nearer home and back towards three-year ordinary degrees, which 
would leave institutions with more places to fill. was also concern that, 
while the more popular universities would still be able to fill their places even 
if their applications fell, others might find it increasingly difficult. 

Question R12: Government's (A B) created 
difficulties for your institution (or impacted favoumbly on it)? 
please explain why. 

1. This question was addressed to higher education institutions in 
England, Wales and Northern Ireland. Eleven responded. Most reported no 
impact from the Government's decisions, but a number said that the effects 
were too early to determine yet. 

2. Two institutions reported some effect already. One university in 
England reported a decline in the number of applicants from Scotland, whilst 
one in Northern Ireland reported an upturn in applications from students from 
the province but was unclear whether this had been caused specifically by 
decisions on the fee concession or more generally by student-support 
changes and whether it would be sustained. 

3. Three others expected some impact in due course. Two music 
conservatoires in England were concerned that they would be at a 
disadvantage in recruiting students from Scotland because of the fee 
concession in Scotland. An English college of higher education expected 
some impact on recruitment to four .. and fivec-year courses in future. 

4. There was some evidence that students were becoming more likely to 
study in the territory where they lived as a result of the general changes in 
student support 

:' l1neslio", R I ,ttl dressed to in:-.litul!cHiS in l:ngland, \\'alc~ <tilt! Nor:hem [rt'iand. 91 
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THE FUTURE OF SCOTTISH QUALIFlCATIONS 

(QUESTIONS 4, S2-S6 & R4-RS) 

Question 4: To what extent is entry directly into the second year of 
degree programmes at Scottish institutions either feasible or desirable? 

1. The majority of respondents who answered this question said that 
direct entry to the second year was feasible - at least in certain circumstances. 
Many, however, considered that it was not usually desirable. Parents tended 
to argue this on social grounds; institutions on academic grounds. Most 
Scottish institutions and students' associations were adamant that direct entry 
into the second year should have an educational rather than a financial 
rationale. They listed numerous disadvantages to it and said that few students 
wanted to take up the option where it did exist. There were, however, a few 
from Scottish higher education - both institutions and students' associations 
- who supported the case for more flexible entry arrangements. 

2. Respondents from Northern Ireland said that the information which 
reached students and parents about the option of direct entry into the second 
year often did not give a clear or full picture. They were concemed that 
students and parents should not be encouraged to believe that it was normal 
practice when in fact it occurred rarely. They wanted to see greater clarity in 
the information made available about entry to Scottish institutions for 
students from the province. 

Question Has your 
recruiting from 
Government's decisions? Has 

into the year? 

ponCIes on entrance or on 
in the light 

instance, admitted more students 

1. Virtually no Scottish institution had changed its policies on entrance 
or on recruiting students from elsewhere in the in the light of the 
Govemment's decisions. Any changes made were minimal or likely to have 
happened in any event. 

2. Nor had any Scottish institution admitted more students directly into 
the second year in response to the Government's decisions or in order to 
attract students from the rest of the UK. A couple had done more to promote 
or publicise direct second-year entry; but one said that very few applicants 
had it up, while other made it clear that the changes had more to do 
with local policies than the Government's decisions on Some other 
institutions especially specialist institutions did not admit students with A 
levels directly to the second , but most had arrangements for 
although they said that few students actually made use them. 

3. Scottish institutions had been \,dVUUjllC. more 



structures or undertaking recruitment and marketing campaigns; but again 
these rarely seemed to have been prompted by the Government's decisions on 
fees or to have been aimed specifically at attracting students from the rest of 
the UK. 

Question 83: Has your institution altered the content or structure of its 
degree courses in view of the Government's decisions or is it likely to do 
so? Could your institution's programmes be structured so as to enable 
A-level students from elsewhere in the UK to obtain an honours degree 
in three years? If not, what are the constraints? 

1. Most Scottish institutions said that they would not alter the content or 
structure of their degree courses in view of the Government's decisions on 
fees. Some already allowed students with A levels to enter the second year 
directly and thus to complete an honours degree in three years. But most 
stressed the social and educational disadvantages in this, its unsuitability for 
any but the most able and motivated students, and its general unpopularity 
with applicants. 

2. A few institutions were more positive in their responses, referring to 
the development of modular structures which would facilitate entry at points 
other than the first year and to various forms of support for this. But most 
Scottish institutions opposed the suggestion of altering the content and 
structure of their courses in order to attract more students from the rest of the 
UK, though some were prepared to countenance it for other purposes. 
Several institutions also claimed that the requirements of professional 
accrediting bodies restricted the scope for introducing three-year honours 
courses in Scotland. 

Question 84: Does institution already students directly 
If so, please into the second or subsequent years of degree pr10glrarnnles 

indicate which students which courses. 

I. Eight out of fourteen respondent Scottish institutions said that they 
already admitted students with A levels directly into the second or subsequent 
years of degree programmes. Another four did so only rarely. One specialist 
institution did not admit directly into the second year students with A levels 
but only those who had successfully completed a foundation course or an 

whilst another did not allow direct second-year entry at all. 

2. general, Scottish institutions seemed more likely to admit 
applicants with qualifications than those with A levels directly to 
the second (or even third) year. 

3. The range of subjects in which direct second-year entry was permitted 
was theoretically very wide in some institutions, But in practice most 
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entry took place in science, engineering and technology. It was also starting 
to take place in social sciences. It seemed least likely to occur in the creative 
aliso 

Question If your institution has in the past admitted A-level or other 
students directly into the second year, how have they fared during their 
course? Are they likely to be or more successful than students who 
entered the first year? How do drop-out rates for such students compare 
with rates for other entrants? 

