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Chapter 1 Introduction

1.1. Policy background

The main ‘driver’ for English policy on adults’ access to higher and further education since the mid-1990s
at least has been global economic competition, and the perceived need to respond to the need to raise
skill levels in the workforce. This has, of course, been overlaid by concerns about social cohesion and
social inclusion, and by concerns about tensions arising from migration — both from former British
colonies and dominions, and, more recently, from countries of the European Union, chiefly the newer
member states.

While the term ‘access’ dominated policy discussions in the 1980s and into the first half of the 1990s,
under the Labour government after 1997 the term ‘widening participation’ has been in vogue. The
Conservative government’s 1987 White Paper (leading to the 1988 Education Reform Act') proposed
three routes of access to higher education: academic qualifications, vocational qualifications and access
courses for adults. It also recognised the right of institutions to admit people from other routes ‘if fully
satisfied of their capacity to benefit’. This development opened routes to growth in intakes and ‘mass’
participation in higher education.

In 1997, the Dearing Report’ recommended further growth. This was broadly implemented by the new
Labour government, which set a target of 50 per cent participation. It also proposed that ‘the
opportunity of higher education’ should be offered to ‘all those who have the potential to benefit’, and
that courses should ‘satisfy both students and employers’.

The Labour government’s chief concern in widening participation policy has been social class. In order to
address the perceived skills deficit in the workforce, substantial funding has been directed towards
‘foundation degrees’: a new, shorter, more work-focused qualification below the level of the traditional
undergraduate (Bachelors) degree. Foundation degrees tend to have much more flexible entry
qualifications, and in many cases, students taking foundation degrees are able to transfer credits to
Bachelors study; foundation degrees therefore function, in some respects, as access programmes.
However, students on foundation degrees still represent a small proportion of the total: 18,050 students
were awarded a foundation degree in 2008/09, which would equate to just 6.5 per cent of the number
of first degree graduates (276,145) (HESA 2010).

Key foci of political debate have been around the proportion of university entrants from state (as
opposed to private or ‘public’) schools, and the proportion of such students gaining entry to ‘elite’
universities. (The latter being variously interpreted: for instance, as Oxford and Cambridge, or as twenty
or so the ‘research-intensive’ ‘Russell Group’, or slightly more widely as ‘pre-1992’ universities — post-

! http://www.opsi.gov.uk/Acts/acts1988/Ukpga_19880040_en_1.htm

? https://bei.leeds.ac.uk/Partners/NCIHE/



1992 universities being those formed as a result of powers introduced in that year which roughly
doubled the number of institutions recognised as ‘universities’.) As a recent review of widening
participation policy reflected:

Competing ideologies of access and participation inflect these policies and practices. Concerns
about ‘working class’ entry to elite universities enjoy high visibility. Debate about the diversity of
student participation in a diverse higher education system, or about non-participation, is less
common. (ESRC, 2008a)

1.2. Background Data

Under the Education and Skills Act 2008>, government legislated to raise the ‘education leaving age’ in
England to 18 years. As a result, young people are required to participate in education or training until
their 18th birthday through full-time education or training, at school, college or in ‘home education’, or
in work-based learning, such as an apprenticeship, or (if they are employed, self-employed or
volunteering more than 20 hours a week) through part-time education or training.* Previously the
‘school leaving age’ had stood at 16 years (having been raised from 15 in 1972).

A study prepared for government found the proportion of 16-17 year olds in education and training

fluctuated between 1996 and 2006, rising from a low of 78.3 per cent in 2001 to an estimated
82.4 per cent in 2006. The total number of 16-18 year olds in education or training ... increased
over the same period, from 1.4 million in 1996 to over 1.5 million at the end of 2006, the highest
number ever (DfES, 2007b). In 2006, 14.4 per cent of 16 to 17 year olds were either NEET or in
JWT’ (DfES, 2007a). (Speilhofer et al., 2007, pp. 14-15).

