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	1
	Overview

	1.1
	Background
In August 2004, jointly with the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE), we completed an assessment of the impact of the White Paper The Future of Higher Education and the subsequent Higher Education Act 2004 (“The Act”) on minority ethnic communities. This can be found at: http://www.dfes.gov.uk/hegateway/hereform/whitepaperconsultation/index.cfm 

	1.2
	Following the Act the Higher Education Programme was re-focussed to deliver the spirit as well as the letter of the Act’s outcomes and benefits. The strategic outcomes for the higher education programme are:

· Increasing and widening participation, improving completion rates, and promoting fair access 

· Improving the status and quality of teaching in higher education 

· Delivering an excellent student support service for our customers 

· Encouraging an economically viable and diverse higher education system 

· Maintaining the quality and status of UK research, and promoting the international status of higher education 

· Enhancing the contribution of higher education to the economy and society

	1.3
	These are being delivered through five sub-programmes:

· Increasing and widening participation and better teaching 

· Better student support 

· Encouraging an economically viable and diverse higher education system 

· Developing research and knowledge transfer and promoting international status 

· Improving higher education/employer links

	1.4
	Each sub-programme has conducted an initial screening of its policies for their impact on race equality. This screening indicated that full assessments needed to be carried out on the first three of the sub-programmes. We have now done this and this document presents the conclusions and asks for your comments to help shape a finalised race equality impact assessment planned for publication at the beginning of 2007. On the other two sub-programmes, see paragraphs 1.5 and 1.6 below.

	1.5
	Related links
On the research side, a consultation is currently underway on the reform of higher education research assessment and funding. A metrics-based research assessment and funding system is proposed to replace the Research Assessment Exercise after 2008. The consultation began on 13 June and runs to 13 October 2006. Your comments on the impact of these proposals on race equality would also be welcome as part of your response to that consultation. The consultation document can be found on our consultations webpage at: http://www.dfes.gov.uk/consultations/

	1.6
	We have worked closely with HEFCE in drawing up this assessment. The division of responsibilities between DfES and HEFCE is as follows: Ministers are responsible for setting the overall policy framework. HEFCE’s role is to provide advice to the Secretary of State and, acting within the policy framework, to develop and implement the policies and measures which it judges are appropriate in particular circumstances. On the improving higher education/employer links sub-programme, HEFCE will undertake a full assessment once baseline data has been collected and analysed. This is expected to be by October 2006 and will then be re-visited in October 2007 in the light of the first year's monitoring statistics which will enhance the baseline data with real data about take-up.

	1.7
	Regarding the higher education workforce, responsibility for ensuring equality of opportunity in this area lies with individual higher education institutions as the employers. HEFCE, together with the Equality Challenge Unit, are also working with the sector both to advise and to help them embed good practice. Further information on workforce issues can be found in the first of HEFCE’s annual workforce reports, The Higher Education Workforce in England, A Framework for the Future, July 2006/21, which includes the sector’s progress on race equality issues.

	1.8
	You might like to be aware that HEFCE are consulting on their Single Equality Scheme which includes issues relating to race equality. This will be found via the consultation page of their website: http://www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs/consult/.

	1.9
	For the wider context of race equality across the Department’s policies you might like to see our revised and updated Race Equality Scheme, published on 31 May 2006.

	1.10
	Evidence Sources
As Tables 1 and 2 below illustrate, representation of minority ethnic communities in higher education presents a positive picture. Participation of minority ethnic communities in higher education has increased in recent years (from 17.2% in 2002/03 to 18.4% in 2004/05). Looking at the higher education initial participation rate by ethnic group (Table 2) minority ethnic communities exceed that for white communities in every case apart from Bangladeshi females.

	Table 1: UK domiciled undergraduate enrolments to English higher education institutions


Ethnicity

2002/03

2003/04

2004/05

Numbers

% of known

Numbers

% of known

Numbers

% of known

White

971,741

82.8%

995,845

82.3%

1,008,488

81.6%

Total Minority Ethnic 

202,061

17.2%

214,435

17.7%

227,976

18.4%

of which

 

 

 

Black or Black British – Caribbean

18,606

1.6%

19,845

1.6%

21,500

1.7%

Black or Black British – African

33,878

2.9%

38,068

3.1%

43,565

3.5%

Other Black background

7,261

0.6%

6,923

0.6%

6,305

0.5%

Asian or Asian British – Indian

50,479

4.3%

51,393

4.2%

52,169

4.2%

Asian or Asian British - Pakistani

26,411

2.3%

27,671

2.3%

28,804

2.3%

Asian or Asian British - Bangladeshi

8,154

0.7%

8,512

0.7%

9,828

0.8%

Chinese/Other Ethnic background – Chinese

11,626

1.0%

11,882

1.0%

12,020

1.0%

Other Asian background

16,719

1.4%

17,555

1.5%

17,964

1.5%

Mixed - White and Black Caribbean

3,028

0.3%

4,189

0.3%

5,215

0.4%

Mixed - White and Black African

2,065

0.2%

2,673

0.2%

3,039

0.2%

Mixed - White and Asian

4,721

0.4%

6,472

0.5%

7,599

0.6%

Other Mixed background

5,009

0.4%

6,802

0.6%

8,143

0.7%

Other Ethnic background

14,104

1.2%

12,450

1.0%

11,825

1.0%

Total Known

1,173,802

100.0%

1,210,280

100.0%

1,236,464

100.0%

Total Not Known/Missing/Refused

102,900

96,882

 

83,860

 

Total

1,276,702

 

1,307,162

 

1,320,324

 

Source: Higher Education Statistics Agency

Figures are on a HESA Standard Registration Population basis

Data for 2004/5 exclude the University of Buckingham - a private higher education institution which returned data to HESA for the first time in 2004/5.


	Table 2: Higher Education Initial Participation Rates (HEIPRs) for English domiciled first-time entrants (full- and part-time) to HE courses (in universities and colleges), by individual ethnic/gender group, 2001/02
Ethnic group

Female

Male

All

Est. pop.

HE entrants

HEIPR %

Est. pop.