1. No statistical evidence was given in response to this question. Some 
Scottish institutions said that the numbers of students with levels who had 
been admitted directly into the second year were too small to be statistically 
significant. But others said that such students were no more likely to drop 
out than other students and that their performance was, in general, 
comparable. 

Some institutions stressed that students needed to be highly able and 
motivated to succeed after entering the second year directly. number 
expressed doubts over whether the same success would be achieved as 
hitherto if all entrants with levels went straight into the second year. 

Question S6: How do you view the future of degree programmes in 
Scotland and in particular the fbur-year honours programme'! the 
implementation of Higher Still, is the nature of education at secondary 
level in Scotland likely to converge with that in the rest of the UK so as 
to increase significantly direct entry into second perhaps even 
to the extent of a three~year honours degree Scotland the 
n.orm? 

the respondent Scottish institutions expected the four-year honours 
degree to remain at the core of their provision. few recognised there might 
be pressures for more students to undertake three-year honours degrees -
either because of the costs falling on students or because of the introduction 
of Advanced Highers under the Higher Still policy. many institutions 
argued that only a small minority of Scottish students would get good 
in enough subjects at Advanced Highers to qualify for entry to the 
second year. Others said that Advanced Highers could not the 
year of undergraduate study entirely. No university saw in the near future 
either convergence between the education systems in Scotland and the rest of 
the UK or the three-year honours degree's becoming the norm. 



Question R4: Has your institution admitted students with Scottish 
qualifications to degree programmes? If so, please indicate which 
courses and any particular entrance requirements. Have such students 
been offered places through dearing? 

All the eleven higher education institutions in England, Wales and Northern 
Ireland which responded said that they admitted students with Scottish 
qualifications, usually to a wide range of degree courses. But some -
particularly in Wales and the south of England - had admitted few such 
students; and the numbers admitted through Clearing in recent years 
appeared to be very low. 

Question R5: If your institution has admitted students with Scottish 
qualifications to degree programmes, at what level of qualifications have 
they been admitted? How have they fared during their course? Are they 
likely to be less or more successful than students with, say, A-level or 
equivalent qualifications? 

Most institutions said either that they had not carried out any analysis or that 
the number of students with Scottish qualifications was too small to be 
statistically significant. But the few institutions which expressed a view 
considered that students with Scottish qualifications fared more or less as 
well as other students. Only two of these were able to provide any systematic 
(albeit limited) evidence on how Scottish students had fared. 
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PRESSURES TO EXTEND THE CONCESSION BEYOND SCOTLAND 

(QUESTIONS 5 & R3) 

Question 5: If the support arrangements for other UK students in the 
final year of degree courses in Scotland were changed, do you think that 
a concession should also be made for students in the fourth or 
subsequent years of degree courses elsewhere in the UK? 

There was a fairly clear tenitorial divide in responses to this question. 
Virtually all the respondents ti-om England, Wales and Northem Ireland who 
answered this question thought that the concession should be extended to 
students in the fourth or subsequent year of a first-degree course at 
institutions throughout the UK. (The few exceptions tended to be those who 
argued against any concession at all for students on four-year courses, 
whether in Scotland or elsewhere.) The majority - but by no means all - of 
the responses from Scotland took the opposite view, saying that such an 
extension was unnecessary or outside the Review's remit. A few Scottish 
institutions - mostly the newer universities and specialist colleges - did, 
however, support an extension to a11 UK institutions. 

Question R3: If the support arrangements for other UK students in the 
final year of degree courses in Scotland were changed, what would be the 
implications for your institution? Would your institution wish to press 
(or would your students be likely to press) for a concession for students 
in the fourth or subsequent years of degree courses elsewhere in the UK? 

1. This question was addressed to higher education institutions in 
England, Wales and Northem Ireland. Respondents mostly expected to be 
disadvantaged as a result of any extension of the fee concession to other UK 
students at Scottish institutions: only one institution in Northem Ireland did 
not and that was because demand for higher education places in the province 
ran well in excess of supply. Institutions in England in particular expected to 
lose in the competition for students if all UK students in the fourth year of 
degree courses at Scottish institutions benefited from a fee concession but 
none did so at other UK institutions. 

Of the dozen or so institutions which responded, just one said that it 
would not press for a concession for students in the fourth year of its own 
degree courses if the fee concession was extended to other UK students at 
Scottish institutions. All the rest indicated that they would press for parity of 
treatment with Scottish institutions, even though some opposed either the 
original concession or any extension of that concession to other students 
at Scottish institutions. Two also expected their students to do so: no other 
respondents commented on their students' likely reactions. 



CROSS-BORDER FLOWS 

(QUESTIONS 6-9 & S7) 

Question 6: Should provision be made for students of one part of the 
UK to benefit from higher education in another part? 

Virtually all respondents to this question said that student mobility was vital 
and that provision should be made for cross-border flows. Most went on to 
say that such flows should be encouraged. Some argued that no obstacle - by 
which they meant less favourable fee-support alTangements - should be 
placed in the way of students who wished to study in another pati of the UK. 
A few argued, on the contrary, against special provision for students 
attending institutions in another territory. 

Question 7: Who should bear the extra costs, if any? 

1. Most respondents considered that the extra costs of cross-border 
tuition (and any extension of the fee concession to other UK students) should 
be borne from public funds. A minority, however, said that there should be 
no extra costs or that students or their families should contribute: these 
apparently tended to the view that the concession should not have been made 
or that it should not be extended to students from the rest of the UK. 

