e PONSK TGO THE SCOTTISH EXECUTIVE CONSULATION ON THE

G e OF THE FUNIHNG COUNCILS

A0

=
|

UL weleomes the proposed merger of the Funding Councils as an opportunity o
presenta more coherent tertiary sector 1o meet the needs of students and emplovers.

We weleome the intended reduction of barriers to articulation and the encouragement
ol mixed mede provision.

As o vocauonal/professional University responsive 1o the needs of both students and
cimplovers. we recognise and support the intention to encourage an even better match
between Svotland’s needs for graduate and postgraduate skill supply and University
HEOVISION. '

Wosee the coherentomtegrated sector offering very similar benefits to the abolition of
the binary distinction between Universities and Polytechnics in 1992 which has been a
areal suceess eg parity of esteem for vocational degrees and the encouragement of
rescarch m new subjects and multidiseiplinary themes which are directly relevant to
seatland’s needs. However, a coherent sector s not the same as a merged sector in
which distinctions between infegrated institutions have been eliminated.

e aceept the referral of nen-ucademic student complaints o the Public Service
Umbudsman as an aceeptable alternative o the existing scctor wide  voluntary
arbitration scheme.

We regard the burcaucratic "Specific Tertiary  Lducation Provider™ approach as
dangerously similar o a reintroduction of the binary divide.  We note the stated
intention to fund by type of institution and look for reassurance from the Executive
that the intention is not to empower the merged Councit to fund by new STEP
category. not to introduce a damaging concept of research intensive institution, and in
short not 1o damage the progress made over the past 12 vears with widening
participation. parity of” esteem. and direet contribution to Scotland’s needs from
applicd research and knowledge transfer that has been brought about by having a
merged sector and a single HE funding council specifically for Scotland.  The term
STEP 1S unnecessary and the implications probubly unintended: it should be dropped.

W share the Lixeeutive™s concern 1o ensure that the whole lertiary sector meets
Seotiand’s needs. However. we would note that this would be better done by giving
the new Counctl o strategic leadership and facilitating role rather than a planning
orientation. The “adequacy and efficiency™ duty in FE is mere rhetoric.  SFEEC
cannot foree students o study unpopular subjects and cannot square  requiring
Goverming Bodies 1o ensure financial viability and simultaneously reguire provision of
unceonomic. unbilled learning opportunities. It would be rewarding to study the
history of the University Grants Committee which in 1979-89 during the Thatcherite
e adopted @ Uplanning” moede which is widely regarded as having failed (eg
Professor Topper. University ot Sussex). 1t was marked by increasing burcaucracy,
declining academic and institutional autonomy, and in the end the quango was faced
down by University College Cardiff.  Post 1989, in quango mode. the increasing
frustration of Government with HEFCE and SHEFC’s inability to carry through
CGovernment policy can be measured divectly by the increasing length and detail of the
letters of direction o the quangos.  Since neither “planning”™ nor “buffer quango™
mode seem o produce suttficient or effective adaptability to Government prioritics, the
combinaton of strategic direction proposed here plus contracting for marginel changes
proposed 1 the consultative document should be given more serious consideration.
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We are concerned that the Executive. in requiring Universities o provide three vear
prans for atl fearming and rescarch provision by subject, is envisaging a more proactive
olanning role for the new Council than is necessary or deliverable.  While we accept
it the Bill containg at section 4(13) provisions to prevent Ministers interfering with
swademite treedom. 10 is not clear that their protection restricts the new Funding
Lounetl,

gers, coilaborations. partnerships and rationalisation.

=

Sonddar arguments apply to mer
St foogive preat weight i considering such matters (o meeting learner and
stplover needs. but mutual benelit to the providers concerned must also be taken into
aecount ensare effectuve implementation. vatue for money. and continuing viability.

viere Cleasibiity™ s un odd and insutficient eriterion to choose,

W are very disappointed that no further incentives to articulation are envisaged.  To
achiieve @ merged Council would only require o two line Bill.  Officials have
acknowledged that no new statutory powers are required to enhance articulation.
Instead the Bill enhances the powers of the Council to interfere and regulate almost
every aspect of the University’s academic activity. changing our status to virtually a
minl quango. How will “adequacy™ ol provision be made compatible with arbitrary
caps onsiudent numbers”?

fnstead we would urge o proactive approach 1o encouraging cohesion and {airness
through funding. Fhe recent SHEFC grants for articulation were welcome and
pecessary beeause the Uintversity experience is deliberately designed 1o develop
swtependent learners with the full graduate characteristics so prized by employers.
e learner centred pedagogy is more expensive to defiver than simple vocational
hoowiedge. This means that on articulation from FE learers need intensive help 1o

change their learning styles. and this help needs te be funded.

