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Executive summary 
 
The Centre for Research and Evaluation survey of institutions and work-based learning 
providers engaged with the integrated Aimhigher programme indicated that the 
programme has had a significant impact on widening participation activities. Although 
its potential is sometimes dissipated by the diverse nature of the activities to which it is 
linked, Aimhigher has clearly had a major role in widening participation.  
 

When an initiative such as Aimhigher has the transforming effect it has had, it is 
difficult to imagine life without it. As a result of Aimhigher and our collaborative 
working groups we are able to stretch our most able and work closely with our 
students who have the ability to succeed to higher education but who may not 
have done so in the past.  

(Further education respondent) 
 

Aimhigher has had a significant impact in developing and deepening our 
relationship with schools and colleges. It has enabled us to support colleagues 
in promoting higher attainment, raising aspirations and progression. The 
collaborative dimensions have also enabled sharing of good practice and to 
some extent the breaking down of barriers between higher education 
institutions. Colleges in particular have been appreciative of a collaborative 
approach that reduces duplication and provides a single focus for higher 
education progression activities.  

(Higher education respondent) 
 

The survey indicated that widening participation activities have grown over the past 
two years and that Aimhigher has been a primary facilitator, especially in the post-1992 
universities and in further education colleges (FECs). Institutions in both sectors have 
worked more intensively and with a greater number of other organisations and 
educational institutions, particularly schools. However, institutions and work-place 
learning providers suggest there is still some way to go. 
 
 
Methodology 
 
The survey was undertaken in the summer and early autumn of 2005. The survey was 
in three parts: a census of higher education institutions (HEIs, 87% response rate), a 
sample of 205 further education colleges formerly involved in Aimhigher: Excellence 
Challenge (65% response rate), and a sample of 155 work-based learning providers 
thought to have been engaged in Aimhigher at some time (52% response rate). The 
surveys had some questions in common, which included a core of key questions from 
the earlier National Foundation for Educational Research (NFER) surveys of HEIs1.  
 
 
Mission and Policy 
 
Aimhigher has added value to institutions’ own widening participation activities and 
there was generally a good fit between Aimhigher and institutional policy and strategy. 
The Aimhigher brand was viewed positively by many respondents, especially by post-
1992 universities and FECs, although rather less so by pre-1992 institutions.  

                                                
1 West, A.,  Xavier, R, and Hind, A., 2003, Evaluation of Excellence Challenge: survey of education providers 2002, National Foundation 
for Educational Research, DfES Publications. 
Pennell, H., West, A and Hind, A., 2004, The national evaluation of Aimhigher: survey of higher education providers 2003, DfES 
Publications. 
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• Most (71%) HEIs reported that Aimhigher added a lot or quite a lot of value to 

their own activity to widen participation. 
• 41% of FECs indicated that Aimhigher added a lot or quite a lot of value to the 

college’s own activity to increase progression from level 2 to level 3; more 
thought that it impacted on progression from level three to higher education 
(54% into higher education in the further education sector and 64% into higher 
education in the higher education sector). 

• 90% of HEIs reported a good or reasonable fit between their institution’s 
widening participation activity and Aimhigher. 

• 86% of HEIs stated that Aimhigher priorities very strongly or quite strongly 
reflected their institution’s priorities. 

• 92% of FECs stated that there was a good or reasonable fit between their 
college’s strategic priorities and Aimhigher activities. 

• It was easier for FECs to distinguish between Aimhigher funded activities and 
other activities to increase progression at level 3 than at level 2, especially for 
those colleges that offered higher education. 

• 68% of FECs, 72% of post-1992 universities, 66% of pre-1992 universities and 
50% of specialist colleges and colleges of higher education thought the 
Aimhigher brand was helpful or very helpful. 

 
 
Partnership and Collaboration 
 
Aimhigher has led to increased partnership and collaboration and, for FECs in 
particular, there has been a growth in partnership working. Data on engagement 
suggest that Lifelong Learning Networks were viewed positively, especially by post-
1992 universities. FECs and post-1992 universities saw Aimhigher as playing a 
supportive role in recruitment to their foundation degrees. Work-based learning 
providers were mainly involved in Aimhigher partnership working at a local level. 
 
Respondents in colleges and universities thought that sharing and collaboration were 
the main advantages of Aimhigher, while funding issues and bureaucracy were the 
main disadvantages. Work-based learning providers identified awareness raising and 
information on opportunities for progression as the main benefits of Aimhigher. 
 

• 87% of HEIs and 64% of FECs indicated that they were working with a greater 
number of secondary schools as a result of Aimhigher. Only 29% of HEIs and 
13% of FECs said they were working with more voluntary sector organisations. 

• 80% of work-based learning providers worked collaboratively with schools to 
support learning. 

• Of the institutions who offered foundation degrees, 70% of FECs, 78% of post-
1992 universities, 33% of pre-1992 universities and 61% of specialist colleges 
and colleges of higher education stated that Aimhigher strongly or partly 
supported recruitment to foundation degrees. 

• FECs that offered higher education (58%) were more likely to be involved in 
Lifelong Learning Networks than those who do not offer higher education 
(31%). Most HEIs (81%) were involved in Lifelong Learning Networks, whether 
at the proposal or funded stage. 

• 67% of work-based learning providers worked closely on Aimhigher activities 
with institutions delivering higher education. 

Engagement 
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Secondary school pupils (11–16) and young people (16–19) were the principal target 
age groups of Aimhigher activities. Aimhigher activities were principally directed 
towards people from lower social classes and those in areas of urban deprivation, 
followed by minority ethnic groups. There was little prioritising of some of the harder-to-
reach groups such as those not in education employment or training. Overall, post-
1992 universities were engaged with a larger number of target groups than other types 
of institution. 
 

• In 72% of FECs the greatest focus of attention was on young people (16–19). 
For HEIs the greatest focus was on secondary school children; this was the 
case for 56% of pre-1992 universities, 48% of post-1992 universities and 54% 
of specialist colleges and colleges of higher education. 

• 93% of HEIs and 79% of FECs indicated that people from lower social classes 
were a priority group for the Aimhigher activities in which their institution was 
involved. 

• 85% of work-based learning providers primarily delivered learning programmes 
to 16–18 year olds. 

 
 
Aimhigher projects and activities 
 
The main activities engaged in, and to some extent funded by Aimhigher, were: 
 

• pre-entry information, advice and guidance (by 99% of HEIs; 99% of FECs); 
• visits to schools, colleges and work-based learning providers by university staff 

(by 98% HEIs; 96% FECs); 
• campus visits, open days (pre-application) (by 96% HEIs; 99% FECs); 
• subject-related taster events (by 96% HEIs; 98% FECs); 
• links with employers, Sector Skills Councils or professional bodies (by 92% 

HEIs; 74% FECs); 
• community outreach (by 91% HEIs; 63% FECs). 

 
However, the activities most likely to be funded (either partly or fully in HEIs) were 
residential schools (such as summer schools), Aimhigher regional healthcare projects, 
subject-related taster events, and mapping Apprenticeship routes. In FECs the 
activities most likely to be funded entirely by Aimhigher were road shows and master 
classes. 
 
The most effective activities, according to respondents were: 
 

• residential schools; 
• mentoring of school or college pupils and young people (especially about 

progression to higher education); 
• campus visits and open days; 
• information, advice and guidance (pre-entry to higher education).  

 
The activities most often cited as ineffective were: 
 

• road shows;  
• master/revision classes;  
• mapping Apprenticeship routes to higher education; 
• links with employers, Sector Skills Councils or professional bodies.  
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A third of (35%) of HEIs indicated that Aimhigher activities have had an impact in terms 
of increasing applications to their institutions from students on academic routes but half 
reported that it was too early to say.  A quarter (23%) indicated that they thought 
Aimhigher activities have had an impact in terms of increasing applications from 
students on vocational routes. 
 
A third (33%) of FECs indicated that Aimhigher had increased applications into their 
own higher education provision and 65% thought it had increased applications from 
students into other higher education provision. All work-based learning providers who 
responded thought that Aimhigher benefited learners to some extent. 
 
Three-quarters (73%) of work-based learning providers indicated that the best way to 
encourage progression into higher education was by providing clearer progression 
routes and improved information, advice and guidance. 
 
 
Staff development 
 
Post-1992 universities were more likely than other institutions to indicate that additional 
staff development and training of admissions staff (69%) and student support staff 
(77%) had occurred as a result of Aimhigher partnership working. Pre-1992 
universities led on development and training of people employed to work on Aimhigher 
projects (92%) and people employed in units responsible for widening participation 
(89%). FECs were most likely of the four institution types to have reported staff 
development and training for academic staff in their institution. 
 