2. The majority, however, took the view that the extra tuition costs 
should be borne neither by institutions - who might seek to avoid them with 
unfOliunate consequences for less competitive institutions - nor by individual 
students - who were already having to find maintenance costs and to forgo a 
year's earnings. 

Question 8: To what extent are cross-border flows dictated by 
necessity rather than choice? 

1. Responses indicated that there could be varying interpretations of 
what constituted choice and what constituted necessity. However, most 
respondents who answered this question agreed that cross-border flows were 
mainly driven by student choice, but that a minority of students had little 
choice but to attend higher education in another part of the UK. 

2. The reasons for such necessity included shortage of provision in 
certain parts of the UK, notably Northern Ireland. The concentration of 
certain specialist courses or types of professional provision in Scotland also 
restricted the choice available to students - particularly the moderately able -
of institutions at which to study their chosen subject. Responses from 
Scottish institutions to Question S7 indicated that there were few subjects 
which were provided only by Scottish institutions: these were either Scottish 
studies and Scottish variants of subjects more widely available or highly 
specialist subjects which were usually technological or vocational in nature. 
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3. Many respondents, whilst considering that students who crossed 
internal borders to take up higher education did so mainly out of choice, 
argued the merits of encouraging such choice. 

Question 9: If you think that the costs should be borne from public 
funds, from the budget of which home territory should they come? 
Should this be influenced by the incidence of any wider economic 
benefits from cross-border flows? 

1. Whilst most respondents shared the view that the extra tuition costs of 
cross-border provision (and any extension of the fee concession) should be 
borne from public funds, there was less agreement on which budget should 
meet the costs. The main issue was whether students' home territories or 
Scotland should do so. majority - particularly some respondents fi:om 
Scotland favoured the home telTitory's budget. But, in view of the 
economic benefits that would flow to Scotland, a significant number either 
prefened the host territory's budget or could see arguments for the latter, 
particularly if funding for the fee concession for other UK students was not 
forthcoming from their home territories. Around half of the key interests 
among Scottish institutions and students' associations appeared more 
concerned about obtaining an extension of the concession than about the 
source of public funding for it. 

2. A number of respondents either expressed no view or took the view 
that it was irrelevant from which budget the money came, as taxation was not 
hypothecated for spending in the territory in which it was raised. 

Degree courses on offer 

S7. you aware of any courses available only in your institution (or 
other Scottish institutions) and not elsewhere in the UK? Please Ust 
such courses, 

Of the twelve Scottish institutions which responded to this question, six 
mentioned specific courses which were available only in their institutions. 
These fell into two categories: 

a. Scottish studies or Scottish variants of subjects more widely available 
e.g. Scottish Law, Scottish Music, Scottish Studies and Scottish 

Literature; and 

b. highly specialist subjects which were usually technological or 
vocational in nature - e.g. Bioinformatics, Computer 
Technology, Forensic Psychobiology, Medical Illustration, 
Management, Brewing and Distilling, and Aquaculture. 



DEVOLUTION 

(QUESTIONS 10-12 & R2) 

Question 10: To what extent is either diversity or uniformity across the 
UK desirable or feasible in: 

a. the availability of places and levels of participation in higher 
education; 

b. the structure of courses or the qualifications system; 

c. funding per student or student support'! 

Why? 

1. There was a wide variety of views on these questions. They ranged 
from those who believed in uniformity in all broad aspects of higher 
education to those who argued for diversity throughout. Many respondents 
took the view that there should be some diversity (e.g. in the content of 
courses and availability of places) and some uniformity (e.g. in levels of 
pmticipation and student SUppOlt). 

2. Some, however, preferred other concepts to uniformity. Thus some 
referred to equality of opportunity for students rather than uniformity in the 
availability of places or levels of participation; or to comparability rather than 
uniformity of qualifications; or to equity rather than uniformity in relation to 
student support. It was, however, unclear how far notions of equality, 
comparability and equity were shared among respondents or more widely. It 
was also far from clear how respondents viewed the concepts of uniformity 
and diversity and at what level of generality they applied them - for instance, 
whether they regarded differences as more important than similarities and 
hence broadly characterised a system as diverse; or whether they regarded 
similarities as more important than differences and hence characterised it as 
essentially uniform. 

3. That said, the balance of opinion among respondents seemed to lie in 
the view that: 

,. it was desirable to aim for the same level of participation across the 
though it might be impossible to achieve it in practice; but it was 

unnecessary for the time being at least to have the same availability of 

® diversity in the structure/content of courses was desirable in order to 
provide choice and to meet students' needs; but courses to 
provided within a broadly uniform framework of comparable 
qualifications, particularly to meet employers' 

lOS 



106 

• differences in funding per student might arise because of the different 
priorities which territories placed on higher education; but only a 
uniform system of student support would be seen as fair. 

4. The statutory professional bodies and related professional 
associations made it clear that, whatever the amount of diversity within the 
higher education sector, professional standards extended unifOlmly across 
the UK. They expected all students throughout the UK who pursued courses 
leading to professional recognition to achieve the same outcomes (or 
threshold) in terms of knowledge, understanding, skills and attitudinal 
characteristics. To that extent, there were externally imposed limits on the 
amount of diversity that could be acceptable across the UK. 

5. Respondents from Northern Ireland were concerned that the 
availability of places was far from uniform across the UK and that the 
province would need an extra 12,000 or so places in order to have the same 
ratio of places to population as Scotland. 

Question 11: To what extent could this be affected by devolution? 
wh.at extent may devolution imply difference in provision between home 
territories? 