However, there was greater variation by age. The proportion of 16 year olds, then the first post-
compulsory year, in education and training rose gradually from 82.6 per cent in 2001, to 87.2 per cent in
2006; the proportion of 16 year olds within full-time education rose more steeply, from 70.2 per cent in
1998 to 78.1 per cent in 2006 (DfES, 2007b). The proportion of 17 year olds participating in education or
training fell 1999-2002, from 76.8 per cent to 73.7 per cent, but rose to 77.5 per cent by the end of
2006. At age 18, there has been a significant fall-off in participation: the proportion of 18 year olds in
education or training declined from a peak of 57.8 per cent in 1996, and stood at roughly 54 per cent in
2005 and 2006. (Speilhofer et al. 2007, p. 15)

Speilhofer et al. (2007) summarised the literature on young people not in employment, education or
training as ‘consistently described as being most likely to:

® http://www.opsi.gov.uk/acts/acts2008/ukpga_20080025_en_1#Legislation-Preamble (accessed 6 April 2010)
* http://www.dcsf.gov.uk/educationandskills/ (accessed 9 April 2010)

® NEET: Not in Employment, Education or Training; JWT: jobs without training.



— have achieved no or very low qualifications when leaving school at 16: several studies show that
educational achievement at 16 is the main predictor of post-16 participation (Bynner, 2004;
EdComs, 2007; Mcintosh 2004); furthermore, 35 per cent of 16 and 17 year olds who are NEET
have no qualifications and 44 per cent have qualifications below Level 2 (DWP, 2006).

— have not enjoyed school, have a history of truancy and/or exclusion and feel that they were not
treated as adults in school: various studies establish a strong link between negative experiences
of school and the likelihood of not engaging in learning post-16 (Coles et al., 2002; EdCom:s,
2007; Maychell et al., 1998; Payne, 2000) — one study (Rennison et al., 2005), for example, found
that young people in the NEET group were over three times more likely previously to have been
excluded from school than young people overall.

— be male — statistical data (DfES, 2007b) shows that boys are twice as likely to be NEET at 16 (4.2
per cent of girls compared to 8.6 per cent of boys in 2006).

— be white —analysis of the Youth Cohort Study (Payne, 2000) revealed that ‘low achievers from
ethnic minorities were much more likely to stay on in full-time education than low achievers
belonging to the white majority’ (p. 53).

— come from lower socio-economic backgrounds — several studies (Payne,2000; Rennison et al.,
2005) have shown a consistent link between low levels of participation in learning post-16 and
disadvantaged family backgrounds and parents’ levels of employment.

— have low levels of career exploration skills and self-awareness — a longitudinal survey (Morris et
al., 1999) of young people before and after completing compulsory education found that a
successful transition into learning post-16 was dependent on young people’s career exploration
skills and awareness of their own strengths and weaknesses.

— have parents with low qualification levels, aspirations and awareness of post-16 options —
analysis of quantitative data (Rennison et al., 2005) collected as part of the evaluation of the
Educational Maintenance Allowance (EMA) revealed a strong link between non-participation
and parental characteristics. The study found, for example, that parents of young people who
were NEET were more likely than other parents to agree that they did not ‘know enough about
modern qualifications to give proper advice to their child’ (p. 25). (Speilhofer et al., 2007, p. 18)

‘Job-seeker’s Allowance’ (JSA) is the name given by government to the main form of benefit currently
available to the unemployed in England (and the UK as a whole). An applicant for JSA has a meeting with
a ‘personal adviser’ at the ‘Jobcentre Plus’ office, and agree a ‘jobseeker’s agreement’: this often
involves undertaking training of some kind.

In relation to higher education, Higher Education Statistics Agency (2010) data show that the total
number of higher education enrolments at English HE institutions stood at 2,005,845 in 2008/09,
representing an increase of 4% over 2007/08. Of these, 1,267,675 were full-time, also an increase in
numbers of 4% over 2007/08. However, the number of part-time enrolments increased by 5% over the



same period. The number of full-time first year enrolments increased by 8% between 2007/08 and
2008/09; in contrast, part-time first year enrolments increased by 7%. The great bulk of these
enrolments were from the UK. The number of non-UK European Union (EU) domiciled students
increased by 4% (from 89,010 to 92,885), while the number of the number of non-EU domiciled students
increased by 9% (from 195,250 to 211,900). In 2008/09, 97% of English domiciled first year
undergraduates studied at English HEIs (excluding the Open University), the same as in 2007/08. (HESA
2010)

Social class issues have dominated in recent widening participation debates, perhaps because evidence
shows that ‘women are more likely to participate in higher education than males’ and that this remains
true ‘even after allowing for the higher achievement of girls in secondary school’ (ESRC, 2008b), and
that, with one very small exception, and allowing for prior educational achievement, ethnic minority
students are more likely to go to university than students from a ‘white British’ background (ESRC,
2008b). A recent study of participation by gender showed that although historically women have been
under-represented in HE:

By 1992 ... the Age Participation Index suggested that young women’s participation rates in
England had caught up with those of men. The 2005/06 Higher Education Initial Participation
Rate figures for 17-30 year olds showed a 7.2 percentage participation gap, in favour of women -
a gap which appears to continue to widen. ... In 2005/06, the probability that a seventeen year
old male would participate in higher education by age 20 was estimated to be 30.5%. For a
seventeen year old female, this probability was estimated to be over seven percentage points
higher, at 37.7%. (Broecke & Hamed 2008, pp. 1, 3)

Similarly, a study for the Commission for Racial Equality based on Labour Force Survey data showed that
the proportions of people of working age studying for a degree in 2002 by ethnic group were
substantially higher for non-whites than for white people (see Table 1, p.9).

Table 1 Percentage of People of Working Age Studying for a Degree, by Ethnic Group 2002

Ethnicity Percentage studying for a degree
White 16.9
Mixed 19.7
Asian of British Asian 35.2
Black or Black British 313
Chinese 63.4
Other Ethnic Group 39.5

Source: Quoted in Tolley & Rumble 2006, p. 11.
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Tolley and Rumble (2006) summarised the data in relation to black and minority ethnic (BME)
participation rates in higher education as follows:

— In 2004-05, female BME participation mirrored the national picture in that it exceeded male
participation in terms of total numbers and female participation in HE is higher than males in all
ethnic groups except for Asian/Asian British females;

— BME female participation exceeds BME male participation in both full-time and part-time study;

—  The highest participation rates as measured by the HEIPR® are Black/Black British females (66%)
and male Asian/Asian British (62%);

— The largest group actually participating in HE is Indian students (4.1% of the student population
in 2001-02) followed by Black African (2.5%) and Pakistani (2.2%);

— The highest HEIPRs are for Asian other (83%), Black African (73%) and Indian students (71%)
whilst the lowest HEIPRs are for Black Caribbean (45%) and Bangladeshi students (39%);

— Female Bangladeshi participation (36%) is below female White participation (34%);

— Among the Young HEIPR Black Caribbean participation drops significantly to 17% compared to
the White Young HEIPR of 29%;

— The latest Universities & Colleges Admissions Services (UCAS) data shows a 13% difference
between the level of White applications accepted (83%) than from those Black groups (70%).
(Tolley & Rumble 2006, p. 13).

The emphasis has therefore been chiefly on social class. Social Trends data shows that young people in
manual social classes continue to be under-represented in higher education throughout Great Britain.
‘Despite increasing from a participation rate of 11 per cent in 1991/92 to 19 per cent in 2001/02,
participation remains well below that of the non-manual social classes. Participation rates for the non-
manual social classes increased from 35 per cent to 50 per cent over the same period.” (Office for
National Statistics 2010) A recent study concluded:

Broadly, the reason why poorer students do not access high education to the same extent as
their more advantaged counterparts is not because of choices being made at age 18, but
because disadvantaged students do so poorly in secondary school. Poorer children tend to
attend lower achieving secondary schools. ...[D]ifferent types of students are accessing schools
of different quality, and this is likely to be part of any explanation of the lower academic
achievement of poorer children. ... The gap in higher education participation between richer and
poorer students is largely explained by the weak academic achievement of poor children in
secondary school. ... [W]idening participation in higher education requires intervention well

® Higher Education Initial Participation Rate.
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before the point of entry into higher education to increase the attainment of children from
poorer backgrounds at earlier ages. (ESRC, 2008b).

A marked feature of ‘widening participation’ debates in England has been their emphasis on entry to
university (or higher education) at or around age 18. Despite the co-incidence between these debates
and renewed interest in lifelong learning since the mid-1990s, the stress has been strongly on the
‘traditional’ student —in age terms, at least.