Post-1992 universities were the most likely to have reported development and training 
of staff in other institutions or organisations (81%). 
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1. Background to the Evaluation 
 
Aimhigher is a government programme designed to widen participation in higher 
education and to increase the number of young people going into higher education 
from under-represented groups who have the abilities and aspirations to benefit from it. 
The main target group is 13–19 year olds but other key groups include adults under 
30. Aimhigher is funded, in part, to help achieve the government target of 50% of 18–
30 year olds having experienced higher education by 2010 (DfES, 20032). The Higher 
Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE) manages the unified Aimhigher 
programme on behalf of the Learning and Skills Council (LSC) and the Department for 
Education and Skills (DfES). 
 
The national evaluation of the integrated Aimhigher programme has four separate 
strands (of which Strand 4 is the subject of this report). Strand 1 comprises tracking 
surveys of young people building on Excellence Challenge cohorts from 2001. Strand 
2 is an analysis of existing and linked administrative databases. Strand 3 is a 
qualitative analysis of activity in a sample of Aimhigher areas. Strand 4 is the national 
survey of higher education institutions (HEIs), further education colleges (FECs) and 
work-based learning providers. 
 
Aimhigher was integrated into a single programme on 1 August 2004, bringing together 
two predecessor programmes – Aimhigher: Excellence Challenge, in existence since 
2001, and Aimhigher: Partnerships for Progression, since 2003. The integration of 
Aimhigher is designed to facilitate the development of a single coherent plan by August 
2006. As the focus of activities and targeting of groups is intended to remain local and 
regional, a major strategic aim of the integrated Aimhigher is the fostering of 
partnership working at these levels.  
 
In 2002–03 and 2003–043 the DfES funded surveys into the performance of Aimhigher: 
Excellence Challenge. In 2001 HEFCE commissioned surveys of HEIs as part of its 
widening participation strategy evaluation4. In February 2005 the Council issued an 
invitation to tender to survey the new integrated landscape on behalf of the core 
funders of Aimhigher (HEFCE, DfES, LSC). 
 
 
1.1 The Integrated Aimhigher Survey, 2005 
 
1.1.1 The approach and purpose of the survey 
The survey, undertaken by the Centre for Research and Evaluation (CRE) at Sheffield 
Hallam University in the summer and early autumn of 2005, focused on the strategies 
and activities delivered through Aimhigher partnerships. The survey examined how 
effective Aimhigher has been in achieving its aims and objectives. Aimhigher 
encompasses aspiration-raising and awareness-raising of progression routes to higher 
education from both level 2 and level 3 (including vocational pathways), as well as 
support to raise the attainment necessary to gain admission to the full range of higher 
education provision.  With this in mind, the survey examined the strategies and 

                                                
2 Department for Education and Skills (DfES) 2003. The Future of Higher Education. HMSO. 
3 Carried out by a team from the National Foundation for Educational Research (NFER), the London School of 
Economics and the Institute for Fiscal Studies. See: 
West, A.,  Xavier, R., and Hind, A., 2003, Evaluation of Excellence Challenge: survey of education providers 2002, 
NFER, DfES Publications. 
Pennell, H., West, A and Hind, A., 2004, The national evaluation of Aimhigher: survey of higher education providers 
2003, DfES Publications.  
4 These were carried out by the Higher Education Consultancy Group and the National Centre for Social Research, 
Evaluation of the HEFCE Widening Participation Support Strategy (published on the HEFCE website, June 2003, 
www.hefce.ac.uk under Publications/R&D reports). 
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activities, specifically those delivered through the Aimhigher partnerships, adopted by 
HEIs and FECs and work-based learning providers to improve the recruitment, 
admission and retention of students under-represented in higher education.  The 
survey explored the extent to which Aimhigher has been a key driver in any changes in 
recruitment and admission, and any support being provided to maximise their 
achievement and progression. 
 
The study also examined the extent to which Aimhigher activities had become central 
to institutions and providers and what impact they had, especially on the progression of 
target groups to higher education. The survey identified whether different types of 
institutions and providers, within and across sectors, adopt different approaches to 
Aimhigher.  
 
 
1.1.2 Methodology 
The initial stage involved stakeholder consultation, desk research, questionnaire 
design and piloting. As indicated above, one of the influences on the questionnaire 
design identified by stakeholders (including HEFCE, the DfES and the LSC as the 
funders) was the previous National Foundation for Educational Research (NFER) 
evaluation of Aimhigher: Excellence Challenge.   
 
The 2005 survey was in three parts: a survey of HEIs, one of FECs and a third to work-
based learning providers. The surveys had some questions in common, which included 
a core of key questions from the earlier NFER surveys. The surveys were not expected 
to replicate the NFER survey of HEIs.  
 
1.1.3 Questionnaire design 
Designing the questionnaire presented two challenges, one relating to the content, and 
the other relating to the sample. Many of the questions used by the NFER team were 
unsuitable for the 2005 surveys because they did not focus on the integrated 
Aimhigher, the emphasis on partnership working or the imminent introduction of Office 
for Fair Access (OFFA) access agreements and variable tuition fees.  
 
The NFER surveys were to an extent an audit of widening participation activity among 
HEIs participating in Aimhigher: Excellence Challenge, and asked about planned 
activity and targeted age and social groups. In contrast, the HEFCE brief was to 
concentrate primarily on Aimhigher, rather than on all widening participation activity. 
 
1.1.4 Sampling 
The focus of the questions in the 2005 survey was also different because the target 
group for the CRE survey was FECs and work-based learning providers as well as 
HEIs. This meant that questions had to be designed that would elicit usable responses 
from each sector and that covered partnership and collaborative working between 
institutions and sectors. 
 
The sample had three components: a census of the 130 HEIs in England; 205 FECs 
formerly involved in Aimhigher: Excellence Challenge; and a sample of 155 work-
based learning providers believed to have been engaged in Aimhigher at some time.  
 
All those in the samples were sent a paper copy of the questionnaire with a link to the 
online survey so that respondents could choose to complete the questionnaire 
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electronically. There was also an option to complete the survey by telephone5.  Two 
reminder letters followed the initial mail-out. The covering letter for the HEIs and the 
FECs was on HEFCE headed notepaper. The covering letter for the work-place 
learning providers was on LSC headed paper.  
 
Responses exceeded the expectations of the invitation to tender, with responses from 
113 HEIs (87% response rate), 134 FECs (65% response rate) and 80 work-place 
learning providers (52% response rate).  
 
Respondents also differed from the NFER survey in the last NFER survey (of HEIs), 
57% of respondents were widening participation co-ordinators; other roles included 
head of student marketing and recruitment, education liaison manager, school 
development co-ordinator, and Excellence Challenge co-ordinator. In the 2005 CRE 
survey, HEI respondents were generally more senior. Of the 68% of respondents who 
provided their job title, 38% were heads of widening participation, 24% were at director 
level and another 22% were pro-vice-chancellors, vice-chancellors or principals. 
 
Just over half (57%) the respondents to the further education survey provided their job 
title, of whom 37% were Aimhigher Co-ordinators, 13% directors, 13% heads of 
department (or similar responsibilities), 10% vice-principals and 8% assistant 
principals. A third (34%) of the work-based learning providers indicated their job title, of 
whom 25% were directors, 25% described themselves as managers and 18% were 
chief executives.  
 
Changes in the policy environment also meant that the 2005 survey needed to cover 
OFFA access agreements and the potential impact of variable tuition fees, and the 
specific impact on foundation degrees and Lifelong Learning Networks.  
  
1.1.5 Piloting  
The questionnaire was developed with stakeholder groups including members of the 
Aimhigher Evidence Reference Group, the Aimhigher Evidence Steering Group and 
various individuals from the funding bodies and from Action on Access. 
 
All three surveys were piloted with practitioner groups. The HEI survey was piloted with 
the pro-vice-chancellors who were members of Yorkshire Universities, the regional 
association for HE. The further education survey was piloted using the Aimhigher 
Yorkshire and Humberside Area Steering Group and more informally with colleagues 
at local FECs in the South Yorkshire region. The work-based learning provider survey 
was piloted with training providers in the health and social care sector and with 
members of the Yorkshire Training Partnership. 
 