HE entrants

HEIPR %

Est. pop.

HE entrants

HEIPR %

White

3,838,120

105,470

41

3,898,230

90,410

34

7,736,360

195,880

38

All minority ethnic groups

541,350

22,230

58

524,580

21,120

55

1,065,930

43,360

56

Black Caribbean

52,330

1,870

52

45,210

1,160

36

97,540

3,100

45

Black African

64,020

3,100

75

56,650

2,660

71

120,670

5,800

73

Black Other

11,480

610

72

10,320

440

56

21,800

1,050

64

Indian

131,670

6,470

72

129,630

6,390

70

261,310

12,900

71

Pakistani

102,460

3,330

44

102,020

4,090

54

204,480

7,420

49

Bangladeshi

44,300

1,030

33

39,000

1,220

43

83,300

2,310

39

Chinese

35,700

1,370

50

36,940

1,420

47

72,640

2,840

49

Asian Other

26,710

1,600

94

35,140

1,630

74

60,850

3,230

83

Mixed ethnic

73,700

2,580

44

69,680

2,040

35

143,350

4,610

40

All (known ethnicity)

4,379,470

127,700

43

4,422,810

111,530

37

8,802,290

239,240

40

Source: Census April 2001, HESA and ILR records 2001/02
Notes:
1) The ‘estimated population’ and ‘HE entrants’ columns show the total numbers in the relevant populations. The HEIPR is calculated as a sum of percentages participating in each age group year (17-30).

2) The overall HEIPR has been adjusted to exclude ethnicity unknowns, so is lower (at 40 per cent) than the published overall HEIPR (43.5 per cent) for 2001/02.

3) The HEIPR figures for all ethnic groups should be treated with caution because of some unreliability and uncertainty inherent in the data sources. For further details, see DfES report 552 Why the Difference, page 150.

	1.11
	Whilst the tables present the broad picture, there is a range of research that looks more closely at issues around the participation of minority ethnic communities in higher education. The main sources used in our assessment are listed in the Annex at Section 5 of this document, together with hyperlinks to the reports. Each sub-programme has drawn out the points of particular relevance to their policy area and summarised this within their individual assessments.

	1.12
	Future research plans include analysis currently underway in the Department as a result of a recommendation from the report by Helen Connor et al (2004). When exploring data indicating that minority ethnic students tend to achieve lower degree scores than their White counterparts, they showed that much of the apparent under-achievement might be due to such factors as age, subject, institution and, in particular, prior attainment. However, they indicated a need for more complex econometric-style analysis to control for these factors to see if there might be any discrimination and disadvantage related to being a member of a minority ethnic community contributing to the relative under-performance of some individuals.

	1.13
	In the Department’s 2006-07 Research programme, qualitative research will explore the experiences and support of an appropriately disaggregated group of minority ethnic students within a wider programme of research linked to the widening participation agenda. Amongst other things, it would seek to explain why mature minority ethnic students typically experience slightly higher non-completion rates. A further Student Income and Expenditure Survey is planned for 2007/08 from which disaggregated data on minority ethnic students may be able to provide further insights.

	1.14
	We are also aware of research just published on the barriers to participation in higher education that was commissioned by HEFCE. The availability of this research has been too recent to have been considered in the drawing up of this document. We will be reviewing this and considering its implications for our policies.

	1.15
	Impact assessments by sub-programme
Assessments are set out in three separate sections. Each begins with a statement of the overall aims of the policy then looks at the available evidence on the impact of the policy on minority ethnic communities. This is followed by an assessment of the measures designed to mitigate any adverse effects. We would be grateful if for each section you could consider the following questions:

· The evidence sources are listed in the Annex at Section 5 of this document. Do you think our interpretation of the evidence is fair? 

· Can you point us to any relevant evidence you think we have missed that might alter the picture? 

· Have we properly identified the issues that might affect the participation of minority ethnic communities in higher education? 

· What issues are you aware of that we have missed? 

· What other interventions should we consider other than those we have identified in the Assessment?


	2
	Section A - Increasing and Widening Participation and Better Teaching

	2.1
	Introduction and Aims of policy
This section provides a full assessment of the policy goals being addressed by the Department in relation to widening participation in higher education. It has been undertaken jointly with the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE). In relation to teaching, the Department has an interest in and commitment to the quality of teaching and learning that takes place in higher education, ensuring that standards are high and continually improved, and that best practice is effectively shared.  To that end, the Department invests in the continuing enhancement of teaching and learning in higher education, through a range of targeted initiatives, as well as through the core Teaching Grant. However, the Department has given the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE) the lead in this area, and so HEFCE is responsible for managing and evaluating teaching and learning initiatives in higher education including, for example, the role and impact of the Higher Education Academy.  HEFCE has, as part of its own duties under the Race Relations (Amendment) Act, already included teaching and learning in its original Race Equality Scheme (2000) and its revised scheme (2004).  It also has specific actions within its action plan in relation to the various teaching and learning initiatives.

	2.2
	The aim of the Department’s widening participation policy is to enable more people from under-represented groups to be able and willing to go into higher education. The Department wants to help people achieve their potential, including higher education, by:

· helping them get higher education entry qualifications, especially those from under-represented groups; 

· raising aspirations so they understand what higher education offers and want it; 

· encouraging applications to the higher education institution/course best meeting their needs and abilities; and 

· making the system of applying to higher education more open and effective.

	2.3
	The success of the policy will be demonstrated by realising the following outcomes:

· more people to achieve the qualifications they need to enter higher education; 

· more positive attitudes and aspirations towards higher education amongst target beneficiaries; 

· increased applications from target beneficiaries, to wide range of higher education institutions and courses; 

· increased acceptances of target beneficiaries, to wide range of higher education institutions and courses; and 

· participation in higher education as a whole, and in individual institutions, more representative of society.

	2.4
	“Under-represented groups” means, mainly, people from lower socio-economic classifications and/or lower income groups. Alongside that it is acknowledged that other groups are under-represented - either overall or at certain institutions/on certain courses - such as people with disabilities, looked after children, some minority ethnic communities and women in certain subjects.