A minority of respondents considered that devolution would have little or no 
effect. But most expected devolution to lead to greater diversity in higher 
education. These respondents were divided between those who saw it as 
opening up new opportunities and those who feared the consequences. 
Funding and student support were seen as the areas where devolution was 
likely to have most impact. Some welcomed the possibility of changes in 
these areas - notably the NUS, which was campaigning for the abolition of 
private fee contributions. But others feared that differences in student 
support or funding could reduce cross-border flows of students to the 
detriment of Scotland, the UK as a whole and individual students. 

Question 
decide on 

If 
level 

is 
provision across 

who should 
UK'? that 

1. substantial minority said that uniformity was undesirable: many of 
these respondents were Scottish institutions, who nevertheless argued that all 
students should receive the same fee support in the final honours year of 
degree courses at Scottish institutions, regardless of which telTitory they 
came from. 

2. Other respondents appeared to consider that some element of 
unifOlmity remained desirable. Not all thought that this was compatible with 
devolution. some took the view that it would be possible for 



home territories to arrive at Jomt decisions that would lead to some 
continuing uniformity in higher education and student support across the UK. 
Others said that this should be a matter for the UK Government / Westminster 
Parliament or alternatively for higher education institutions themselves, 
though it was left unclear how the latter could decide policy on student 
support. 

3. Continuing uniformity and co-ordination were seen as particularly 
necessary in the case of medical courses. (These are not covered by the 
Review as they do not lead to honours degrees.) 

Question Would it be seen as 
regime in 

iFf',,, .......... levels 

if - under either the present fees 
- students at the same institution 

levels of fee 

1. This question was addressed to higher education institutions III 

England, Wales and Northern Ireland. Eleven institutions responded. 

2. Virtually all said that it would not be seen as fair if students at the 
same institution were charged differing levels of fees or received differing 
levels of fee support, depending on where they came from. Only one English 
university explicitly took the opposite view, describing differences in 
treatment as a necessary aspect of choice and diversity. One was prepared to 
see some preferential treatment for Scottish students (on the grounds that 
they had had less post-statutory education before entering higher education) 
but another specifically opposed this. A Northern Ireland institution pointed 
out that the fees distinction between home and overseas students had become 
well accepted, though it considered the situation described in Question R2 
unfair. 
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APPENDIX D.III 

WRITTEN EVIDENCE SUBMITTED DURING THE 
REVIEW BY INDIVIDUALS 

1. Around 40 per cent of responses to the request for written evidence 
came from individuals. Only 14 out of 44 individual respondents followed 
the questionnaire: the rest provided more general views, largely on whether 
or not they agreed with the Govemment's decisions. 

2. Some 90 per cent of individual respondents lived in England. Just 
three lived in Scotland and two in NOlihem Ireland. But, of those living in 
England, at least a quarter were Scottish. 

3. Respondents included two recent graduates of Scottish universities 
who were living in England. They provided detailed responses drawing on 
their own experience. The majority of individual respondents were parents. 
Over 60 per cent had children who had attended, were attending or hoped to 
attend a Scottish university. As some of these had started, or even completed, 
courses before Autumn 1998, not all were potentially faced with having to 
contribute towards fees in the final honours year; but the majority were. 

4. These and virtually all the other individual respondents criticised the 
Govemment's decisions. Around 90 per cent considered it unfair that the fee 
concession did not extend to students from England, Wales and Northem 
Ireland. A minority of around 10 per cent implied that the Govemment's 
decision to make a fee concession in the first place for students from Scotland 
had been wrong. Only one respondent defended both the Govemment's 
decisions. 

The following arguments were deployed. 

Discrinlination "~'UlB.B.j'''' 

Ireland 
students 

6. Almost half the individual respondents, particularly parents from 
England, raised the issue of discrimination. Another quarter used terms such 
as 'unfair' or referred to a denial of equal rights or equality of opportunity. 
Some thought that the discrimination must contravene the Relations 
or European law. 

7. About half of those complaining about discrimination refelTed just to 
the difference in treatment between students from Scotland and those from 
the rest of the UK The other half were particularly concemed about the 
favourable treatment given to students from the rest of the UK compared with 
other EO nationals. 



8. Ten or so parents, who were Scottish themselves but living outside 
Scotland, wished their children to receive higher education in Scotland and 
considered it unfair that they would have to pay for the final honours year's 
fee when their compatriots in Scotland would not have to do so. There were 
a couple of other cases where the parents had had to move outside Scotland 
because of jobs and felt penalised as a result. 

9. Scottish parents in particular expressed concern that the effect of the 
Government's decisions would be divisive and could threaten the Union. 

Anomalies arising as a result of the Government's decisions 

10. Three parents mentioned anomalies that had arisen or could arise in 
connection with the fee concession. One refened to an anomaly that resulted 
from the Government's decision to introduce a fee concession for students 
from Scotland but not from the rest of the UK. The other two were concerned 
with anomalies that would still exist if the fee concession was extended to 
students from England, Wales and Northern Ireland studying in Scotland but 
not to those studying elsewhere in the UK. 

Financial concerns 

11. A number of individual respondents expressed their opposition to 
tuition-fee contributions altogether. Relatively few - one in six respondents 
said explicitly that they would find it difficult to afford the fees, and at least 
one of these had not realised that contributions were means-tested. 

12. A couple of respondents argued that, if taxation was the same on both 
sides of the Border, benefits should also be. 

Concerns in Northern 

13. Just two parents from Northern Ireland responded. Both expressed 
concerns that the lack of places in the province led many students to take up 
places in Scotland and that they would be financially disadvantaged because 
the concession did not apply to them. They considered this not only 
unfair, but also likely to deter some Northern Ireland students from entering 
higher education at alL 

14. Parents from Northern Ireland also made the point that direct entry 
into the second year of courses could make it difficult for students to integrate 
socially and might therefore undesirable. 
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Barrier to entry to Scottish professions 

15. One individual argued that discrimination in the level of fees charged 
to English students could constitute a balTier to entry to professions such as 
the Scottish legal profession and so contravene EU legislation and UK 
competition law. 