1.1.6 Process of data analysis 
A separate dataset was created for each sector. The paper questionnaires were 
electronically scanned and then combined with the online responses. To ensure a high 
quality of data, each dataset was cleaned using the standard methodical procedures 
adopted by CRE, namely checks to ensure that any routeing instructions had been 
followed, range checks on all appropriate variables, and logic checks to highlight any 
obvious inconsistencies in the data. In addition 10% of the questionnaires received a 
complete quality check. The datasets were then analysed using SPSS version 12. 
 

                                                
5 Over a third (37%) of responses from the HEIs were electronic compared with 4% of responses from the FECs and 
8% of responses from the work-place learning providers. One higher education respondent and one work-place 
learning provider completed the questionnaire by telephone. 
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Basic frequencies were produced for all HEIs, FECs and work-based learning 
providers. The higher education responses were then broken down by institution type 
according to definitions provided by HEFCE: pre-92 university, post-92 university and 
specialist institutions/colleges of higher education (SI/CHE). The further education 
responses were analysed by whether higher education is provided by the college or 
not. 
 
Each questionnaire contained several open-ended questions. The responses were 
transcribed and manually coded. Frequencies of the coded comments were produced. 
 



   

 5 

2. The Survey of Higher Education Institutions 
 
The survey of HEIs involved in Aimhigher was sent, in June 2005, to all 130 HEFCE-
funded HEIs in England. The survey asked that the questionnaire should be completed 
by a senior member of staff with responsibility for widening participation strategy, for 
example pro-vice-chancellor, director of widening participation or deputy head. 
 
A total of 113 HEIs responded to the survey, which represents a response rate of 87%. 
A further six institutions, all of which were small specialist institutions, replied that they 
were not involved in Aimhigher, giving a response rate of 91% and leaving only 11 
HEIs whose views were unknown6. 
 
The questionnaire was separated into six key sections, which are analysed below:  
 

• mission and policy; 
• partnership and collaboration;  
• engagement; 
• Aimhigher projects and activities;  
• staff development;  
• comments.   

 
2.1 Mission and Policy 
 
The first section of the survey asked respondents to assess the relationship between 
Aimhigher, other widening participation activities and the institution’s own mission. 
 
2.1.1 Distinguishing Aimhigher activities  
HEIs were generally able to distinguish Aimhigher-funded activities from other activities 
to widen participation. Pre-1992 universities were most easily able to distinguish these 
activities; the majority of post-1992 universities were also able to distinguish them, just 
under a quarter of post-1992 universities stated they were partly able to distinguish 
Aimhigher-funded activities from other activities. Two of the specialist 
institutions/colleges of higher education were not able to distinguish activities (Table 
2.1.1).  
 
Table 2.1.1: ‘Are you able to distinguish Aimhigher-funded activities from your 
other activity to widen participation?’ 
Able to 
distinguish? Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE All 

 n % n % n % n % 
Yes 32 89 32 76 28 80 92 81 
Partly 4 11 10 24 5  14 19 17 
No 0 0 0 0 2 6 2 2 
Total 36 100 42 100 35 100 113 100 

                                                
6 Percentages in the following tables do not always total 100 due to rounding. It is also necessary to take note of the number of 
respondents to each question as some respondents did not answer all questions. Therefore percentages in the text will not always be a 
percentage of the same total number of respondents. 
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Table 2.1.2: ‘How much value does Aimhigher add to your activity to widen 
participation? (We are thinking of added value in terms of impact, rather than funding)’ 
How much value 
added? Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE All 

 n % n % n % n % 
A lot 11 31 17 41 9 28 37 34 
Quite a lot 10 29 18 43 12 38 40 37 
Some 13 37 6 14 7 22 26 24 
None 0 0 0 0 3 9 3 3 
Don't know 1 3 1 2 1 3 3 3 
Total 35 100 42 100 32 100 109 100 

 
 
2.1.2 Impact on widening participation activity 
Almost three-quarters (71%) of HEIs reported that Aimhigher added a lot or quite a lot 
of value to their widening participation activity. A further 24% stated that it had added 
some value. Post-1992 universities were more positive about the value of Aimhigher 
than the pre-1992 universities (Table 2.1.2). 
 
2.1.3 Relationship of Aimhigher with other widening participation activities and 
priorities 
Overall, 90% of HEIs reported a good or reasonable fit between their own widening 
participation activity and Aimhigher. The fit was best in the post-1992 universities: 98% 
said there was a good or reasonable fit with their own activities (Table 2.1.3a). 
 
Respondents were asked to explain the answer they had given to describe the 
relationship between their institution’s widening participation activity and Aimhigher. 
These responses were categorised by the research team and are shown in Table 
2.1.3b. The most common explanations for why respondents believed activities were a 
good fit were: planning by the widening participation management team and/or 
Aimhigher partnership (cited by 44%); and a natural fit with their own widening 
participation approach (16%). A further 17% noted that Aimhigher maintained the 
distinction between intake and general aspiration raising (Table 2.1.3b).  
 
Table 2.1.3a: ‘Which of these best describes the relationship between your 
institution’s widening participation activity and Aimhigher?’ 
Relationship fit Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE All 
 n % n % N % n % 
Good fit (little/no 
duplication) 19 53 26 62 22 63 67 59 

Reasonable fit (some 
duplication) 12 33 15 36 7 20 34 30 

Poor fit (much 
duplication) 3 8 0 0 3 9 6 5 

Not applicable  1 3 1 2 1 3 3 3 
Total 35 100 42 100 33 100 110 100 
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Respondents explained a good fit as follows: 
 

Our Aimhigher activity is partnership work with other HEIs in the local region. Other 
widening participation activity is largely in different areas, post-application, where all 
widening participation students come together for support. 
 
The Aimhigher activities are designed to meet sub-regional priorities agreed by the 
partnership. Institutional widening participation activities more specifically address the 
college priorities. The annual widening participation plan ensures that the two 
complement each other and avoid duplication. 

 
An example of a reasonable fit was: 
 

It adds some value but duplicates already existing relationships and overlaps with 
present and planned institutional widening participation activity, sometimes inhibiting 
partnership working. 

 
On the negative side, 13% of respondents thought that Aimhigher encouraged a 
duplication of existing widening participation work, which actually inhibited partnership 
working. 
 
Table 2.1.3b: Explanations of the degree of fit between the institution’s widening 
participation activity and Aimhigher (respondents could provide more than one comment)  
Open comments n % 
Planned by WP management/team or Aimhigher partnership 46 44 
Keeps distinction between intake and general aspiration raising 18 17 
Fits naturally with own widening participation approach 17 16 
Duplication of own widening participation work inhibits partnership 14 13 
Aimhigher only funds some activities of the institution 4 4 
Using Aimhigher as a test bed 2 2 
Disparate funding sources (LEAs) 1 1 
Partial overlap 1 1 
Lack of co-ordination 1 1 
Total 104 100 

 
Most (86%) institutions reported that their institutional priorities very strongly or quite 
strongly matched Aimhigher priorities. Post-1992 universities had institutional priorities 
that most closely matched Aimhigher priorities; specialist institutions/colleges of higher 
education were the most ambiguous, with 12% reporting ‘not very strongly’ or ‘don’t 
know’ (Table 2.1.3c). 
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Table 2.1.3c: ‘To what extent do Aimhigher priorities reflect your own 
institutional widening participation priorities?’ 
Reflect own 
priorities? Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE All 

 n % n % n % n % 
Very strongly 5 14 21 51 11 33 37 34 
Quite strongly 25 69 18 44 14 42 57 52 
Not very strongly 6 17 2 5 4 12 12 11 
Not at all strongly 0 0 0 0 3 9 3 3 
Don’t know 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 1 
Total  36 100 41 100 33 100 110 100 

 
Table 2.1.3d: ‘How much value does Aimhigher add to your activity to widen 
participation?’ by ‘To what extent do Aimhigher priorities reflect your own 
institutional widening participation priorities?’ 
 Reflect priorities 

 Very 
strongly 

Quite 
strongly 

Not very 
strongly 

Not at all 
strongly 

Don’t 
know 

Total 
 
  

Value added n % n % n % n % n %  
A lot 22  61 13  23 1  8 0  0 1 100 37 
Quite a lot 13  36 23  41 3  25 0  0 0 0 39 
Some 1  3 19  34 5  42 1  33 0 0 26 
None 0  0 1  2 0  0 2 67 0 0 3 
Don't know 0  0 0  0 3 25 0 0 0 0 3 
 Total 36 100 56 100 12 100 3 100 1 100 108 

 
 
There was a strong correlation between institutions that believed Aimhigher reflected 
their own priorities and that stated Aimhigher added value: 61% of respondents who 
thought Aimhigher very strongly reflected their priorities also thought that it added a lot 
of value. Furthermore, the two respondents that stated Aimhigher priorities did not very 
strongly or not at all strongly reflect their own institutional widening participation 
priorities also stated that Aimhigher added no value. This suggests that Aimhigher is 
seen as valuable in itself (Table 2.1.3d).   
 