	2.5
	The Department’s responsibilities in relation to this policy area are to:

· clearly articulate the Government’s interest in the policy area and to identify supportive evidence; 

· identify and secure the resources needed to enable policy delivery; and 

· work with policy and delivery partners to agree mechanisms through which the policy can be delivered and its impact monitored and evaluated.

	2.6
	The purpose of the policy is to ensure that those groups currently under-represented in higher education are able and willing to go on to higher education. It is therefore designed explicitly to promote equality of opportunity. As illustrated in paragraph 2.10 below and in Table 1 in the overview to this consultation, in general minority ethnic communities are well represented in higher education.

	2.7
	A wide range of policies and programmes contribute to our aim to increase and widening participation in higher education, for example: policies to improve attainment in schools, further education colleges and work-based learning; Education Maintenance Allowances; the higher education student support system; Lifelong Learning Networks and the Office for Fair Access and the bursaries made available through its access agreements. This section of the Higher Education Race Equality Impact Assessment considers mainly the impact of the Aimhigher programme and the proposed system of ‘Post Qualification Applications’ (PQA).  Other interventions are discussed in other sections of this document, or in other Race Equality Impact Assessments.

	2.8
	The following data and evidence is used for measuring progress towards achieving the intended policy outcomes: 

· School performance data (especially key stages 2 and 4); 

· Aimhigher evaluation reports; 

· Universities and Colleges Admissions Service (UCAS) application and acceptance data; 

· Data from the Higher Education Statistics Agency

	2.9
	A key risk is that many of the interventions associated with this policy principally target socio-economic classification or income disadvantage. Many of our policies focus primarily on social class because that is where the evidence indicates interventions should be targeted. In general minority ethnic communities should benefit from those interventions where they are part of interventions aimed at those from lower socio-economic backgrounds as well as those aimed at minority ethnic communities per se, such as local initiatives within the Aimhigher Programme. However in some cases there is a need to disregard this assumption and to consider the impact of policy interventions in relation to minority ethnic communities in particular. The key risk is that this may not happen effectively, or that monitoring mechanisms may not be sensitive enough to detect whether or not this is happening. We will explore further how this risk might best be managed and what counter-measures we might reasonably introduce.

	2.10
	Evidence
Information on minority ethnic communities’ participation in higher education, drawn from the sources listed in the Annex at Section 5 of this document, suggests the following.

a.   Overall, minority ethnic communities are over-represented in higher education: according to HESA data, in 2004/05 18.4% of students with known ethnicity came from minority ethnic backgrounds – up from 17.2% in 2002/03 and 16.4% in 2001/02. These percentages compare favourably against the overall 11.2% of the general working population from minority ethnic backgrounds and 14.9% of the under 30’s age group of the working population. National Census data from 2001 indicates that 8.7% of the total population come from minority ethnic groups backgrounds.

b.   UCAS data show that between 2001 and 2005: the percentage of higher education applicants from minority ethnic backgrounds ranged from 15.6% in 2002 to 18.3% in 2005; and that the percentage of accepted applicants ranged from 15.1% in 2002 to 17.3% in 2005.

c.   UCAS data for 2005 entry show that, overall, the social class breakdown of minority ethnic accepted applicants varies from that for Whites: 58.1% of accepted minority ethnic applicants come from the upper 3 Socio-Economic Classifications (SECs) as opposed to 70.9% for Whites; 41.9% accepted minority ethnic applicants are from the lower 4 SECs, as opposed to 29.1% for Whites. There are some notable variations within minority ethnic accepted applicants (e.g. 29% of Asian- Bangladeshi are from the upper 3 SECs as opposed to 64.1% of Black-Caribbean). At this stage we are unsure of the significance of these data, and this area may therefore warrant further exploration in helping to understand the degree to which policies that target those from lower socio-economic backgrounds generally, rather than minority ethnic groups in particular, impact on different minority ethnic groups;

d.   Participation rates of different minority ethnic communities, whilst difficult robustly to identify over periods of time, have been identified on a one-off basis as part of the research conducted by Helen Connor et al (2004). This shows participation variations by minority ethnic community: highest participation rates are amongst Black African and Indian groups at 70% with Bangladeshi and Black Caribbean groups having the lowest rates (39% and 45% respectively). These figures compare with relatively low figures for white groups overall (38%), with only Bangladeshi females having a lower participation rate than white groups (33%). 

e.   Participation patterns of minority ethnic communities within higher education are generally weighted in favour of the new universities (see table 3 below) and are geographically concentrated in London. Black or Black British students are particularly concentrated in post-1992 institutions, and Black students particularly in London. Almost one half of all home-domiciled minority ethnic students studying in England are at institutions in Greater London, compared with one-fifth of all undergraduate students;

f.   Evidence from Helen Connor et al (2004) indicates that the reasons for the participation patterns identified at (e) above relate to locality (higher representation of minority ethnic communities in the London area and many students choose to study locally). They also relate to the different entry requirements of universities and different types of courses/subjects on offer.

g.   Other factors affecting participation patterns include family influence and individual student preferences, alongside prior attainment – minority ethnic communities generally, and Black students in particular, tend to have lower attainment levels on application/entry to higher education.

h.   Helen Connor et al (2004) also found a concentration of minority ethnic students in particular higher education subjects, typically those in subjects with higher rates of return. Alongside this, data show three broad categories of entry route into higher education for minority ethnic communities: Indian and Chinese are more likely to go down the traditional A Level route; Pakistani and Bangladeshi students tend not to attain at A Level to the same degree as Indian and Chinese students, but tend to pursue this route and have typically attained better than Black students; and Black and Black Caribbean students tend to be older on entry to higher education and enter from a wider range of routes entailing further education, work and vocational qualifications.

i.   In general, admissions to higher education are fair, as concluded by the Schwartz Review of Admissions (see www.admissions-review.org.uk).  However, there is some evidence (HEFCE’s Higher Education Admissions: Assessment of Bias report, November 2005) indicating that Pakistani applications have a lower chance of receiving initial offers from universities and that Black Africans have a lower chance of receiving an offer from post-92 universities. This also finds some evidence that Bangladeshi, Black African, Black other, Indian and Pakistani groups applying for Law have less chance of receiving an initial offer at all universities, similarly Black Caribbean but only at post-92 universities.

j.   Non-completion rates for young, full-time entrants from minority ethnic and White groups are the same, with 8% leaving after the first year and not transferring to another institution. Non-completion rates for mature, full-time entrants are also similar, with 14% of White and 15% of all minority ethnic groups leaving after one year without transferring elsewhere. There are, however, variations in class of degree awarded – 10.7% of Whites are awarded First Class degrees, as opposed to 6% of all minority ethnic groups; and 48.9% of Whites achieve an Upper Second compared to 36.2% of all minority ethnic groups. There are noticeable variations within minority ethnic groups (see Helen Connor et al (2004) p75). As indicated in paragraph 1.12 in the overview, the Department is conducting further research in this area.