ANNEX E : ELIGIBILITY FOR THE FEE 
CONCESSION 

Who would have been eligible for the Scottish fee concession? 

E.l To have received the original concession, students would have had 
to be personally eligible and enrolled on a qualifying course. 

E.2 To be personally eligible, students would not have had to meet 
nationality requirements - in other words, they would not have had to be 
Scottish. On the contrary, being Scottish (however that might be defined) 
would have been insufficient in itself to qualify for the fee concession. Thus, 
students from Scottish families who had been living in England would not 
have been eligible for the concession. 

E.3 Rather, students would have had to meet certain residence (and other) 
qualifications. 1 They would have had to have been ordinarily resident in the 
UK and Islands2 for three years before the first day of the course, and to be 
ordinarily resident in Scotland on that day, for purposes other than receiving 
full-time education.3 Others might have been eligible in certain 
circumstances4

• These would have included students at Scottish institutions 
who were nationals (or children of nationals) of another member State of the 
European Union and who had been ordinarily resident in the European 
Economic Area (EEA) for three years before the first day of the course.s 

EA Students who had met these residence qualifications and enrolled on 
a first-degree course at a Scottish institution6 would have been eligible for the 
concession in the final honours year, provided that their course was a year 
longer than a comparable course in England. Those enrolled on a five-year 
course leading to Master's qualification in engineering or specific science 
subjects which were comparable to four-year courses in the rest of the UK 
could not have benefited until the fifth year. 

E.5 From the academic year 2001102 onwards, students who fell into these 
categories would have had the whole fee for the additional honours year paid 
for them out of public funds, regardless of the level of their own and their 
parents' (or spouse's) income. 

E.6 Although the definition of the courses that would have qualified for 
the concession seems straight-forward, it has not been entirely clear 

I QuulHkations arc set out in the Student Allowances (Scotland) Regulations 1999, S.!. 1999 No. 1131 (S.91). 

the Channel Islands and the Isle of Man 

3 Students would also have had to be settled in the UK (within the mcaning of thc Immigration Act 1971) 011 the tlrst day of the 
first academic year of the course living in the UK without being subject to any restriction on the period of stay. 

4 e.g. those recognised ns refugees by the British Government (and their spouscs and childreu) and those who had granted 
cxecptiotlal1cavc to cuter or stay in the UK (and their spouses and children) provided that they were orcllllnrily resident in 
Scotland on the first day of the (;(llll,e 

EEA migrant workers and their spollses and children, along with UK nalion[d~ returning from \vork in other member States of 
the EU or elsewhere in the EEA. could also have qualified if they had been ordinarily resident in the European Economic Area for 

years before the firs[ day of the course nncl ordinarily resident in Scollal1ci on that day. 

6 unless they had alrcady undertaken a full·time degree course with support from public funds and were 111 
not eligible for further assistance li·om public funds 
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which courses would have been covered, because of queries over 
comparability with courses in England. 

E.7 For instance, first-degree courses in music performance at 
conservatoires are four years in length - in both Scotland and the rest of the 
UK. First-degree courses in music at multi-faculty institutions in the rest of 
the UK which may include performance options but are not necessarily so 
strongly oriented towards performance - tend, however, to be three years in 
length. So, the question is whether the courses at a Scottish conservatoire 
would have qualified for the fee concession, on the grounds that there was at 
least one broadly comparable first-degree course in music in England that 
was only three years in length; or whether they would not have done, on the 
grounds that the strictly comparable music-performance courses in the rest of 
the UK were four years in length too. Some conservatoires in England made 
clear in evidence to us their view that the fee concession should also apply to 
their students if they were not to face unfair competition from both 
conservatoires in Scotland and the universities, where music courses would 
cost a maximum of £3,000 in fees. 

E.8 There is a similar issue over four-year BEd courses in Scotland. There 
are BEd courses in the rest of the UK that are also four years in length where 
students are liable for fees up to £4,000. This raises the question of whether, 
if the fee concession were to cover these courses and to extend to students 
from the rest of the UK, institutions in the rest of the UK offering four-year 

courses could suffer unfair competition and would demand parity of 
treatment. 

Who would 
concession? 

have been eligible for Scottish fee 

E.9 Students who were in the final year of honours courses at Scottish 
institutions but who were usually resident in other parts of the UK would not 
have qualified for the original fee concession in their honours year. This does 
not mean that all such students would have had to pay £ 1 ,000 or so in tuition 
fees for the final year. Rather, whether or not they would have had their 
paid for them out of public funds would have depended on the level of their 
own and their family's income -- as in the earlier years of their course.7 They 
would have been in the same position as students who were in the fourth or 
subsequent year of honours courses at institutions in the UK outside 
Scotland. 

10 Nor would the concession have extended to an students from Scotland 
or other member States at Scottish institutions. Students on programmes 
leading to ordinary or general degrees would obviously not have benefited. 

students who decided to complete their course after three years with an 
ordinary degree might have had their fees for those three years paid for 

Sec Chnl'ler 5, paragraph 17. 



in full or in part, depending on their family's income; but they would not have 
been entitled in any year to full fee support regardless of income. The same 
was true of students on courses which lasted four years or even longer but 
which did not lead to an honours degree, such as medical, dental or veterinary 
courses: these in any case tend to be the same length as comparable courses 
in the rest of the UK. 