The prison population of England and Wales grew by an average annual rate of 3.8 per cent between
1995 and 2009, resulting in a 66% increase in the prison population between January 1995 and January
2009 (from 49,500 to 82,100). The principal reason for this appears to be that the courts sentenced
more people to prison each year (1995-2002), and offenders have been staying longer in prison. These
are because of a trend toward ‘tougher sentencing’, with more offenders given custodial sentences and
an increase in the average time served in goal:

From 2000 to 2008, the average time served in prison increased by 14% (from 8.1 t0 9.3
months) for those released from determinate sentences. This was due to a 15% increase in the
average custodial determinate sentence length handed down by the courts between 2000 and
2004, and a decline in the parole release rate from 06/07 (which meant that offenders had
served longer by the time they were released). (Ministry of Justice 2009)

An analysis of official data on long-term unemployment by the Trades’ Union Congress (TUC) in
December 2009 showed that the number of people claiming Jobseeker's allowance (JSA) for over 12
months had increased from 103,930 in December 2008 to 201,015 in November 2009. The TUC
expected the number to continue to rise into 2010. However, the TUC also pointed out that most long-
term unemployed people do not claim the JSA: the number of people claiming JSA for at least 12 months
is just over 200,000, but the total number out of work for at least a year reached 620,000 in October
2009, and is expected to increase further. (TUC, 2009)

1.3. Objectives

The strategic aim of this subproject is the analysis of the role of education institutions and non-
traditional educational contexts in the promotion of the access of adults to the education system,
particularly those adults from backgrounds of social marginalization. A key goal is to evaluate the main
obstacles to establishing mechanisms for the recognition of prior non-formal learning and work
experience for opening access of adults to education system.

1.4. Target groups
Although the higher education in England has gone through profound changes in terms of numbers
enrolled to the institutions of 4™ level education the participation of traditionally under-represented
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groups is still poor’ (Mayhew, et al., 2004, p. 71). “[H]igh participation rates do not automatically imply
that the functions of higher education in social selection and reproduction are obsolete, or that issues of
access and equity can be regarded as features of the past” (italic by the author) (Schuetze & Slowey,
2002, p. 309). As the participation of traditionally under-represented groups has not changed
significantly in the last decades this project focuses on groups as follows:

— Ethnic minorities,

— Disabled,

— Long-term unemployed,
— Early school leavers,

— Prisoners.

1.5. Funding sources

Broadly speaking, funding for lifelong learning in England comes from four sources: from the
government, from students, from students’ employers, and from the ‘third sector’ — not for profit
bodies, including charities. Schuller and Watson (2009) estimate that for the UK as a whole,® total
expenditure on post-compulsory learning, including by government, employers, the third sector and
individuals, expenditure on adult learning provision amounts to approximately £55 billion or 3.9 per cent
of Gross Domestic Product (GDP). Roughly £26 billion of this is spent from the public purse, £20 billion is
spent on training by private and non-profit organizations, and £9 billion is spent by individuals, including
the self-employed. They comment that this investment is ‘heavily skewed towards young people (aged
18-25), and those who succeed initially’: ‘of the £15 billion spent on teaching provision and student
support for colleges and universities, the weighting is heavily in favour of young, full-time students’.
They estimate that 86 per cent of the total expenditure is made on those aged 25 and under (with 11
per cent on those aged 25-50, 2.5 per cent on those aged 50-75, and just 0.5 on those aged over 75). Of
the total of £55 billion, £3.7 billion comprises the public subsidy to vocational training through various
forms of tax relief. (Schuller & Watson 2009, pp. 5-6).

Funding from government for learners over the age of 18 originates, of course, in various forms of
taxation. This is allocated by the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) chiefly through the
Higher Education Funding Council for England (which provides funding to universities and other bodies
for the provision of degree-level teaching) and (until 31 March 2010) by the Learning and Skills Council

7 ,..in absolute terms their participation rate has increased....[however] the relative chances of lower socio-economic groups have hardly
altered” (Mayhew, et al., 2004, p. 71-72).

® The United Kingdom comprises Great Britain (England, Wales, and Scotland) and Northern Ireland. England is governed by the Parliament at
Westminster. Legislative authority for, and government of, Scotland, Northern Ireland and Wales have been devolved to varying degrees to
national parliaments and assemblies, and governments (though these do not have revenue-raising powers). However, England is very much the
largest of the constituent parts of the UK: according to the Office for National Statistics, the estimated population of the UK in mid-2008 was
61.38 million; that of England was 51.44 million, or 84 per cent of the total (see: http://www.statistics.gov.uk/cci/nugget.asp?ID=6).
Generalisations about the UK tend, therefore, to be applicable to England.