	Table 3: UK domiciled undergraduates at English higher education institutions by ethnicity and institution type, 2004/5

Ethnicity

Post-92 institutions

Pre-92 institutions

HE colleges

Total

Numbers

%

Numbers

%

Numbers

%

Numbers

%

Total White

401,250

76.3%

483,725

84.6%

123,570

89.1%

1,008,545

81.6%

Total Non-White

124,675

23.7%

88,155

15.4%

15,165

10.9%

227,995

18.4%

Of which:

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Black or Black British - Caribbean

13,820

2.6%

5,560

1.0%

2,120

1.5%

21,500

1.7%

Black or Black British - African

28,155

5.4%

12,645

2.2%

2,775

2.0%

43,580

3.5%

Other Black background

3,595

0.7%

2,185

0.4%

525

0.4%

6,305

0.5%

Asian or Asian British - Indian

27,305

5.2%

22,275

3.9%

2,590

1.9%

52,170

4.2%

Asian or Asian British - Pakistani

16,410

3.1%

10,910

1.9%

1,485

1.1%

28,805

2.3%

Asian or Asian British - Bangladeshi

5,900

1.1%

3,460

0.6%

470

0.3%

9,830

0.8%

Chinese

4,945

0.9%

6,325

1.1%

755

0.5%

12,020

1.0%

Other Asian background

8,015

1.5%

8,835

1.5%

1,115

0.8%

17,965

1.5%

Mixed - White and Black Caribbean

2,815

0.5%

1,735

0.3%

665

0.5%

5,215

0.4%

Mixed - White and Black African

1,635

0.3%

1,160

0.2%

240

0.2%

3,040

0.2%

Mixed - White and Asian

2,590

0.5%

4,375

0.8%

630

0.5%

7,600

0.6%

Other Mixed background

3,315

0.6%

3,945

0.7%

880

0.6%

8,145

0.7%

Other Ethnic background

6,170

1.2%

4,740

0.8%

915

0.7%

11,825

1.0%

Total Known

525,930

100%

571,880

100%

138,730

100%

1,236,540

100%

Not known

10,885

 

29,205

 

4,050

 

44,145

 

Information refused

16,175

 

14,965

 

1,645

 

32,785

 

Missing

900

 

5,825

 

250

 

6,975

 

Total

553,890

 

621,875

 

144,680

 

1,320,445

 

Source: HESA student record

	2.11
	Assessment of impact
The overall aim of the policy is of direct relevance to our duty to promote equality of opportunity for minority ethnic communities. This section of the assessment looks at two of the key policy interventions now in place that support the Sub-Programme’s aim and illustrates their likely impact on the promotion of equality of opportunity for minority ethnic communities.  A range of other policies and programmes contribute to widening participation in higher education, but will be covered elsewhere in this document or in separate Race Equality Impact Assessments.

	2.12
	The Aimhigher Programme
The Aimhigher Programme was introduced in August 2004, based on a merger of the 2001 Excellence Challenge programme and the 2003 Partnerships for Progression initiative. The aim of the unified Aimhigher Programme is to widen participation in higher education and increase the number of especially young people who have the abilities and aspirations to benefit from it.

	2.13
	The focus of the Programme is people from groups that are under-represented in higher education. The Programme defines “under-represented groups” in the following terms:

a.   young people from neighbourhoods with lower than average higher education participation;

b.   people from lower socio-economic groups;

c.   people living in deprived geographical areas, including deprived rural and coastal areas;

d.   people whose family have no experience of higher education (either their parents or siblings) and young people in care;

e.   minority ethnic communities or sub-groups that are under-represented in higher education, in certain subjects and in certain types of institution;

f.    groups that are currently under-represented in certain subject areas (for example, women in engineering), or in certain types of institution; and

g.   disabled people.

	2.14
	It is clear therefore that issues faced by minority ethnic communities are likely to be addressed within most of the above categories. Alongside this, there is scope for interventions being aimed more specifically at minority ethnic communities in line with paragraph 2.13(e) above.

	2.15
	The Aimhigher Programme is evaluated at national, regional and local levels. There are no requirements for evaluators at any level to collect data by minority ethnic community, given that the Programme tackles under-representation mainly on the basis of class, income and relative advantage, and to collect additional ethnicity data could be regarded as unnecessarily burdensome. The expectation is that, by concentrating on these main definitions of under-representation, minority ethnic communities will benefit where most appropriate, although there is an element of risk to this as identified at paragraph 2.9 above. DfES and HEFCE will explore further what data are currently available at all levels on minority ethnic groups’ participation in Aimhigher and consider whether and how additional data might reasonably and effectively be collected.

	2.16
	Aimhigher case study material shows that local Aimhigher Partnerships are indeed targeting minority ethnic communities as part of their Aimhigher plans. Examples include: mentoring of Black and minority ethnic potential students by current undergraduates to raise aspirations towards and knowledge and understanding of higher education; and an initiative to recruit minority ethnic undergraduates to work in secondary schools to act as role models and information providers on higher education. We will explore what further case study material and/or analyses of Partnership activity might be collected further to inform the participation of minority ethnic groups in the Aimhigher programme.