 
2.1.4 The Aimhigher brand 
Almost two-thirds (63%) of HEIs reported that Aimhigher was very helpful or helpful as 
a brand. Post-1992 universities and pre-1992 institutions found the Aimhigher brand 
most helpful, with specialist institutions/colleges of higher education the most 
ambiguous (Table 2.1.4).  
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Table 2.1.4: ‘How helpful is the Aimhigher brand in raising the profile of the 
Aimhigher activities you deliver?’ 
Helpful as brand? Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE All 
 n % n % n % n % 
Very helpful 8 22 13 31 5 15 26 23 
Helpful 16 44 17 41 12 35 45 40 
Neither 8 22 8 19 14 41 30 27 
Unhelpful 1 3 1 2 0 0 2 2 
Very unhelpful 1 3 1 2 1 3 3 3 
Don’t know 1 3 2 5 0 0 3 3 
Not Applicable 1 3 0 0 2 6 3 3 
Total 36 100 42 100 34 100 112 100 

 
 
2.2 Partnership and Collaboration  
 
2.2.1 Involvement with other institutions and agencies 
Institutions reported that they were now involved with a larger number of other 
institutions. Pre-1992 universities were more likely than other institutions to report that 
they were now more involved with a larger number of HEIs and FECs. Post-1992 
universities were more likely than other institutions to be involved with a larger number 
of schools and voluntary sector organisations. The majority of specialist 
institutions/colleges of higher education reported that they had become involved with a 
larger number of schools; fewer (just over a quarter) reported that they had become 
involved with a larger number of voluntary sector organisations (Table 2.2.1a). 
 
Furthermore, institutions reported that they were more involved, especially with 
schools and other agencies. Specialist institutions and colleges of higher education 
reported more involvement with HEIs. Pre-1992 universities were more likely than 
other institutions to be more involved with schools, and post-1992 universities were 
more involved with FECs (Table 2.2.1b). 
 
Table 2.2.1a: ‘Which of the following best describes the growth of partnership 
working that you have experienced as a result of Aimhigher?’  
Institution now involved with a 
larger number of: Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE All 

 n % n % n % n % 
Schools 29 88 35 92 26 81 90 87 
Other agencies (e.g. local 
education authorities (LEAs) 
and Connexions) 

24 73 26 68 19 59 69 67 

HEIs 23 70 21 55 22 69 66 64 
Colleges 22 67 19 50 19 59 60 58 
Employers/learning providers 13 39 16 42 12 38 41 40 
Voluntary sector organisations 9 27 12 32 9 28 30 29 

 
  



   

 10 

Table 2.2.1b: ‘Which of the following best describes the growth of partnership 
working that you have experienced as a result of Aimhigher?’ 
Institution is now more involved 
with: Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE All 

 n % n % n % n % 
Schools 27 90 35 85 24 80 86 85 
Other agencies (e.g. LEAs/ 
Connexions) 23 77 33 81 22 73 78 77 

Colleges 17 57 32 78 21 70 70 69 
HEIs 21 70 26 63 22 73 69 68 
Employers/learning providers 12 40 25 61 13 43 50 50 
Voluntary sector organisations 9 30 11 27 9 30 29 29 

 
Respondents were asked to explain the key advantages of Aimhigher partnership 
working to widen participation. The open responses were categorised and are shown 
in Table 2.2.1c. The key advantages cited by respondents were those that accrue 
from: shared experience or collaborative working, more formal contacts and avoiding 
duplication (Table 2.2.1c). Examples of why Aimhigher partnerships work well include: 
 

Sharing of best practice and staff developments for widening participation teams across 
the HEIs translates into a better offer for colleges and schools. 
 
Aimhigher’s collaborative structure is a major advantage. It ensures school pupils have 
the opportunity to visit a diverse range of HEIs and to ‘sample’ an extraordinary array of 
higher education activities.   
 
Aimhigher has enabled school students from parts of the sub-region where we have 
little or no contact with schools to visit our institution and see something of our 
provision. 

 
Table 2.2.1c: ‘What are the key advantages of Aimhigher partnership working to 
widen participation?’ 
Open comments n % 
Share experience/collaborative working 52 32 
More formal contacts 27 16 
Avoids duplication/better co-ordination 18 11 
Avoids competition/impartiality 14 8 
Allows for resource effectiveness 13 8 
Extends range of activities/innovation 12 7 
Targeting 9 5 
Wider geographic reach 7 4 
Strategic overview 5 3 
Brand awareness 5 3 
Integrated progression routes 2 1 
Local autonomy 1 1 
Total 165 100 
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Respondents were asked to explain the key disadvantages of Aimhigher partnership 
working to widen participation. The open responses were categorised and are shown 
in Table 2.2.1d. The most commonly cited disadvantages were bureaucracy, 
restrictions on HEIs’ freedom to work with their own choice of partners, or loss of own 
identity and conflict between partners (Table 2.2.1d). At the time of the survey, there 
were also uncertainties about continued funding. 
 
Examples of negative comments about Aimhigher partnerships, include: 
 

The opportunity costs of large, complex partnerships cause [sic] bureaucracy and are 
often borne by hosting HEIs. Universities often feel that they are the most 
disenfranchised in the partnerships because they have had to suppress their own 
brands in favour of a generic higher education brand. It was perhaps simpler to have 
one's own resources for outreach. 
 
It can collide with individual higher education institution marketing strategies. The 
greatest disadvantage is that loss of funding for Aimhigher will have a negative impact 
on schools and leavers after we have done so much to build up expectation. 

 
 
Table 2.2.1d: ‘What are the key disadvantages of Aimhigher partnership working 
to widen participation?’ 
Open comments n % 
Time consuming/bureaucracy/meetings 41 30 
Restrictions on institution’s freedom to work with their own 
choice of partners/loss of own identity 40 29 

Conflict between partners/politics 19 14 
Activities problems: duplication/quality control 10 7 
Problems for small HEIs 9 7 
Funding: uncertainty/short-termism  5 4 
Aimhigher approach adopted in non-Aimhigher activities 4 3 
Universities do not have a regional focus 2 1 
Limited engagement of some partners 2 1 
Transition problems (from previous Partnerships for Progression 
and Excellence in Cities initiatives) 2 1 

Poor communication 2 1 
Total 136 100 

 
 

2.2.2 Foundation degrees 
Three-quarters (73%) of the sample of institutions are involved in foundation degrees, 
of which over half report that recruitment to them is strongly or partly supported by 
Aimhigher (Table 2.2.2a). Respondents were given the opportunity to explain their 
answer, the comments were categorised and are shown in Table 2.2.2.b. Of those who 
explained their answer, the largest group of open comments related to Aimhigher only 
having an indirect influence on foundation degree development; the next largest group 
said it was too early to say (Table 2.2.2b). 
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Indicative comments include: 
 

Foundation degree promotion and raising awareness are key parts of the local strategy, 
though Aimhigher does not facilitate recruitment. 
 
Not a direct target for activity.  Our foundation degrees are largely specialist cohorts. 
 
Evidence is not clear yet. Majority of our foundation degree activities are through our 
associate colleges. Work in this area of Aimhigher is currently limited and yet to grow. 

 
 
Table 2.2.2a: ‘Does Aimhigher support recruitment to your foundation degrees?’ 
Support foundation 
degrees (FDs)? Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE All 

 n % n % n % n % 
Yes, strongly 0 0 7 18 1 4 8 10 
Yes, partly 6 33 24 60 12 50 42 51 
No 10 56 6 15 9 38 25 30 
Don't know 2 11 3 8 2 8 7 9 
Total 18 100 40 100 24 100 82 100 
N/A, do not provide FDs 17   2  11  30  

 
Table 2.2.2b: ‘Please explain your answer to ‘Does Aimhigher support 
recruitment to your foundation degrees?’ 
Open comments N % 
Broadly but not directly 27 36 
Too early to say 21 28 
Does not apply 7 9 
Needs employer stimulus from Aimhigher 5 7 
Little Aimhigher focus on foundation degrees 3 4 
Raises awareness of work-based learning route 3 4 
Specific subject area projects 3 4 
Enabled mapping progression pathways 3 4 
Aimhigher directly encourages foundation degrees 1 1 
Mature students 1 1 
Recruitment buoyant, no activities planned 1 1 
Do not collect data 1 1 
Total 76 100 

 
2.2.3 Lifelong Learning Networks 
 
Most institutions (81%) reported that they were involved in a Lifelong Learning Network 
(LLN) whether at the proposal or funded stage. Most (91%) of post-1992 universities 
and 83% of pre-1992 universities were involved but that figure dropped to just two-
thirds (66%) of specialist institutions/colleges of higher education (Figure 2.2.3).  
 