E.ll Nor would students who had been given advanced standing and 
entered higher education by proceeding directly to the second (or later) year 
of a first-degree course at a Scottish institution have qualified for the fee 
concession. Under the original concession, a student from a well-off family 
resident in Scotland could not thus have obtained an honours degree by 
paying only two years' fees. However, it has remained unclear to us whether 
the concession would have been available to students who had already spent, 
say, two years in higher education studying full-time for a HND (or one year 
for a HNC) and then proceeded directly to the second or third year of a 
degree course and had a further three or two years to complete. 
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ANNEX F : CROSS-BORDER FLOWS 
WITHIN THE UNITED KINGDOMl 

1 Scotland provides more higher education within the UK than might be 
expected for its size of population, even after allowing for higher 
palticipation rates among young people there. The result is a net in-flow of 
students into the telTitory from other parts of the UK, principally from 
England and Northern Ireland. 

Out-flow from Scotland 

F.2 A small proportion of students from Scotland undertake degree 
courses at institutions in other patts of the UK. But, between 1994/95 and 
1998/99, they comprised no more than just over 7 per cent of students on 
first-degree courses in UK higher education institutions who were domiciled 
in Scotland2

. In 1998/99, they amounted to fewer than 6,000 students in all, 
as Table F.A shows. The flow of students has been mostly in the other 
direction. 

In-flow to Scotland 

F.3 In 1998/99, almost 22,000 first-degree students known to be 
domiciled in England, Wales and Northern Ireland were studying in Scotland. 
They represented around 23 per cent of all horne students on first -degree 
courses in Scottish higher education institutions. 

F.4 This proportion remained more or less constant between 1994/95 and 
1998/99. But there had been significant growth in the previous fifteen years 
or so. The proportion of home undergraduates (on sub-degree as well as first­
degree courses) in Scotland who carne from the rest of the UK had grown 
from almost 13 per cent in 1979/80 to 19 per cent in 1993/94 before falling 
marginally to 18 per cent in 1995/96.3 

of relation student 

Over those fifteen or so years, the difference in number between 
students domiciled in Scotland and places taken by horne students in 
Scotland on undergraduate courses increased from some 4,000 to over 
16,0004

• Scotland was thus building up its net exports of higher education to 

l Further education colleges nrc included in this analysis only in pnragrnphs fA"F,5" \Vhilc further education colleges provided 
some 20 pCI' cent or full-time aud ;..nndwich places for home undergraduates in ScoOand in [997/98, virtually nIl of these (OV(;I 

per cent) were on sub~dcgrec They accounted for only around 1 cent of home sludenls on full-time ami sandwich fin.,t·· 
degree courses in Scotlflnd, 

2 HES;\ 1998 December dala: L1le figures in lhis Annex flre for full-time and ~,atldwich cour;;cs only, 

3 Figure.:" have been supplied by Ihe 

A leaving aside any places filled by other and overseas students 



other tenitories within the United Kingdom during the 1980s and early 
1990s.5 

E6 As Table F.B shows, 12 per cent of all places taken by home students 
on first-degree courses in higher education institutions were in Scotland in 
1998/99, but only 1 ° per cent of aU home undergraduates on such courses 
resided in Scotland. 

The rest of the UK 

E7 By contrast, on the same measure, other tenitories have had a shortfall 
in places in higher education institutions. This is so to a minor extent in 
England (though largely balanced by a surplus in Wales) and to a major 
extent in NOlthern Ireland, as shown in Chart F.I. Both England and 
Northern Ireland have thus become net importers of higher education within 
the UK. 

E8 In 1998/99, England's share of the home student population on first­
degree courses in UK higher education institutions was 82 per cent, but it had 
only 80 per cent of places taken by home students on such courses. The 
number of students domiciled in England thus exceeded the number of places 
taken by home students in England by almost 12,000, as shows. 

E9 Wales, however, had 6 per cent of places but only 5 per cent of home 
students on first-degree courses in UK higher education institutions. In other 
words, it had almost 7,000 places more than were filled by its own 
population. So the proportion of places in England and Wales taken together 
- at 86 per cent virtually matched the two territories' proportion of students, 
87 per cent. 

F.1O The difference in number between students and places was almost as 
large in Northern Ireland as in England, even though the province is 
considerably smaller in size. Its share of places taken by home students on 
first-degree courses (2 per cent) was far from sufficient to cover its share of 
home students on such courses (4 per cent). The province thus had a shortage 
of over 11,000 places in 1998/99, as Chart shows. It therefore to 
import higher education from other parts of the UK. 

Ell Scotland, which has some 16,000 more places than are filled by its 
own population, fulfils a need in supplying higher education to Northern 
Ireland. Capacity there would have to expand by 60 per cent for the province 
to become self-sufficient, whereas any deficiency for and Wales 
taken together is negligible (around 0,7 per cent), 

Although Scotland rnay be said to 'import' students. in terms of trade it c:<ports higher cducntlon to other 
terrilories, Jl5 



TABLE F.A 

HOME STUDENTS ON FULL·TIME & SANDWICH FIRST·DEGREE COURSES 

IN UK HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS 

LO'ATIQN OF INSTITUllON 

ENGLAND WALES SCOTLAND NORTHERN UK 
IRELAND 

DO~IICILE 

Im./2,l 

ENGLAND 570289 21546 386 608996 

WALES 17431 18417 <lA9 36320 

SCOTLAND 4593 177 69728 54 74552 

NORTHERN IRELAND 5587 3927 17038 27079 

TOTAL 597900 40667 90899 17481 7~ 

19.9.ii.l2ti 
ENGLAND 600374 23190 16381 381 640326 

WALES 17029 18625 447 36104 

SCOTLAKD 4842 228 69534 54 74658 

NORTHERN IRELAND 494 4272 17729 27631 

TOTAL 627381 42537 90634 18167 778719 

1926197 

ECIGLAND 599906 23982 16100 3~O 640328 

WALES 16262 19392 4n 36090 

SCOTLAND 4926 198 71050 58 76232 

NORTHERN IRELAND 5528 430 4965 17694 28617 

TOTAL 626622 44002 92543 1811J0 11H267 

1997m! 