	2.17
	Overall, our assessment is that the Aimhigher programme is likely to have a positive impact on attainment, aspirations and participation in higher education by minority ethnic groups.  The one caveat is that measures to make higher education more attractive to currently non-participating groups may have the effect of reducing the proportion of minority ethnic students in the overall student population: this is because overall participation rates among minority ethnic students are high compared to those for the population as a whole, especially so when the effect of income levels on propensity to participate is taken into account.

	2.18
	Post-Qualification Applications: to design and deliver an acceptable PQA scheme
Evidence shows that the accuracy of predicted grades, on which offers of places at higher education institutions are based (amongst other things), vary by ethnic group – 45% of those from White backgrounds obtained accurate predicted grades, whereas for Black, Asian and Mixed race groups accuracy was 37%, 38% and 44% respectively.

	2.19
	The reforms represent an effort to provide more and better information on which higher education institutions can base their admissions decisions and thereby reducing the impact of predicted grades.  Our assessment, therefore, is that it should improve fairness for all prospective students, but particularly for groups for whom predicted grades are least accurate.

	2.20
	Fair admissions: to review progress 3 years after publication of the recommendations for good admissions practice
Paragraph 2.10(i) above indicates that there is some limited evidence to suggest admissions bias against minority ethnic communities, particularly to certain courses such as Law. In developing the next phase of the Gateways Fund, we will consider how we can support projects which are designed to address this issue.

	2.21
	Consultation Questions
1   The evidence sources are listed in the Annex at Section 5 of this document. Do you think our interpretation of the evidence for Section A policies is fair? 

2    Can you point us to any relevant evidence for Section A policies you think we have missed that might alter the picture? 

3   Have we properly identified the issues relating to Section A policies that might affect the participation of minority ethnic communities in higher education?

4   What issues in relation to Section A policies are you aware of that we have missed? 

5    What interventions should we consider in relation to Section A policies other than those we have identified in the Assessment?


	3
	Section B - Better Student Support

	3.1
	Introduction and Aims of Policy
The White Paper, The Future of Higher Education (Cm 5735), confirmed the Government’s commitment to increasing and widening participation in higher education; it set out a challenging agenda for change in higher education.

	3.2
	In pursuing the change agenda, the Government had the following broad objectives:

· To allow the higher education sector to develop in ways that give more choice to students when they select their course and institution; 

· To give institutions the freedom to set their own prices and manage their own business, in the way they already did for part-time and overseas graduates; 

· To raise additional money for institutions where the benefits can be justified by the quality and the expected returns to students; 

· To protect and promote access to higher education for the most vulnerable members of society. 

	3.3
	One specific aim of the changes was to support those from disadvantaged backgrounds by restoring grants, helping with fee costs, and abolishing up-front tuition fees through the introduction of fee loans.

	3.4
	Some of the changes were brought into effect through the Higher Education Act 2004.  The main changes to be introduced from 2006 are to provide grants for students who need them, an end to up-front fees, and a fair way for graduates to contribute to the cost of their course through:

· A new non-repayable, maintenance grant for students from low income households, worth £2,700 a year. Half of all new full-time students are likely to be eligible for a full or partial grant. 

· The end of up-front tuition fees for full-time undergraduates.  Instead they will be able, if they wish, to defer paying their tuition fees by taking out a government loan to cover the fees.  The loan, which will be paid direct to the higher education institution, will attract no real rate of interest and will be repayable through the tax system once the student is working and earning above £15,000 a year. 

· The introduction of a new loan for fees and increases to the student loan for maintenance. 

· Provision of student loans at a rate linked to inflation. So what is repaid in real terms is broadly the same as the amount borrowed. 

· An increase in the loan repayment threshold in April 2005 from £10,000 to £15,000. 

· Writing off outstanding student loans after 25 years. 

· The introduction of the Office for Fair Access (OFFA) and access agreements. Universities and colleges charging £3,000 per annum for a course are required to provide additional non-repayable financial support to students in receipt of the full £2,700 maintenance grant whose course costs exceed this. So, for instance, a student on a £3,000 course would get at least £300 of help. In fact many institutions are offering much more.

The Access to Learning Fund continues to be available to help any student facing hardship to enter or remain in higher education.

	3.5
	Evidence
Some of the evidence relating to impact on minority ethnic communities, derived from the sources in the Annex at Section 5 of this document, are summarised in Table 4 below. The main points include:

· minority ethnic communities in higher education tend to be from lower socio-economic groups than their White counterparts; 

· Black students were more likely to supplement income through earnings from work, although this was offset by higher average expenditure (these observed patterns are likely to be explained by the fact that Black students tend to be geographically concentrated in London); 

· higher than average incomes were found among Black students, and lower than average incomes among the other minority ethnic communities; 

· take-up rates of student loans among minority ethnic communities tend to be lower than for their White counterparts (this translates into lower levels of overall debt); 

· avoiding taking out a student loan altogether was a much more important reason for term-time work for minority ethnic students. 


Table 4: Section B, Better Student Support: summary of key evidence

	
	Socio-economic class
	Income
	Student Loan
	Work
	Expenditure
	Debt

	
	1-2
	5+
	 
	Proportion in receipt
	Proportion working
	 
	 

	White
	58.0%
	20.2%
	£8,502
	81%
	57%
	£10,148
	£8,083

	All Minority Ethnic
	42.3%
	33.1%
	£7,331
	 
	 
	 
	£7,331

	Black Caribbean
	41.6%
	29.4%
	Higher than average incomes £8,531
	72%
	61%
	£13,398 (generally due to higher living costs in London)
	Minority ethnic students had, on average, lower levels of overall debt, due mainly to lower levels of student loan debt (£5,014 compared to £5,821 for white students). This can be explained by the lower proportions of black and minority ethnic students taking up student loans. Among those taking out student loans, white students tended to borrow more (£6,779 compared to £6,301 among Asian/Asian British students and £6,215 among black/black British students).