13



(for courses below degree level, principally in colleges of further education). Government does,
however, provide more modest funding for a variety of other learning opportunities for adults through
other sources and other government departments. For instance, the Department for Communities and
Local Government has provided funding for various ‘Neighbourhood Renewal’ programmes. Between
2001 and 2010, for example, £2 billion was spent on regeneration in 39 areas with a total population of
400,000 people: some of this went on learning activities of various kinds. Similarly, the Ministry of
Justice finances educational opportunities for prisoners in England and Wales (of whom there were
roughly 85,000 in early 2010 — and of these, rather fewer than 5,000 were women).

1.5.1. Formal education

Public funding mechanisms for the formal education for adults in England differ as between higher
education (education at degree level and above) and further education (broadly, education below
degree level). Structures for funding higher education have remained relatively stable over the past two
decades — although there has been a good deal of turbulence at the level of the specific objectives of
funding and the kinds of activities and programmes encouraged. Funding structures for further
education, in contrast, have been subject to something akin to a permanent revolution.’

The Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE) was established under the Further and
Higher Education Act 1992. Inter alia, that Act created a single higher education sector by abolishing the
division between universities and polytechnics. Previously, in England, universities had been funded by
the Universities Funding Council (UFC), polytechnics and colleges by the Polytechnics and Colleges
Funding Council (PCFC), while three institutions had been funded directly by government (through the
then Department for Education and Employment).

HEFCE allocates public funds to universities and colleges in England which provide higher education.
Most goes to around 130 universities and higher education colleges. However, HEFCE also funds higher
education courses in around 120 further education colleges — though the chief source of public funding
for such colleges was (until March 2010) the Learning and Skills Council (see below).

Legally, HEFCE is a ‘non-departmental public body’ (NDPB). These are organisations which have ‘a role in
government processes’, but are ‘not part of the Government or one of its departments’. They work at
‘arm's length’ from the government ministers who are ultimately responsible for their effectiveness and
efficiency. It ‘work[s] within a policy framework set by the Secretary of State for Business, Innovation

° The reorganisation of funding structures for further education is additional to the frequent renaming of, and reallocation of responsibilities
between, government departments (as government ministries are now known in the UK). Further and higher education has been a particular
victim of such administrative restructuring. Until 1995, it fell under the Department for Education: in that year the Department for Education
merged with the Department of Employment to form the Department for Education and Employment (DfEE). From 2001, when employment
matters were transferred to the Department for Work and Pensions, this became the Department for Education and Skills (DfES). In 2007, when
Gordon Brown became Prime Minister, the DfES split: education for those aged under 18 fell under the Department for Children, Schools and
Families (DCSF), while the Department for Innovation, Universities and Skills (DIUS) took responsibility for higher education, and those aspects
of further education relating to adult learning. In 2009 DIUS was itself merged with the Department of Business, Enterprise and Regulatory
Reform (BERR) to form the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS).
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and Skills’ (BIS), but is not part of the Department. Its website describes it as having ‘distinct statutory
duties that are free from direct political control’.* Informally, HEFCE (and the other UK higher education
funding councils) are often described as ‘buffer’ institutions: as providing a mechanism by which
government can fund higher education without interfering in the autonomy of individual self-governing
universities, or infringing academic freedom. Originally, the ‘buffer’ was provided by the University
Grants Committee (1919-1989) which had a great deal more autonomy; how far HEFCE provides
effective protection of academic autonomy is much-debated. (Shattock 1994) For example, the
legislation reserves to government the authority to ‘instruct’ HEFCE in certain matters: in 2007 it used
this right to instruct HEFCE to phase out funding to HEIs and FE colleges for the teaching of students
studying for a qualification that equivalent to, or lower than, a qualification they have already achieved.
(This prohibition on funding for ‘ELQ’s had a particularly pronounced and adverse impact on part-time,
mature students.)

HEFCE works within a broad policy framework agreed between HEFCE and the relevant government
department (currently BIS). Its current (2006-11) ‘core strategic aims’ are:

— Enhancing excellence in learning and teaching. To ensure that all higher education students
benefit from a high-quality learning experience fully meeting their needs and the needs of the
economy and society.

— Widening participation and fair access. To promote and provide the opportunity of successful
participation in higher education to everyone who can benefit from it.

— Employer engagement and skills. To encourage transformational change in the higher education
sector that will enhance the capability of higher education institutions to establish long-term,
sustainable relationships with employers to stimulate and meet their demands for highly
competent and skilled employees.