Respondents who indicated that they were involved in an LLN either at the proposal or 
funded stage were asked to explain what they thought the likely relationship would be 
between their LLN and Aimhigher (the responses were categorised and are shown in 
Table 2.2.3.). Almost half (47%) of the respondents indicated that the LLN fits in with 
existing Aimhigher partnerships, projects and agenda. A further 22% indicated that the 
LLNs are agencies for progression. Unsurprisingly, a quarter of the respondents (27%) 
stated that it was too early to predict the relationship between the LLN and Aimhigher 
(Table 2.2.3). 
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Some examples of comments about the LLN and its link to Aimhigher: 
 

Aimhigher will create the demand for higher education participation, while the Lifelong 
Learning Network will provide a supply of places on targeted programmes. 

 
[The Lifelong Learning Network will be the] key agency in the making of supply and 
demand. There have been strong relationships between the two and the Lifelong 
Learning Network forms a logical 'next step' from efforts to widen and increase 
participation.  
 
The Aimhigher regional team are seen as key stakeholders in the Lifelong Learning 
Network and this will be reflected in the management and operation of the network. 
Aimhigher activity will raise aspirations and the Lifelong Learning Network will provide 
the framework to facilitate progression to higher education. 

  
This is a key issue for the future. There is crossover representation between the 
Aimhigher area steering group and the Lifelong Learning Network steering group and a 
commitment to develop synergy where possible. 

 
Figure 2.2.3: ‘Are you involved in a Lifelong Learning Network whether at the 
proposal or funded stage?’ 
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Table 2.2.3: ‘What is the relationship between your Lifelong Learning Network 
and Aimhigher?’ 
Open comments n % 
Fits in with existing Aimhigher partnerships, projects and agenda 42 47 
Too early to say 24 27 
Lifelong Learning Network an agency for progression 20 22 
Dependent on levels of Aimhigher funding 1 1 
New priority groups 1 1 
Negative comment 1 1 
Total 89 100 

 
 
2.2.4 Variable fees and access agreements 
Three-quarters (75%) of all HEIs thought that the introduction of access agreements 
and variable fees would leave the level of engagement with Aimhigher unchanged; 
16% predict more engagement. Post-1992 universities were the most likely to 
anticipate more engagement with Aimhigher (Figure 2.2.4).  
 
Respondents were asked to explain their answer to ‘what impact will variable fees and 
your access agreement have on your engagement with Aimhigher’. Of those who 
expanded on their answers the largest group of respondents (43%) made comments 
that suggested that access agreements should allow more widening participation 
money to complement Aimhigher activities (Table 2.2.4).  
 
Figure 2.2.4: ‘What impact will variable fees and your access agreement have on 
your engagement with Aimhigher?’ 
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Examples of comments anticipating more or the same level of engagement include: 
 

The university maintains a strong commitment to attracting groups under-represented 
in higher education and therefore envisages the variable fees issue to impact upon all 
our widening participation activities. Therefore, our engagement with Aimhigher is 
essential. 
 
The access agreement includes continuity to work through the Aimhigher partnership 
for delivery of outreach activity. 
 
The outreach activity and staffing will be working in conjunction with the Aimhigher staff 
and activity within the university. It is envisaged that the two will complement each 
other.  

 
However, another fifth (20%) cautioned that this was dependent on the future level of 
Aimhigher funding (a concern at the time of the survey). 
 

The access agreement is based on the assumption that Aimhigher will continue and 
thus complement the work that will be funded by additional fee income. Work outlined 
in our access agreement is additional and is not expected to replace Aimhigher (as 
hinted at in recent consultation). 
 
This will depend on the nature of Aimhigher funding in the future and the degree to 
which HEIs will have autonomy over outreach work. The intention is for greater 
engagement. 

 
 
Table 2.2.4: Expectations about the impact of access agreements on Aimhigher 
engagement 
Open comments n % 
Should allow more widening participation money to 
complement Aimhigher activities 30 43 

Dependent on level of Aimhigher funding 14 20 
Use Aimhigher funding to explain new fees regime 9 13 
Too early to say 7 10 
Need to expand/target different groups 2 3 
No relationship between access agreement and Aimhigher 2 3 
Access more regulated 1 1 
Reduction in Aimhigher funding 1 1 
Less autonomy for HEI 1 1 
More autonomy for HEI 1 1 
Tension between marketing and collaboration 1 1 
Dependent on Aimhigher structure 1 1 
Total 70 100 
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2.3 Engagement  
2.3.1 Levels of engagement by age group 
Secondary school pupils (11–16) were the greatest or major focus for 52% of 
institutions, and a major focus for a further 40%. Young people (16–19) were the 
greatest focus for 29% and a major focus for a further 49%. Few institutions (5%) 
stated that their greatest focus was on adults aged 20-30. None of the institutions 
stated that their greatest focus was on adults aged 31+ (Table 2.3.1). 
 
Table 2.3.1: Age groups specifically targeted by Aimhigher activities and 
approximate level of engagement 
Age groups Primary school pupils (5–11) 
  Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE All 
 N % n % n % n % 
Greatest focus 1 3 0 0 1 4 2 2 
Major focus 1 3 2 5 0 0 3 3 
Some focus 7 20 12 31 8 32 27 27 
Occasional focus 14 40 15 39 6 24 35 35 
No focus 12 34 10 26 10 40 32 32 
Total  35 100 39 100 25 100 99 100 
  Secondary school pupils (11–16) 
 n % n % n % n % 
Greatest focus 20 56 20 48 19 54 59 52 
Major focus 13 36 21 50 11 31 45 40 
Some focus 3 8 1 2 4 11 8 7 
Occasional focus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
No focus 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 1 
Total  36 100 42 100 35 100 113 100 
  Young people (16–19) 
 n % n % n % n % 
Greatest focus 14 39 10 24 8 25 32 29 
Major focus 15 42 27 64 12 38 54 49 
Some focus 6 17 3 7 9 28 18 16 
Occasional focus 1 3 2 5 2 6 5 5 
No focus 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 1 
Total  36 100 42 100 32 100 110 100 
  Adults (20–30) 
 n % n % n % n % 
Greatest focus 2 6 3 7 0 0 5 5 
Major focus 7 19 8 20 9 30 24 22 
Some focus 15 42 21 51 9 30 45 42 
Occasional focus 8 22 7 17 6 20 21 20 
No focus 4 11 2 5 6 20 12 11 
Total 36 100 41 100 30 100 107 100 
  Adults (31+) 
 n % n % n % n % 
Greatest focus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Major focus 3 8 4 10 5 18 12 11 
Some focus 10 28 17 42 5 18 32 31 
Occasional focus 13 36 13 32 7 25 33 31 
No focus 10 28 7 17 11 39 28 27 
Total 36 100 41 100 28 100 105 100 
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2.3.2 Levels of engagement by targeted priority group 
The main priority groups were people from lower social classes, those in areas of 
urban deprivation and minority ethnic groups. Pre-1992 universities prioritised those in 
urban deprivation more than the other types of institution (Table 2.3.2a).  
 
Post-1992 universities prioritised parents/carers, asylum seekers/refugees, minority 
ethnic groups, learners with disabilities, looked-after children, people not in education, 
employment or training, work-based learners and vocational work-related learners 
more than the other types of institution. Specialist institutions/colleges of higher 
education were most likely to prioritise people from lower social classes and those in 
areas of urban deprivation than other priority groups (Table 2.3.2a). 
 
Respondents were given the opportunity to detail any other priority groups that were 
not identified in the response options.  Apart from the main priority groups, pre-1992 
universities specified young offenders, pregnant teenagers, white working-class males, 
those from low participation neighbourhoods and low-achieving schools, part-time 
learners and adult learners. Post-1992 universities specified young people at risk of 
offending, voluntary and community sector, travellers, prisoners and those whose 
families have not experienced higher education. Specialist institutions/colleges of 
higher education specified young unemployed, offenders, travellers, lone parents, 
teaching staff and 19+ learners. It should be noted that there were very few 
respondents that specified ‘other’, 15 in total, which means that the additional priority 
groups were not named as a priority by the majority of respondents.   
 