More gencratly the coneept of funding by credit or funding by levels needs (0 be
examined  very  carctully. Already there wre small premia eg for widening
purticipation or for part-time which begin o recognise the additional costs of meeting
the needs of particular types of students.  If the Executive really believed in widening
participation. access. and reducing drop-out by helping such students succeed. it
would require the Council 1o increase the widening participation  premium
dramatically as has happened in England.  Even more innovative would be to
introduce a uniquely Scottish method ol funding according to the educational value
added or distance travelied. It is of far more benefit to Scottish society and economy
Il student with few highers from a deprived estate is brought up to graduate standard,
than someone from a privileged background and a ull set of advanced highers, The
lormer requires much more effort, support and cost on behalf of the provider,  Yet the
funding by level or funding by credit proposals ignores this.  We would prefer to see
positive meentives inany form to integrated coherent opportunities for students to
progress across the whaele sector,

Fhere are other points abeuat funding. First. funding Universities by block grant is a
bulwark te autonomy und academic freedom.  As an institution we have no objection
whitsoever o the Exceutive or the Council offering a smail proportion of the funding
wiouospecilic grant o obtain specific outputs of relatively immediate need in the
Scattish labour market.  Social workers. nurses and radiographers ave all good current
examples. However if alt of the tecaching grant were to be controlled and offered in
this way. it would  remove  vital  opportunities  for  Universities 1o hehave
enireprencurially in spotting new trends and needs in student demand both at home
acd overseas. I i global cconomy we have to have an eye on trends in the labour
market and i the professions worldwide.
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Developmg this point further. there seems to be some current concern to protect
subjects with failing demand from students cg chemistry and pure economics. At the
margin there Is no objection to the same contract mechanism to offer incentives to
Hstitutions o keep open needed specialisms that can only attract uneconomically
sl numbers ol students. However, we would question why the Executive should
tund this Tor prolessions outside the public sector. Meeting the needs of the NS is

completely understandable. meeting the needs of private sector pharmaceutical
companies is another. unless such companies guarantee jobs at the outset.  Otherwise
s could waste ofot of public money in attempting micro planning o meet perceived
pihour market needs,

wovond point abut lunding 1s that we would not want the heavily burcauceratic and
sk e fundme by miero dearning episode to be extended to M.

Fhurdly. the consultative document reads very much like an initial tertiary education
with itie cmphasts on hifelong learning or return to learn.

Fourthly. there 1s the question of funding research. At present this 1s heavily skewed
towards research-intensive universities but SHEFC and the Executive have taken an
cnlightened approach to developing world clags research in new subjects and in
supporting multidisciphinary  themes. We would not want to see that diluted.
However, e think there is a role for scholarship funding for FE staff 1o assist them in
knowledge transier to SMEs. Funding for FE/HE partnerships to assist this process
wotdd be weleome o, However. these developments should not be at the cost of
restricted budgets for or aceess Lo the Main Quality Rescarch Grant (MORG).

We would pomt out that the block grant approach and MOQRG together with the
original research development grants, and now the strategic rescarch development
crants have enabled GCU o Tever approximatety three to four fold other rescarch and
consultancy mcome and to attract thousands of international students (o Scotland.

We nate and consider unnecessary that many of the Council™s proposed powers apply
cauatly o the msttution™s private income and resources as those funded by the
Foecutive.

Mare veneratly on funding for both weaching and research we believe further thought
should be given o at least partially funding by mission.  This would encourage
distinetiveness not mission drift. and could be a much more useful ool in improving
the Executive and Council’s powers to give strategic macro leadership to the sector as
a whole. in place of the micro planning function apparently envisaged. We would
fike 1o see funding by mission placed in the context of a 2020 vision from the
Executive. o avoid being too seduced by immediate labour market concerns.

Wooure concerned that the Council™s proposed  unlimited  powers 1o request
dunrmalion or require detaited plans will impose a new burcaucratic burden and imply
e unnecessary degree of second guessing of institutions” Independent decisions/plans.
Wenwould fike to see more definition of how the new Council will provide a strategic
lead or meet Miusterial priorities on such detailed internal matiers specilied in the
consultative document as quality. progression. and articulation. and how this degree of
intervention can be compatible with our Court’s and Senate’s responsibilities for
strategie divection of the institution,



vl The banversiy shares with the Dxecutive the goal that new and existing academic
stufl should have an appropriate teaching gualification. However, we believe it should
Lo the University not the Council which decides what is appropriate in the context of
the standards set by the UK wide Higher Education Academy. We also expeet the
wademy o ke proper account of acereditation ol prior experiential lcarning.
Moreover we think that proper programmes o continuing professional development
tor il teaching st are ot least as important as initial acereditation. Proper (raining,
Gualilication and development are also vital for staff engaged in knowledge transfer
and commercial development. {nits of resource available for teaching and for
research should reflect these staff development needs.

V220 Tewould be helpiub i1 could be clanfied as to which new providers will be funded.
tethis miended o permit funding of private providers or corporate universities?  Or.
s this simpty an cncouragement ol new mixed mode entities? 14 would be helpful.
absoo 11 the Executive could confirm that it still adheres to the Bologna requirements
for harmonisation of Puropean Higher Education “space™ and arrangements.  In
cooard o promotion (o overseas students. we would alse seek reassurance that the
actiniion oi what consututes a University in Scotland will not be changed.
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