	Back African
	46.8%
	30.9%
	
	
	
	
	

	Black Other
	46.1%
	28.0%
	
	
	
	
	

	Indian
	38.2%
	36.8%
	Lowest incomes £6,104
	67%
	46%
	£9,652 (more likely to be living with parents)
	

	Pakistani
	30.5%
	39.9%
	
	
	
	
	

	Bangladeshi
	21.9%
	57.4%
	
	
	
	
	

	Chinese
	37.5%
	36.9%
	Lower than average, but higher than Asian £7,743
	71%
	43%
	£10,982
	

	Asian Other
	53.5%
	23.9%
	
	
	
	
	

	Mixed Ethnic
	58.1%
	20.8%
	
	
	
	
	

	Source:
	Why the Difference? using HESA 01/02
	SIES 04/05
	SIES 04/05
	SIES 04/05
	SIES 04/05
	SIES 04/05


	3.6
	Concerns have been raised that, for some Muslim students, even subsidised loans (where loans are only uprated for inflation rather than a real rate of interest) may conflict with a strict interpretation of Sharia law on interest. Research on student debt by Callender indicates that non-Muslim potential higher education students were three and a half times more likely than Muslim potential higher education students to anticipate taking out a loan. However, a sample survey of actual higher education students by religious group reported in Minority Ethnic Students in Higher Education: Interim Report - July 2003 found that although Muslims were the least likely to report having a student loan (64%), this was only slightly less so than Hindu or Sikh groups (both 66%) Christians (69%) and 68% for students of no religious affiliation. They were also much less likely than other groups to have another kind of loan or overdraft (but almost one-fifth did).

	3.7
	More recently, the 2004/05 Student Income and Expenditure Survey shows that the proportion of all full time students who are in receipt of student loans was 79%, but the report did not break this down by religion. However, a religious background question was asked as part of the survey and the responses showed that, based on a very small sample of around 70 students, take up of student loans amongst Muslim students was 64%. Amongst full time Christian students 78% had taken out loans. Clearly a very small sample but showing a similar pattern.

	3.8
	Assessment
We envisage that the whole package of student support, which was reviewed in the light of the Higher Education Act 2004, should make higher education more accessible to more people and, in so doing, go some way to address inequalities within the lower socio-economic groups. Specifically through the following.

	3.9
	(1) Creation of Grants and deferral of fee payments
The higher education grant and tuition fee remission grants available to date have been targeted at those on low incomes. From 2006/07 the new maintenance grant, or the alternative special support grant, of £2,700 will be similarly targeted at these groups. To the extent that minority ethnic students tend to belong to lower income groups, they may benefit more from such grants.

The increase in statutory and discretionary support for part-time students from 2006/07 will also benefit lower income groups and thus, as above, may have a positive impact on race equality.

	3.10
	(2) Integration of Variable Fees and OFFA and Access Agreements
The role of OFFA is an integral part of the overall policy for charging variable fees. Higher education institutions that wish to introduce variable fees will need to draw up an access agreement, which will then be considered and approved by OFFA. An agreement, which will last for 5 years, will need to set out not only the fee levels the institution wishes to charge and the courses to which the higher fees will apply but also:

a.    the outreach work to be undertaken by the institution with schools and colleges to help raise the level of aspirations and applications; and 

b.    the bursaries and other financial support the university will make available, along with advice on financial issues, to ensure equality of opportunity for all. Further information on OFFA and a full list of approved access agreements are available on the OFFA web-site. 

	3.11
	(3) Subsidised Loans and Income Contingent Repayment scheme
Safeguards are also built in to the student loan and repayment system itself. Repayment is made through the tax system and the level of repayment is directly linked to individual earnings, which means graduates only repay when they can afford to do so. The system is progressive in that graduates also only pay back what they owe. This means that the amount of income that goes on repayments rises as income increases. In addition, there are no penalties for early repayments, nor are there penalties for taking longer to repay if on a lower income, because the interest rate is linked to inflation. As there are no ‘real’ rates of interest involved, lower earning graduates will not pay more as they take longer to repay their loans. This is of particular significance for some minority ethnic communities who can earn comparatively less as graduates than their white counterparts with similar qualifications. 

	3.12
	Monitoring the effectiveness of Student Finance policies
The Department has a robust programme of monitoring the impact of our student finance policies. This includes: 

a.    Continuing DfES research/literature review, data collation and analysis (inclusive of examining impact for other equality groups) and review of policies accordingly.

b.    Regular Student Income and Expenditure Surveys, the most recent of which was conducted in 2004/05, with a further survey planned for 2007/08. These surveys can be disaggregated for faith as well as ethnicity. On the former, given some small sample sizes, Muslim, Christian and those students of no faith are able to be studied in the most detail.

c.    On Muslim students’ issues, continuing to liaise with the Federation of Student Islamic Societies and other organisations to discuss their concerns and how best to meet their needs.  For example, DfES Officials recently attended a seminar organised by UNIAID (a registered charity that helps students cope with financial barriers to higher education) at which the HSBC announced the introduction of a current bank account (Amanah) which is compliant with Sharia law.

d.    The review, in 2009, of the effect of the introduction of variable tuition fees. This review will be conducted by an Independent Commission, with the Office for Fair Access, and will report to Parliament on all aspects of the new arrangements based on the first three years’ operation of the policy. It will cover the impact of the new arrangements on students and prospective students and while it is likely that the main focus will be on socio economic groupings (because the effect of income on participation appears to be significantly greater than the effect of race) there will also be analysis of the impact by ethnic group. 

	3.13
	The first of a two-part study aiming to investigate the effects of the variable fee reforms on institutional policies, behaviours and planning was completed in December 2005: New Variable Fee Arrangements: Baseline Institutional Case studies for the Independent Commission (by Institute of University of London).  Although this baseline study did not include an equality analysis, a gap analysis will be completed by a DfES led Steering Group (comprising representatives from DfES, HEFCE and OFFA) set up in 2006. The second stage will be completed in AY 2009, three years after the introduction of variable fees, although some questions may not be answered fully by 2009 as the first set of students affected by the new arrangements will not graduate until 2010.

	3.14
	Consultation Questions
6    Do you think our interpretation of the evidence for Section B policies is fair? 

7    Can you point us to any relevant evidence for Section B policies you think we have missed that might alter the picture? 