 
Table 2.3.2a: Priority groups for Aimhigher activities 

Priority groups Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE All 

 n % n % n % n % 
People from lower social classes 35 97 42 100 27 79 104 93 
Those in areas of urban deprivation 34 94 34 81 25 74 93 83 
Minority ethnic groups 25 69 34 81 18 53 77 69 
Parents/carers 22 61 28 67 14 41 64 57 
Vocational work-related learners 8 22 33 79 14 41 55 49 
Learners with disabilities 12 33 24 57 13 38 49 44 
Those in areas of rural deprivation 18 50 14 33 13 38 45 40 
Work-based learners 6 17 23 55 9 27 38 34 
Those in areas of coastal deprivation 11 31 13 31 10 29 34 30 
Looked-after children 9 25 18 43 4 12 31 28 
Not in education, employment or 
training  5 14 9 21 2 6 16 14 

Asylum seekers/refugees 4 11 7 17 3 9 14 13 
Other  6 17 5 12 4 12 15 13 
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It is possible to explore how the targeted groups have changed over time. The NFER 
survey 2004 has some similarities with the CRE 2005 survey7. The main variations are 
for the groups: learners in vocational areas, learners with disabilities, residents in rural 
areas and work-based learners. Each of these groups was the target of more activity 
by the time of the CRE survey in 2005 than was the case at the time of the NFER 
survey in 2004 (Table 2.3.2b). 
 
Table 2.3.2b: Institutional widening participation targeting (2004* and 2005) 

Target group NFER 2004 
% 

CRE 2005 
% 

Minority ethnic groups 72 69 
Mature learners 66  
Part-time learners 39  
Learners in vocational areas (post-16 AVCE) 39 

49 Learners in vocational areas (post-16 other non-AVCE) 34 
Learners in vocational areas (pre-16) 27  
Disabled people (Learners with disabilities) 25 44 
Residents in rural areas 24 40 
Work-based learners 22 34 
Sample size 67 113 

* The 2004 survey included all widening participation activity whereas the 2005 survey concentrates solely 
on Aimhigher activity.  
 
2.4 Aimhigher Projects and Activities 
 
2.4.1 Levels of engagement in widening participation activities 
The activities most commonly provided by institutions were:  
 

• pre-entry information, advice and guidance;  
• visits to schools, colleges or work-based learning providers by university staff;  
• campus visits and open days (pre-application);  
• subject-related taster events;  
• links with employers, Sector Skills Councils or professional bodies; 
• community outreach.  

 
All of these were cited by over 90% of institutions (Table 2.4.1). 

  
Pre-1992 universities were more likely than other HEIs to have provided: residential 
schools; mentoring of school or college pupils and young people; tutoring of 
school/college pupils and young people; shadowing of university students; and 
community outreach. 
 
Post-1992 universities were the most likely to have provided: subject-related taster 
events; campus visits/open days; non-residential schools; events for parents and 
carers; mapping Apprenticeship routes; collaborative curriculum activities; and links 
with employers, Sector Skills Councils or professional bodies. 
 
The least commonly provided projects and activities were: road shows, shadowing of 
university students, mapping Apprenticeship routes, and Aimhigher regional healthcare 
projects (Table 2.4.1a). 

                                                
7 The NFER 2004 and the CRE 2005 surveys asked different questions in different ways. In addition to rural groups the CRE 2005 
survey asked about those in areas of coastal and urban deprivation. The CRE 2005 survey tackled age by asking respondents to rank 
age groups by the degree of Aimhigher focus. 
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Although the CRE survey and the NFER surveys contain many different questions, it is 
possible to compare nine activities from the three surveys. Bearing in mind certain 
caveats8, we can see evidence of a growth in the use of open days/Aiming for a 
College Education (ACE) days; outreach with community groups; parent-focused 
activities; mentoring of school pupils by undergraduates; road shows; master classes; 
and shadowing of university students (Table 2.4.1b).  
  

                                                
8 The CRE question and the list of activities differed from that on the NFER questionnaire, which asked ‘As part of your institution’s 
widening participation programme, please indicate which of the following activities, if any, have taken place or are due to take place this 
academic year 2003/04 and which took place in 2002/03.’ The NFER list contained some specific and named Excellence Challenge 
activities and Aimhigher pilot projects as well as some generic widening participation activities. In contrast the CRE survey of the 
integrated Aimhigher programme was intended to identify which from a list of widening participation activities institutions were engaged 
in, the extent to which they were funded by Aimhigher and the extent to which institutions could isolate their institutional widening 
participation activity from Aimhigher. Therefore, the two lists of activities differed. Although the NFER surveys formed the basis of the 
first draft of questions, discussions with stakeholders, other interested parties and piloting all led to modifications of the list. Some 
questions were not repeated, others were but in a different form, and therefore there are some combination problems. For example the 
NFER surveys asked about master and revision classes separately while the CRE  survey asked about master/revision classes, and it is 
not possible to aggregate NFER data to come up with a meaningful exact comparison in the way we have been able to do for summer 
schools. 
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Table 2.4.1a: ‘Which of the following projects and activities was your institution 
involved in?’ 

Does your institution 
provide this activity? 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE All HEIs 

 n % n % N % n % 
Residential schools 35 97 37 88 26 77 98 88 
Non-residential schools 28 82 37 90 25 78 90 84 
Subject-related taster 
events 34 94 42 100 32 94 108 96 

Campus visits/open days 
(pre-application to HE) 34 94 42 100 32 94 108 96 

Road shows  17 52 28 68 14 47 59 57 
Visits to 
schools/colleges/work-
based learning providers by 
university staff 

34 97 40 98 34 100 108 98 

Shadowing of university 
students 20 61 19 51 16 53 55 55 

Mentoring of school/college 
pupils and young people 36 100 38 93 25 78 99 91 

Tutoring of school/college 
pupils and young people 31 97 25 66 15 48 71 70 

Master/revision classes 33 92 36 88 18 58 87 81 
Pre-entry information, 
advice and guidance 36 100 41 98 33 100 110 99 

Events for parents and 
carers  32 89 39 98 22 76 93 87 

Transition support (e.g. life 
and study skills) 31 89 36 88 15 52 82 78 

Mapping apprenticeship 
routes 9 30 22 58 7 24 38 39 

Mapping vocational/non-
traditional routes 18 56 34 87 18 62 70 70 

Collaborative curriculum 
development activities 27 87 41 98 24 71 92 86 

Community outreach 33 94 38 91 28 88 99 91 
Links with employers/ 
Sector Skills Councils 
/professional bodies 

29 85 40 95 31 94 100 92 

Aimhigher regional 
healthcare project(s) 20 63 29 76 7 24 56 57 
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Table 2.4.1b: Institutional widening participation activity, 2002–05 

Widening participation activity 

Actual 
activities 
2002/03 

% 

Actual/planned 
activities 
2003/04 

% 

Provides 
this activity 

2005  
% 

Summer schools 96 99 97* 
Presentations to schools by HE staff 93 97 98 
Open days/ACE days  81 88 96 
Outreach work with community 
groups 66 81 91 

Parent-focused activities 58 70 87 
Mentoring of school pupils by 
undergraduates  58 69 91** 

Master classes 61 63 81 
Road shows 33 39 57 
Shadowing of university students by 
pupils 24 34 55 

Sample size 67 67 113 
* This combines the separate categories of residential and non-residential schools in the 2005 survey 
** The 2005 survey refers to mentoring but does not specify by undergraduates 
 
 
2.4.2 Widening participation activities funded by Aimhigher  
Activities most likely to have been fully funded by Aimhigher were residential schools 
and Aimhigher regional healthcare projects. Aimhigher funding was received by all pre-
1992 and post-1992 institutions and specialist institutions/colleges of higher education 
involved in regional healthcare projects, which is the activity that is by far the most 
likely to be cited as fully funded by Aimhigher. The activities most likely to have been 
partly funded by Aimhigher were subject-related taster events (Table 2.4.2a).  
 
In pre-1992 universities, road shows were the other activity most likely to be fully 
funded by Aimhigher; in post-1992 universities it was non-residential schools. In 
specialist institutions/colleges of higher education the other activities most likely to be 
fully funded were mapping Apprenticeship routes. 