— Enhancing excellence in research. To develop and sustain a dynamic and internationally
competitive research sector that makes a major contribution to economic prosperity and
national wellbeing and to the expansion and dissemination of knowledge.

— Enhancing the contribution of HE to the economy and society. To increase the impact of the
higher education knowledge base to enhance economic development and the strength and
vitality of society.™

HEFCE funding to universities and other higher education institutions for 2010/11 will comprise £4,727
million for teaching (of which £144 million is for ‘widening participation’ and £269 million for ‘teaching
enhancement and student success’), and £1,603 million for research. (In addition, there will be £150

10 http://www.hefce.ac.uk/aboutus/history/#note (accessed 4 April 2010)

" http://www.hefce.ac.uk/aboutus/mission.htm (accessed 4 April 2010).

15



million for ‘business and the community’, £294 million ‘special funding’ and £562 million ‘earmarked
capital funding’.)*

The main source of public funding for further education for adults over 18 is now the Skills Funding
Agency. This was established in April 2010, replacing the Learning and Skills Council (LSC). The LSC had
been established only in 2001, replacing the Further Education Funding Council (FEFE). The FEFC had
also enjoyed only a relatively brief life, having been established in 1992 to take responsibility for the
funding of further education when the PCFC was abolished.

The Skills Funding Agency is an agency of BIS, responsible for funding and regulating adult further
education and skills training in England. Its funding strategy is ‘informed by policy set by BIS and by the
needs of businesses, communities and regions, and sector and industry bodies’.**

The SFA was established under the Apprenticeships, Skills, Children and Learning Act 2009 which
dissolved the Learning and Skills Council (LSC) and transferred its functions on 1 April 2010 to local
authorities and two new agencies: the Young People's Learning Agency (responsible for education and
training for 16-19-year-olds) and the Skills Funding Agency. The SFA ‘provides the basic skills that are
needed for today’s economy, as well as providing skills to take advantage of new growth sectors and
new industries that will secure our future’, and ‘strive[s] to ensure that the economy is not just
supported, but taken to higher levels by increasing skills and creativity’.'* According to its website, the
SFA ‘is an agency of the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills. The Chief Executive of Skills
Funding is a civil servant and a statutory post holder personally reporting to the BIS Permanent
Secretary. This model places the Skills Funding Agency at a “shorter arm’s length” from BIS, allowing a
fast and effective response to policy, while reinforcing the autonomy of the FE sector.’”

In light of the inevitable constraints on the public finances over the coming years, skills policy
will focus resources even more closely on skills that underwrite our economic growth and
support high value-added employment. We will invest £4 billion in colleges and learning
providers and other training organisations to provide the education and training needed by
employers, employees and future employees to progress and improve what they do - increasing
the chances of success for all. We plan to:

— support our continuing commitment to Apprenticeships - the National Apprenticeships
Service will invest a total of £400 million for those aged 19 or over in the 2010-11 financial
year,

— invest £983million in the 2010/11 academic year through the Train to Gain programme,

12 http://www.hefce.ac.uk/finance/recurrent/2010/ (accessed 4 April 2010).
B http://skillsfundingagency.bis.gov.uk/aboutus/fags/ (accessed 4 April 2010)
" http://skillsfundingagency.bis.gov.uk/aboutus/fags/ (accessed 4 April 2010)

" http://skillsfundingagency.bis.gov.uk/howwework/ (accessed 4 April 2010)
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— invest nearly £600 million in Skills for Life provision delivered through Adult Learner
Responsive and Employer Responsive routes for 19+ provision,

— invest £210 million in Adult Safeguarded Learning.™®

1.5.2. Non-formal education

Other than through the direct provision of training for its employees, the government’s funding for non-
formal education in England is limited to a range of relatively small, targeted, and generally transient
programmes in areas such as community regeneration. A number of local authorities, further education
colleges, ‘third-sector’ NGOs and private sector bodies bid for such funding, often in competition and/or
collaboration with one another. Some of these are organizations with national coverage, such as the
Workers’ Educational Association; others restrict their work to a particular locality.