8    Have we properly identified the issues relating to Section B policies that might affect the participation of minority ethnic communities in higher education? 

9    What issues in relation to Section B policies are you aware of that we have missed? 

10  What interventions should we consider in relation to Section B policies other than those we have identified in the Assessment?


	4
	Section C - Encouraging an Economically Viable and Diverse Higher Education System

	4.1
	Introduction and Aims of Policy
This Sub-Programme aims to ensure that DfES policies support the delivery of a high-performing, diverse, improving and economically sustainable higher education system.

	4.2
	The Sub-programme is looking to realise the following outcomes:

· Other income streams grow at least as quickly as Exchequer funding 

· New deliverers of higher education provision enter the market 

· Improved geographic coverage of higher education 

· Thriving internationally competitive institutions 

· New delivery modes, including information and communication technology (ICT) utilisation and a more learner-centric approach, drive improved quality and cost reduction 

· Institutions play to their strengths and stop trying to do everything 

· Government and its agents impose less bureaucracy on institutions 

· Delivery “landscape” is fit for purpose 

· Supply and demand for strategic subjects reflect national needs 

· Public funding is applied effectively 

· Department is able to describe UK higher education system: what it’s doing, how it’s changed, where it’s going

	4.3
	Specific policies that may have an impact on minority ethnic communities
Not all policies pursued under this sub-programme are included in this assessment. For example, technical work on the unit of funding for higher education provision is not expected to have significant impact. Also, we have been asked by the Prime Minister to develop further some proposals to take forward the policy objective (originally articulated in the 2003 White Paper) to increase the capacity of the sector to raise funds and create endowments. We will be assessing over time the impact that this might have. 

	4.4
	The following sections look at the main areas of policy that may potentially be relevant, namely:

· Diversifying models of higher education provision 

· Expanding the provision of Higher Education in Further Education Colleges 

· Changes in the criteria for awarding university title to value teaching

	4.5
	Diversifying models of higher education provision
This policy will contribute to the following outcomes that the Sub-programme is seeking to achieve:

· New delivery modes, including information and communication technology (ICT) utilisation and a more learner-centric approach, drive improved quality; 

· There is an improved geographic coverage of higher education; 

· Institutions play to their strengths and stop trying to do everything.

	4.6
	This policy is looking to encourage more people to enter higher education, by seeking to reform both how people access higher education and the models by which that provision is delivered. More flexible approaches to higher education provision will give people more opportunities to learn when, where, and in ways that meet their learning needs, preferences and abilities best.

	4.7
	There are a number of specific policies and projects that we are looking at to help deliver the diverse higher education provision that we want to see:

	4.8
	(1) Two-year compressed degrees
The two year honours degree courses are planned to be a concentrated version of the three year degree, with teaching taking place throughout term time and holidays for a solid two year period. These could offer a great opportunity to many potential students and may encourage those who would not usually feel able to take three years out of their lives to study to see that a degree may be possible for them.

	4.9
	HEFCE is currently funding pilot projects for compressed degrees at five institutions. Between them, they will test out how more intensive courses could operate within a range of different subject areas. The pilots will also be looking at different delivery models, including work-based learning programmes.

	4.10
	(2) Distance learning and e-learning
We also want to see more higher education being delivered through distance and e-learning as it can help to advance the flexibility and personalisation of learning, to support progression and lifelong learning. It should provide new opportunities to develop new ways and new places to learn. The potential of e-learning to become more relevant to employers and employees has never been more important.

	4.11
	Flexible and distance learning are important components within HEFCE’s 10 year e-learning strategy. This is an evolving and responsive strategy that will help higher education institutions to develop and embed e-learning based on evidence of what works and advice and guidance from around the sector and beyond.

	4.12
	(3) Part-time study
We also want to see an increase of those undertaking part-time study and announced a package of support in 2005 that will add diversity to the system to meet the needs of more and more learners.

	4.13
	Evidence
Helen Connor et al (2004) reported that almost 70% of minority ethnic students in higher education institutions in England are on full-time first degree programmes, and this proportion is slightly higher than the 65% for all undergraduate students. Minority ethnic students are also slightly more likely to be on full-time sub-degree programmes, but considerably less likely to be on part-time sub-degree programmes.

	4.14
	In particular, over three-quarters of Indian, Pakistani, Bangladeshi and Chinese undergraduates are on this type of course (considerably higher than the 65% of White undergraduate students and 63% of all undergraduate students). By contrast, much lower proportions of Black Caribbeans and Black Africans are taking full-time degrees.

	4.15
	For black groups, a higher percentage of undergraduate students are found in part-time than in full-time degree courses. Also, Black Africans account for one in three of the minority ethnic total of those studying full-time sub-degree courses.

	4.16
	Overall however, minority ethnic communities are more likely to take degrees than other higher education courses.

	4.17
	Assessment
As this includes a raft of relatively new modes of study (2 year compressed degrees, the new credit framework), there is currently no data collected on the take up of the new types of provision by minority ethnic communities.

	4.18
	However, we would expect to see these policies having a positive or at worst neutral impact on minority ethnic communities as choice of mode is widened. Universities and further education colleges delivering these modes of study will be expected to adhere to current legislation on race equality. We would expect this increased flexibility to provide equality of opportunity to all racial groups. The monitoring of higher education students’ admissions through the various progression routes is already part of HEFCE’s race equality scheme and reported on annually.

	4.19
	Expanding the provision of Higher Education in Further Education Colleges
This policy will contribute to the following outcome that the Sub-programme is seeking to achieve:

· There is an improved geographic coverage of higher education.

	4.20
	The Further Education White Paper announced that we want to encourage more young people to consider higher education opportunities through building access routes at the community level via the existing network of further education colleges. In many instances, further education colleges offer the only convenient access to higher education which might otherwise be hard for potential students to reach.

	4.21
	Further education colleges may also have a special attraction for potential students seeking a smaller scale and more supportive atmosphere, especially those students who have already studied in a college for lower qualifications. Further education colleges also have an important role to play in filling the geographical gaps in higher education provision.