 
Least likely to be funded by Aimhigher were: campus visits, links with employers or 
Sector Skills Councils, collaborative curriculum development and transition support (for 
example, life and study skills), and visits to schools or colleges and work-based 
learning providers by university staff. Pre-1992 universities were more likely to have a 
lower proportion of their activities funded by Aimhigher. Overall, it is only collaborative 
curriculum development activities and links with employers/Sector Skills Councils/ 
professional bodies where more than half of institutions that deliver these activities 
receive no funding for their delivery from Aimhigher (Table 2.4.2a). 
 
A range of other activities were engaged in by respondents (Table 2.4.2b). 
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Table 2.4.2a: The extent to which activities were funded by Aimhigher 
Funded by Aimhigher? Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE All HEIs 
  n % n % n % n % 
Residential schools  All 11 32 17 46 8 35 36 38 

Some 20 59 17 46 11 48 48 51 
None 3 9 3 8 4 17 10 11 

Non-residential schools  All 4 15 11 30 2 9 17 20 
Some 14 54 25 68 16 70 55 64 
None 8 31 1 3 4 17 13 15 
DK 0 0 0 0 1 4 1 1 

Subject-related taster events  All 2 6 3 7 4 13 9 9 
Some 26 79 36 86 20 65 82 77 
None 5 15 3 7 6 19 14 13 
DK 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 1 

Campus visits/open days (pre-
application to higher education) 

All 0 0 1  2 3  10 4 4 
Some 19 61 28  67 10  35 57 56 
None 12 39 13  31 15  52 40  39 
DK 0 0 0  0 1  3 1 1 

Road shows All 5 36 7  25 3 21 15  27 
Some 3 21 12  43 3 21 18  32 
None 6 43 9  32 7  50 22  39 
DK 0 0 0  0 1  7 1  2 

Visits to schools/ colleges/work-
based learning providers by 
university staff 

All 0 0 0  0 4  12 4  4 
Some 21 66 34  85 11  33 66  63 
None 11 34 6  15 16  49 33  31 
DK 0 0 0 0 2  6 2  2 

Shadowing of university students All 2 11 2  11 4  25 8  15 
Some 6 32 13  68 6  38 25  46 
None 11 58 4  21 5 31 20  37 
DK 0 0 0  0 1  6 1  2 

Mentoring of school/college pupils 
and young people 

All 6 18 9  24 8  33 23  24 
Some 18 53 25  66 12  50 55  57 
None 10 29 4 11 3  13 17  18 
DK 0 0 0  0 1  4 1  1 

Tutoring of school/college pupils and 
young people 

All 1  3 3  12 2 13 6  9 
Some 12  41 18 72 7 47 37  54 
None 16 55 4  16 5  33 25  36 
DK 0  0 0  0 1  7 1  1 

Master/revision classes All 2  7 6 17 3 19 11  13 
Some 22  73 24  67 11 69 57 70 
None 6  20 6  17 2  13 14  17 

Pre-entry information, advice and 
guidance 

All 2  6 0  0 2  6 4  4 
Some 20  63 31  76 12  38 63  60 
None 10  31 10  24 16  50 36  34 
DK 0  0 0  0 2  6 2  2 

Events for parents and carers  All 4  13 3  8 4  20 11  12 
Some 20  65 27  69 8  40 55 61 
None 7  23 9  23 8  40 24  27 

Transition support (e.g. life and study 
skills) 

All 1  3 1  3 2  13 4  5 
Some 14  48 22  61 3  20 39  49 
None 13  45 12  33 10 67 35  44 
DK 1 3 1 3 0  0 2  3 

Mapping Apprenticeship routes All 3  33 6  27 3  50 12  32 
Some 2  22 12  55 2  33 16  43 
None 4  44 4  18 1  17 9  24 

Mapping vocational/non-traditional 
routes 

All 3  17 6  18 3  20 12 18 
Some 6  33 18  18 4  27 28 42 
None 9 50 10 29 7  47 26 39 
DK 0 0 0  0 1  7 1 2 

Collaborative curriculum 
development activities 

All 0 0 0 0 2 8 2 2 
Some 9 35 18 45 4 17 31 34 
None 16 62 22  55 18 75 56 62 
DK 1  4 0  0 0  0 1  1 

Community outreach All 0  0 1  3 3  11 4 4 
Some 17 57 28  74 14 52 59 62 
None 13 43 8  21 9  33 30 32 
DK 0  0 1  3 1 4 2 2 

Links with employers/Sector Skills 
Councils/professional bodies  

All 1  4 0  0 2 7 3  3 
Some 7  25 16  40 8  27 31 32 
None 20 71 23  58 19 63 62 63 
DK 0 0 1 3 1 3 2 2 

Aimhigher regional healthcare 
project(s) 

All 7 39 17  59 4  67 28 53 
Some 11 61 9 31 1  17 21 40 
None 0  0 3  10 1  17 4 8 
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Table 2.4.2b: Other activities engaged in by respondents 
Activity N % 
Teacher continuing professional development 8 16 
Compacts 5 10 
Non-Aimhigher partnership events 4 8 
Gifted and talented pupils 4 8 
School clubs 3 6 
Disabled students 3 6 
Generic taster events 2 4 
Student associate schemes 2 4 
Adjusted entry criteria 2 4 
Data gathering 2 4 
Saturday schools 2 4 
Work with TUC 1 2 
Work with homeless 1 2 
Work experience placements 1 2 
Vocational fairs 1 2 
Institution-specific widening participation events 1 2 
Work with black and minority ethnic groups 1 2 
Online support 1 2 
Mature students 1 2 
Student retention support 1 2 
Junior citizen scheme 1 2 
Access conference 1 2 
Primary school activities 1 2 
Total 49 100 
 
 
2.4.3 The effectiveness of activities 
Respondents were asked to identify the three activities they considered the most 
effective in increasing applications to higher education. Subject-related taster events, 
residential schools, mentoring of school/college pupils and young people, and campus 
visits (also known as open days) were the activities believed to be the most effective. 
Mapping Apprenticeship routes and Aimhigher regional healthcare project(s) were not 
cited as effective by any respondents (Table 2.4.3a).   
 
The most effective activities were those that: 
 

• provided ongoing support as part of a package of activities;  
• provided financial and subject guidance;  
• provided an opportunity for personal contact with staff or students at an HEI;  
• allowed school pupils and young people to experience the higher education 

environment;  
• tackled misconceptions about higher education and helped change attitudes. 
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Table 2.4.3a: The activities that respondents believe are the most effective in 
increasing applications to higher education (respondents can choose up to three from a list) 

Most effective n 
% of 

choices 
(n=311) 

% of 
total 

respon-
dents 

(n=113) 
Subject-related taster events 42 14 37 
Residential schools 41 13 36 
Mentoring of school/college pupils and young people 40 13 35 
Campus visits/open days (pre-application) 35 11 31 
Pre-entry information, advice and guidance 27 9 23 
Visits to schools/colleges/work-based learning 
providers by university staff 21 7 19 

Non-residential schools 12 4 11 
Master/revision classes 9 3 8 
Transition support (e.g. life and study skills) 9 3 8 
Collaborative curriculum development activities 9 3 8 
Events for parents and carers 8 3 7 
Shadowing of university students 7 2 6 
Tutoring of school/college pupils and young people 7 2 6 
Road shows 5 2 4 
Mapping vocational/non-traditional routes 4 1 4 
Community outreach 3 1 3 
Links with employers/Sector Skills Councils 
/professional bodies 1 0 1 

Mapping Apprenticeship routes 0 0 0 
Aimhigher regional healthcare project(s) 0 0 0 
Other 31 10  
Total 311 100  

 
 
As respondents stated: 

 
These activities especially [residential schools and mentoring] take place over an 
extended period and have been found to impact very positively in terms of the 
participation, awareness of and aspirations toward higher education. The university 
works with Aimhigher on a range of interventions with years 8–12 of later activities, in 
other words they are returning each year, and this has enabled good links to develop 
with the client group.  
 
Work with primary schools is the most effective point to get parental involvement; 
secondly, it has the most impact on pupils, which, if sustained across key skills 3 & 4, is 
likely to be more effective than later interventions. 
 
These [taster sessions] help to explode myths and tackle misconceptions. Tasters for 
vocational students in FECs and school sixth forms are very effective and timely. 
 
Mentoring provides qualitative and consistent one-to-one contact, which raises 
attainment and aspirations, ultimately increasing applications. 
 