ENGLAND 613560 24033 15966 297 653856 

WALES 17646 2068,1 425 38764 

SCOTLAND 5367 206 71547 46 77166 

NORTHERN IRELAND 5808 3&1 5171 18220 29580 

TOTAL 642381 45304 93109 18572 2923.66 

1998/99 

ENGLAND 616683 24316 16086 214 657299 

WALES 17609 21788 ,156 39862 

SCOT1.A:'>lD 5402 197 72525 37 78161 

NORTIIERN IRELAND 5792 379 5349 185n 30098 

TOTAL 64548. 46680 94416 18838 ~ 

I-IESA 19915 December data 
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TABLE F.B 

HOME STUDENTS ON FULL-TIME & SANDWICH FIRST-DEGREE COURSES 

IN U.K. HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS 

LoeA TIO:'lO!'JNSTIIID]QN 

ENOl AND WALES SCOTLAND NORTHERN UK 
IRELAND 

DOMICILE 

1.2~:11?~~ 

ENGLAND 2% 0% 82% 

WALES 2% 0% Ot7o 5% 

SCOTLAND 0% 9% 0% lOtio 

NORTIIERN IRELAND 0% 1% 4% 

TOTAL 80% 5% 12% 2St 100(/0 

1995196 

ENGI.AND 3'":t. 2% 0% 82% 

WALES 2% 0% 0% 5% 

SCOTLAND Ilk 0% 9c' ,0 0% 10% 

NORTHERN IRELAND 1':'0 0% }f::~, 4% 

TOTAL 81% 5% 12% 27t: 100% 

19961'l7 

ENGLAND 3% 2<;0 0% 82% 

WALES 2t;:[ 0% 0';0 s~'O 

SCOTLAND I C' ,0 O'J, 9% 0% 10% 

NORTHER:<lIRELAND 1% 0% 4~{' 

TOTAL 80% 6% 12% 2% 100% 

1997198 

ENGLAND 77SfJ 3% 82t)0 

WALES 2% 3% 0% 0% 5% 

SCOTLAND 1% OC! " 9% Ot;'O 10% 

:<lORTHERN IRELAND I";'() 0% I IX;' 2% 4% 

TOTAL 80% 6% 12% 2% 100% 

199!1199 

ENGLAND 77% 3% 2% O>jf) 82% 

W,,\LES 3c' ,0 0% 0% 5% 

SCOTL"ND 1% 0% O(,~ 10% 

NORTHERN IRELAND I C' ,0 O~l} 4% 

TOTAL B090 6':h 12% 100% 

(Figures may not sum precisely because of rounding,) 
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CHART F.I PLACES AND STUDENTS ON FIRST -DEGREE 
COURSES BY TERRITORY 

1998/99 
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CHART Foil : DIFFERENCE IN NUMBERS BETWEEN PLACES 
AND STUDENTS IN EACH TERRITORY 
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ANNEX G : CHRONOLOGY OF CHANGES 
IN STUDENT SUPPORT 

Maintenance support 

G.l Chart shows broad changes in support for students' living costs 
since 1990. 

G.2 Chart G.B shows how these changes shifted the balance of 
maintenance support between grants and loans. By 1996/97, support 
provided through grants had fallen to virtually half of the total support made 
available to each eligible student I , and almost half was provided through 
loans. 

G.3 Chart G.III shows the take-up in student loans. In the early 1990s, 
fewer than half of eligible students took up the loans to which they were 
entitled. But, by 1994/95, over 50 per eent were taking out loans. 

_Fee support 

G.4 No significant changes in fee support, so far as students were 
concerned, occurred during the 1990s before 1998/99. Until then, students 
continued to be eligible for full support from public funds for tuition fees, 
irrespective of family income; and so fees are unlikely to have had any 
influence on applicants' choice of institution or course until 1998 at the 
earliest. 

1 ill al! but the final year. In the final the iowl package or support m'!lilablc throLlgh bOlh grant ~lJ1d IOHlI was !t.:s.~ Own in 
preceding yenrs b{;CZlUSe it '..vas not intended bJ cover llIe sunUllcf vacation. So lhc grant available jn the ('inn1 year which tht'; 
same amount as avajJable ror a full year ~ formed a larger proportion or the Lota! package. 



CHART G.I 

CHANGES IN SUPPORT FOR STUDENTS' LIVING 
COSTS DURING THE 19908 

1990/91 

1991/92 -
1993/94 

1994/95 

1995/96 

1996/97 

July 1997 

1998/99 

Maintenance grants frozen. Student loans introduced to "top 
up" grants. (Benefits withdrawn from students.) 

Loans up-rated in line with inflation each year, whilst 
maintenance grants held in cash terms. (Low levels of inflation 
meant that grants continued to form the major element of 
student support.) 

Grants to be reduced by 10 per cent a year over three years, with 
loans to be increased by corresponding amount. First shift 
occurred in 1994/95. 

Second 10 per cent reduction in grants. Loans again increased 
by corresponding amount. 