	4.22
	Currently over 150 further education colleges provide higher education programmes in some form and serve 10% of all higher education level learners. There is a presumption that higher education delivered in further education should have a strong occupational and employability purpose. Therefore, the major area of expansion that we would want to see would be Foundation Degrees and work-based learning programmes.

	4.23
	We also want to see the development of Centres of Higher Education Excellence in further education colleges which would be focused on widening participation and employability. HEFCE are working on the development of this policy.

	4.24
	As well as expanding the numbers of further education colleges providing quality higher education provision, we also want to see Lifelong Learning Networks (LLNs) continuing and expanding. LLNs are partnerships between higher education institutions, further education colleges and employers. They combine the strengths of a number of diverse providers and allow sharing of teaching expertise, curricula and facilities. They enable learners to move between different kinds of vocational and academic programmes, and between different institutions as their interests, needs and abilities develop. HEFCE are leading on the continued development and expansion of this policy area.

	4.25
	Evidence
Helen Connor et al (2004) reported that minority ethnic communities are better represented in undergraduate study at universities than at further education colleges. Minority ethnic representation in higher education level study at further education colleges is just under 12%, compared to 15% overall. Black Caribbean undergraduate students are slightly more likely to be found at further education colleges than at old universities, but less likely than at new universities. All other minority ethnic communities are much more likely to be studying at an old or new university than a further education college.

	4.26
	Pakistani, Bangladeshi and Indian students are more likely to be living at home during term time.

	4.27
	Assessment
We would expect this policy to have a positive impact on minority ethnic communities, as this policy is attempting to widen choice of where people can study for higher education and is not restricting or changing what higher education institutions offer at present.

	4.28
	Also, as currently Pakistani, Bangladeshi and Indian students are more likely to be living at home during term time, this could lead to the conclusion that members of these minority ethnic communities may not currently participate in higher education if there is a lack of this provision in the areas that they live. Therefore, the increase in higher education provision in local further education colleges may allow more people within these groups to participate in higher education than would have done before.

	4.29
	Of course, institutions will need to monitor the participation rates of minority ethnic communities. The monitoring of higher education students’ admissions through the various progression routes is already part of HEFCE’s race equality scheme and reported on annually.

	4.30
	Changes in the criteria for awarding university title to value teaching
This policy will contribute to the following outcomes that the Sub-programme is seeking to achieve:

· New deliverers of higher education provision enter the market; 

· There is an improved geographic coverage of higher education.

	4.31
	The White Paper, The Future of Higher Education, published in January 2003 announced plans to change the current (non-statutory) criteria for degree awarding powers (DAP) and university title. The new criteria are now in force. Previously university title was only granted to those institutions with both research and taught degree awarding powers. However, under the new criteria, it can be granted to those institutions with taught DAP only, plus meeting any additional criteria on student numbers and subject spread to be awarded university title. We wanted to modernise the criteria for the granting of degree awarding powers, in particular in relation to the expectations of teaching staff and be able to grant university title on the basis of taught DAP and student numbers. The Government believes that institutions should play to their own strengths and that excellent teaching is a core mission of a university and that the absence of research should not mean that that institution is not classed as a university.

	4.32
	The Government consulted on the proposed new criteria for degree awarding powers and university title in August 2003.

	4.33
	Evidence
From HESA records we know that in 2004/05 the highest minority ethnic representation, 23.7% of all home-domiciled undergraduates, is in the post-1992 universities, compared with 15.4% in the pre-1992 university group. The lowest is at higher education Colleges, 10.9%.

	4.34
	Assessment
It is too early to say whether the policy has had an impact on widening participation from minority ethnic communities and this will need to be monitored, primarily through HESA data. In addition we will continue to review any other emerging evidence that helps inform our understanding of the impact of this policy and take remedial action where appropriate. In general the colleges that have gained university status since this policy came into place (Chichester, Chester, Winchester, Liverpool Hope etc) tend to be smaller communities than many universities which, coupled with their strengths being in teaching, may make them more attractive to those whose families may not have experience of higher education. One positive impact generally may be enhanced status for those students already studying at a higher education college who then find themselves at university.

	4.35
	Consultation Questions
11  Do you think our interpretation of the evidence for Section C policies is fair?

12   Can you point us to any relevant evidence for Section C policies you think we have missed that might alter the picture?

13   Have we properly identified the issues relating to Section C policies that might affect the participation of minority ethnic communities in higher education?

14   What issues in relation to Section C policies are you aware of that we have missed?

15   What interventions should we consider in relation to Section C policies other than those we have identified in the Assessment?


	5
	Annex - Main Evidence Sources

	5.1
	The links below will take you to the documents referred to throughout this consultation:

Why the Difference? A Closer Look at Higher Education Minority Ethnic Students and Graduates (Connor, Modood & Hillage - 2004, RR552)
See also: Minority Ethnic Students in Higher Education: Interim Report (Connor, Tyers, Davis, Tackey, with contributions from Modood) - 2003, RR448)
Higher Education Admissions: Assessment of Bias, Gittoes, M (2005) HEFCE, (2005/47)
Student Income and Expenditure Survey 2004/05
Survey of higher education students' attitudes to debt and term-time working and their impact on attainment, HEFCE (2005/RD15)
School leavers and further education students’ attitudes to debt and their impact on participation in higher education A report for Universities UK and HEFCE by Professor Callender, South Bank University, February 2003
Data from Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA) records, Universities and Colleges Admissions Service (UCAS) and the Labour Force Survey (LFS).


	6
	How To Respond

	6.1
	Consultation responses must be received by 31 October 2006 and can be made in the following ways:

online at: www.dfes.gov.uk/consultations or

by email to: heraceequality.consultation@dfes.gsi.gov.uk or

in writing to:

Consultation Unit
1st Floor
Castle View House
East Lane
Runcorn
WA7 2GJ

	7
	Additional Copies

	7.1
	Additional copies are available electronically and can be obtained from the DfES consultations site at http://www.dfes.gov.uk/consultations/

	8
	Plans for making results public

	8.1
	Once we have considered the responses to this consultation we will amend this assessment as necessary and publish a finalised version on the Department's website early in 2007.