One example is the Neighbourhood Renewal Fund (NRF): ‘the principal funding mechanism deployed to
drive forward the National Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal (NSNR) at the local level’ in England’s
88 most deprived local authorities, aiming to ‘improve services and narrow the gap between deprived
areas and the rest’. During 2001-2006, £1.875bn was allocated to eligible LSPs, and a further £1.05bn
was made available in 2006-2008. (Cowen et al. 2008, p. 13) An officially-sponsored evaluation of the
programme found the NRF had ‘achieved a range of positive achievements’, but that its ‘cumulative
impact and effectiveness’ had ‘not been maximised’ for a number of reasons, including:

— ‘evidence use in the planning of programmes and interventions’ had ‘not been embedded’,
so that ‘the level of sophistication in targeting NRF was often poor’,

— interventions had been ‘inadequately evaluated, or not at all, meaning there has been a
limited understanding of what does and does not work’,

— ‘data on performance, outcomes and impacts’ had ‘not been collected in a robust fashion,
resulting in an inconsistent understanding of progress, with the issue of impact a particular
concern’ (Cowen, et al. 2008, p. 68).

Whilst this is only one example, these are problems not untypical of such programmes.

' http://skillsfundingagency.bis.gov.uk/aboutus/fags/ (accessed 4 April 2010)
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Chapter 2 Formal adult education

2.1. Background information on formal adult education in England

Adults are found throughout post-school educational provision in England: most of all in Further
Education colleges, but also in Universities. They are also to be found in the adult education
programmes offered by local authorities, private and independent learning providers and voluntary
organisations including trades unions, though such provision tends to be informal and is discussed in
Chapter 3 below.

Further education (FE) colleges are the major providers of post-school, mainly vocational education for
young people and adults. A report from NIACE in 2005 claimed that eight out of ten students in FE
colleges were adults, accounting for 50 per cent of taught learning hours and 85% of the funding
provided by the LSC for adult learning went to colleges. Colleges vary greatly in size, in the communities
they serve — from rural to inner-city — and in their curriculum. Some are virtually the only post-16
providers in their communities and, therefore, have larger proportions of young people (16-19); in areas
where there is extensive school provision for 16-19 year olds, they are much more adult-focused. Some
are specialised in their curriculum offer, but most have a wide spread of subjects and career routes on
offer.

Significant numbers of adults attend universities, mostly part-time; the tendency for this to be
concentrated in the newer (‘post-1992’) universities. There are also two institutions which focus almost
entirely on part-time, adult students: the Open University and Birkbeck College of the University of
London. The total number of higher education enrolments at English HEIs in 2006/07 was 1,957,195
according to the Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA). Most (1,187,635) were full-time, but nearly
40 per cent (769,560) were par’c-time.17

While there is no restriction on numbers of adults (as distinct from the more traditional 18-21 year-old
student intake), there is less financial support available for adults; in addition, the government has
recently ceased supporting adults taking a second qualification at a level equivalent to (or lower than)
one they already hold. Although there are some exceptions related to specific vocationally-oriented
courses, this appears to be restricting the numbers of adults wanting to make a career change mid-life
who can benefit and to be having a disproportionate effect on those institutions, including (but by no
means only) the Open University, which serve relatively large proportions of adult learners.

Y HESA SFR 117 Higher Education Student Enrolments and Qualifications Obtained at Higher Education Institutions in the United Kingdom for
the Academic Year 2006/07 (http://www.hesa.ac.uk/index.php/content/view/1100/161/; accessed 5 April 2010).
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A small number of adult residential colleges, such as Ruskin College, Oxford, with roots in the labour or
other social purpose movements, offer long-term residential opportunities aimed at those previously ill-
served by initial education.

The present research explored strategies of three categories of institutions: two universities (one an
older or ‘pre-1992’ institution, the other a newer, ‘post-1992’), and a further education college.

2.2. Brailsford County College™®

Brailsford County College is a Further Education college, offering a diverse curriculum in vocational
training and education, aimed to fit the needs of both employers and the local community. The FE
college opened in the mid-1970s and has since “spread out” into several nearby sites (Senior). Around
2003, Brailsford began to rebrand itself through a change of name “because we felt we’d broadened
beyond the town, then we changed the name to Brailsford County College because we had a presence
within the county” (Senior). In 2007, there was a reorganisation, which one participant stated, “came a
little bit too early because the following September and through that year all the funding methodology
changed and then we had a new principal come August 2008, so | suppose that was quite significant
changes and | think she felt that the reorganisation although at the time appropriate, with the current
funding and changes in methodology, it was more appropriate to change again. So part of the
realignment in March was to bring up in line with new funding streams...we have adult responsive,
employer responsive, higher education and work-based, so it all changed in line with that” (Senior).
These recent reorganisations and realignment included different thematic groups, including “an
equalities thematic group, which is very new, but it’s very action-based...the equalities thematic group
has actually come out of our realignments. One of the criticisms of groups was that they were talking
about it groups rather than doing it groups, so there’s a range of thematic groups across the college now
that come from the support areas, that they’re very, very action based (Inclusion manager).