Final 10 per cent reduction in grants with corresponding 
increase in loans. As a result, the support available through 
grant and loan became broadly equal. 

Dearing Report: Government announces changes in student 
support/imn the academic year 1998/99 

Introduction of income-contingent loans for new students. 
Grants reduced to 25 per cent of total support available to each 
eligible student entering higher education from 1 August 1998; 
loans to make up remaining 75 per cent. 

(Support for existing students continued to comprise 50 per cent 
grant and 50 per cent loan.) 

1999/2000 Grants for students who entered higher education from August 
1998 phased out and replaced with 100 per cent loans, with one 
quarter subject to means-testing. 

(Support for students who entered higher education before 
August 1998 continues to comprise 50 per cent grant and 50 per 
cent loan.) 
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CHART G.II 

SWITCH IN BALANCE OF MAINTENANCE SUPPORT 
FROM GRANT TO LOAN 

Students who entered higher Students who entered higher 
education before August 1998 education from August 1998 

Proportion of total support available Proportion of total support available 
through:- through:-

grant loan grant IQcm 

1990/91- c80% c20% 

1993/94 

1994/95 c 70% c 30% 

1995/96 c60% c40% 

1996/97 51% 49% 

1997/98 51% 49% 

1998/99 50% 50% 25% 75% 

1999/2000 50% 50% 0% 100% 



CHART G.III 

PROPORTION OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS TAKING UP 
LOANS 

Home students 

Thousands of students who Proportion of eligible students 
took out a maintenance loan 

1990/91 180 28% 

1991/92 261 37% 

1992/93 345 44% 

1993/94 430 47% 

1994/95 517 55% 

1995/96 560 59% 

1996/97 590 62% 

1997/98 615 64% 

1998/99 660 68% 

of whom:-

old-style loans 444 67% 

new-style loans 216 69% 
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ANNEX H 

COSHEP 

Cubie Committee 

CVCP 

Dearing Committee 

DENI 

DfEE 

EEA 

EClaw 

ED 

Fee SlIpport 

GalTick Committee 

HEFCE 

HESA 

HNC 

HND 

Maintenance grant 

Maintenance loan 

Mature §tudcnts 

Means test 

NKHEC 
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• 
e GLOSSARY 

The Committee of Scottish Higher Education Principals 

The Independent Committee of Inquiry into Student Finanee convened by Mr 
Andrew Cubie, which was appointcd in July 1999 and reported in December 
1999 

The Committee of Vice-Chancellors and Principals of the Universities of the 
United Kingdom 

The National Committee of Inquiry into Higher Education chaired by Sir Ron 
(now Lord) Dearing, which was appointed in May 1996 and reported in July 
1997 

The Department of Education for Not1hern Ireland; now the Department of 
Higher and Further Education, Training and Employment (N0l1hern Ireland) 

The Department for Education and Employment which is responsible for the 
central policy and funding of education in England 

The European Economic Area: the territory of the EU plus Iceland, Norway 
and Liechtenstein 

Law of the European Community (predecessor of the European Union) which 
still applies under the EU 

The European Union, comprising Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, 
France, Germany, Greecc, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, the Nctherlands, 
Portugal, Spain, Sweden and the UK 

Grants provided from public funds to pay tuition fees on students' behalf 

The Scottish Standing Committee of the National Committee of Inquiry into 
Higher Education: the Scottish Standing Committee was chaired hy Sir Ron 
Garrick 

The Higher Education Funding Council for England - which provides grant 
to institutions which provide higher education in England 

The Higher Education Statistics Agency (for the UK) 

Higher National Certificate - a sub-degree qualification 

Higher National Diploma - a sub-degree qualification 

Means-tested grants provided from public funds to students to meet their 
living costs: these do not normally have to be re-paid 

Loans provided from public funds to students to llleet their living costs whilst 
studying: these usually have to be re-paid after the student has graduated, 
when income reaches a cel1ain level 

Undergraduates who are aged 21 or over on 31 August in the ycar or entry to 
higher education 

Assessment of the income of individuals or families, which is llsed to 
determine their entitlement to support from public funds 

The Northern Ireland Higher Education Couneil which advises the 
Depm1ment of Higher and Further Educatioll, Training and Employment 
(Northern Ireland) on funding education in the 



Parental contribution The amount of fees or maintenance support which parents are expected to 
meet after means-testing 

Residual income Income after deduction of payments that qualify for tax relief 

Resource accounting Accounting which covers not only cash flow but also liabilities and assets at 
the end of the year 

SAAS The Student Awards Agency for Scotland - which provides fee support for 
students domiciled in Scotland wherever they may be studying in the UK, and 
for students from other EU member States who are attending institutions in 
Scotland 

Sandwich course A course that involves alternate periods of full-time study and work 
experience 

SOEID 

SHEFC 

Sub·degree courses 

Teaching and Higher 
Education Act 1998 

Tuition fees 

UCAS 

Ulldergl'aduate 
cOUl'ses 

1992 universities 

The pre-devolution Scottish Office Education ancl Industry Department; now 
part of the Scottish Executive 

The Scottish Education Funding Council - which provides grant to 
higher education institutions in Scotland 

Courses which lead to qualifications such as HNC/HND 

The statute which provides the framework for new support 
aITangements introduced in the aftermath of the Dearing Report for students 
entering higher education from Autumn 1998 onwards 

Fees which education institutions charge students to help meet the cost 
of teaching them 

The Universities and Colleges Admissions Service (for the UK) 

Courses which may lead either to a first degree or to a sub-degree 
qualification 

Institutions which were granted university status, following the Further and 
Higher Education Acts 1992 
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