The college underwent reorganisation in order to deal with the expansion of the 16-19 age profile. As
one participant reflected, “at one point [we] recognised, there was so many of them and with such
specific needs we reorganised to make a post 16, a 16 centre, so that actually all those people were
together and they were taught by sort of similar groups of people who wanted to teach that age group”
(Senior). The college has also become more accessible for individuals with physical disabilities to create
a more barrier free environment. As stated by a representative of senior management, “when | first
worked here the doors you had to push open but now they’re all automatic and there’s ramps and lifts.
So it’s kind of geared up for people in wheelchairs. And we’ve had students who are blind and those
difficulties and we’ve accommodated them” (Senior). The Inclusion and Diversity manager perceived
more support dedicated to emotional and behaviour difficulties. She stated, “there’s much more now

'8 pseudonyms are used to ensure confidentiality and anonymity of institutions and participants.
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for people with emotional and behavioural difficulties, which probably when | first came it was mostly
learning difficulty and disability, and | think that’s really, really changed”.

The college has experienced extensive growth in recent years. As one senior staff member stated,
“when | first came in 2002, we had a turnover of £4 million as a college, that is now at the round about
13 million pound mark with a strategic plan to go to 20, so it’s seen fairly rapid growth over a short
period of time and | suppose the staffing has increased to reflect that”. Roles were also realigned to
meet national legislation focused on equality and diversity. For example, in an interview with the
Inclusion and Diversity Manager, she reflected on the evolution of her role, stating “changes have been
really legislation wise, as | say the pace of legislation over the last few years has been huge...another big
change is just the amount of excluded young people that are coming to us, that is terrific...I think the
role has a need now to be more creative. And | also think it is about, increasingly about young, severely
excluded, disadvantaged people” (Inclusion manager).

2.2.1. Institutional strategies and history

According to a senior staff member, the university has “four strategic priorities...growth to £20 million,
developing links with employers, developing our staff, excellence in teaching, learning...we’re ambitious
for a small college, I'd say we’re medium sized now and fairly ambitious”. The mission statement of the
college is to provide excellent and innovative vocational learning to improve the life chances,
employability and economic prosperity of learners. The college operational development plan reflects
these goals, as do the various initiatives in the college to assist learners. It provides specialist
programmes for individuals with disabilities, learning difficulties, English as an Additional Language and
English as a Foreign Language for learned from overseas. In addition, the college’s objective is to help
support disaffected individuals between the age of 14 and 16.

The college perceives inclusion and diversity to be a significant aspect of their overall objective and
purpose. The college has an Inclusion and Diversity Manager, who “started here as learning support
services manager, so there was no overall equalities person if that makes sense. So it did evolve into this
role. Inclusion and diversity would be some of the obvious things, so I've got responsibility for all of the
equalities legislation which obviously over the last few years has been very very quick in its pace. So I've
written the single equality scheme for the college, before that gender and disability equality and race
equality, so it’s now in the one overall piece of legislation. So that’s a major part. What else do | have? |
do a lot of networking and representing the college at various meetings outside of the college, so
various disability groups, equalities networks, so and so forth. I’ve got a lead for child protection, there
is, the deputy principal has overall responsibility but | now lead between the stuff like this. Every learner
matters, our response to Every Child Matters is part of my, actually you forget everything that you do
don’t you?! What else do | do? | suppose NEETSs, young people not in education, employment and
training, | have strategic lead for NEETs and also | have a strategic lead with Connexions®®. And I'm the
FE county lead for teenage pregnancy and sexual health” (Inclusion manager).

¥ Connexions is a public organization providing information, advice and guidance (IAG) for young people. It is well connected with local
authorities, schools and communities.

20



In the college governance, “there is a standards and diversity committee, and that’s like board of
governors level, | attend that, where that really does monitor everything we’re doing, very good, they
want to know” (Inclusion manager). The purpose of the standards and diversity committee is “to make
sure that those whole access, widening participation, equalities issues were being acted to” (Inclusion
manager). The dedication to issues of widening participation and access is