We have evidence that our non-residential maths and English summer schools, which 
enable participants to gain a key qualification that facilitates progression to higher 
education, have a high degree of success in supporting previously non-engaged young 
and adult learners to progress to further education and higher education.   
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We also have evidence of foundation degrees attracting widening participation learners 
through a career route and it is clear that they are reaching new learners through the 
provision of new part-time routes into higher education.   
 
Supporting learners effectively at transition points also appears to be effective, whether 
it is providing appropriate support for school pupils at transitions or for adults through 
providing extra support before they enter higher education.  

 
Institutions cited surveys or student feedback and student applications or admissions 
data as their main sources of evidence of effectiveness. Progress tracking and 
anecdote were also cited as evidence (Table 2.4.3b). Comments about the nature of 
evidence include: 
 

Through evaluation we know that 85% of people attending an open day will go on to 
make an application.  
 
A taster event held in October of year 13 showed 25% increase in those saying they 
would progress to higher education, comparing before and after surveys. 
 
Positive feedback from learners, parents/carers and provider representatives showing 
increased awareness of progression opportunities and improved aspirations in respect 
of higher education progression opportunities.  
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Table 2.4.3b: Comments on, and evidence for, effectiveness  
Open comments: why effective? n % 
Ongoing support/activities package 18 14 
Guidance: finance and subject 17 13 
Personal contact 16 12 
Getting used to the higher education environment 14 11 
Tackle misconceptions/changing attitudes 12 9 
Subject-specific knowledge 9 7 
Widening applicant pool 9 7 
Generic aspiration-raising 8 6 
Embeds progression 6 5 
Builds student confidence/interest 6 5 
Intensity 3 2 
Careful targeting 3 2 
Early intervention 3 2 
Subject-specific project 3 2 
Partnership working 3 2 
Parental influence 1 1 
Total 131 100 
Open comments: what evidence? 
Surveys and feedback 31 39 
Student applications/admissions data 16 20 
Progress tracking 12 15 
Anecdotal 11 14 
Evaluation 6 8 
National evaluation in future 1 1 
Student mapping from intervention to application 1 1 
Postcode analysis 1 1 
Total 79 100 

 
 
Comments about the ineffectiveness of Aimhigher activities: 
 

Participants tend to be those who would come anyway… the usual suspects attend 
(Master classes). 
 
Master classes are usually attended by gifted and talented pupils who would already 
have gone into higher education anyway. 
 
Shadowing is probably the least useful use of a young person's or a university student's 
time. 
 
The lack of employer engagement with Aimhigher is one of the most serious problems 
we face. There is a problem of time as well as of understanding the value of learning in 
the workplace.  
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Table 2.4.3c: The activities that respondents believe are the least effective in 
increasing applications to higher education (respondents can choose up to three 
from a list) 

Least effective n 
% of 

choices 
(n=117) 

% of 
total 

respon-
dents 

(n=113) 
Links with employers/Sector Skills Councils 
/professional bodies 17 15 15 

Road shows 15 13 13 
Mapping Apprenticeship routes 14 12 12 
Master/revision classes 11 9 10 
Residential schools 10 9 9 
Mapping vocational/non-traditional routes 7 6 6 
Community outreach 6 5 5 
Campus visits/open days (pre-application) 5 4 4 
Transition support (e.g. life and study skills) 5 4 4 
Collaborative curriculum development activities 5 4 4 
Shadowing of university students 4 3 4 
Events for parents and carers 4 3 4 
Visits to schools/colleges/work-based learning 
providers by university staff 3 3 3 

Mentoring of school/college pupils and young people 3 3 3 
Pre-entry information, advice and guidance 2 2 2 
Aimhigher regional healthcare project(s) 1 1 2 
Non-residential schools 0 0 0 
Subject-related taster events 0 0 0 
Tutoring of school/college pupils and young people 0 0 0 
Other 5 4 4 
Total 117 100  

 
The least effective activities were considered to be: road shows; links with employers, 
Sector Skills Councils or professional bodies; master classes and revision classes; and 
mapping Apprenticeship routes. Non-residential schools, subject-related taster events 
and tutoring of school/college pupils and young people were the only activities not to 
be reported as ineffective (Table 2.4.3c).  

 
A little over a quarter (29%) of respondents cited a lack of clear targeting and 
inappropriateness as the main reason for ineffectiveness; a further 11% cited the 
limited numbers affected. Other problems were perceived to be related to unpopularity 
of some activities, unsustainability, poor cost or time effectiveness, a lack of employer 
engagement, and activities being too general (Table 2.4.3d). 
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Table 2.4.3d: Comments on ineffectiveness 
Open comments n % 
Not clearly targeted/appropriate for HEI  26 29 
Lack of evidence 11 12 
Limited numbers affected 10 11 
Discontinuity/unsustainability 8 9 
Not popular/does not engage client group 8 9 
Cost/time ineffective 8 9 
Too general and unspecific 6 7 
Failure of employers to engage 5 6 
Too early to say 2 2 
Impossible to disaggregate 2 2 
National activities little impact 1 1 
Recruitment problems 1 1 
Prefer direct contact with schools/colleges 1 1 
Poor quality 1 1 
Total 90 100 

 
2.4.4 The impact of Aimhigher on applications  
A third of institutions (35%) indicated that Aimhigher activities have had an impact in 
terms of increased applications to their institutions from students on academic routes 
(e.g. A-levels); half reported that it was too early to say; only 4% said Aimhigher had 
no impact. Post-1992 universities and pre-1992 universities were more positive about 
impact than specialist institutions/colleges of higher education, who mainly thought it 
was it was too early to say (Table 2.4.4a). 
 
A quarter of respondents (23%) indicated that they thought Aimhigher activities have 
had an impact in terms of increased applications from students on vocational routes 
(e.g. Apprenticeships); 43% reported that it was too early to say; 10% said Aimhigher 
activities have had no impact. Post-1992 universities were the most likely to be positive 
about impact.  A fifth of pre-1992 universities indicated that this was not applicable to 
them and 29% thought that Aimhigher activities had not had any impact on increased 
applications from students on vocational routes. Two-thirds (69%) of specialist 
institutions/colleges of higher education said that it was either too early to say or not 
applicable to them (Table 2.4.4b). 
 
Table 2.4.4a: ‘In your opinion have the Aimhigher activities had any impact in 
terms of increased applications to your institution: from students on academic 
routes?’ 
From students on academic 
routes Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE All HEIs 

 n % n % n % n % 
Yes 13 37 18  44 8  23 39  35 
No 2 6 1  2 1  3 4  4 
Too early to say 18  51 20  49 19  54 57  51 
Not applicable 0  0 0  0 3  9 3  3 
Don’t know 2  6 2 5 4 11 8  7 
Total 35  100 41  100 35  100 111  100 

 
 
Table 2.4.4b: ‘In your opinion have the Aimhigher activities had any impact in 
terms of increased applications to your institution: from students on vocational 
routes?’ 
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From students on vocational 
routes Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE All HEIs 

 n % n % n % n % 
Yes 3 9 16 39 6  19 25 23 
No 10 29 0  0 1  3 11 10 
Too early to say 9 26 24 59 13  41 46 43 
Not applicable 7 20 0  0 9  28 16 15 
Don’t know 6 17 1  2 3  9 10 9 
Total 35 100 41 100 32  100 108 100 

 
 
2.5: Staff Development 
 
2.5.1 Aimhigher partnership working and staff development activity 
Staff development and training was most likely to be received by those who were 
working on Aimhigher projects or employed in units responsible for widening 
participation. Overall, 86% of institutions said people employed to work on Aimhigher 
projects had received additional development and training as a result of Aimhigher 
partnership working; 78% said people employed in units responsible for widening 
participation had received additional development and training. In 61% of institutions 
academic staff and student support staff had received additional development and 
training. Admission staff had received additional development and training as a result 
of Aimhigher partnership working in 54% of institutions. 
 
Post-1992 universities were more likely to have provided additional staff development 
and training as a result of Aimhigher partnership working than other types of institution. 
Student support staff in specialist institutions/colleges of higher education were more 
likely than student support staff in pre-1992 universities to have received additional 
development and training (Figure 2.5.1). 
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Figure 2.5.1: ‘Please indicate which of the following staff groups have received 
additional staff development and training as a result of Aimhigher partnership 
working’ 

 
% are the proportion of respondents who answered the question affirmatively in each category. 
 
 
2.5.2 Aimhigher partnership working and staff development activity at other 
institutions 
Almost three-quarters (70%) of HEIs have been involved in staff development and 
training of non-HEI staff (e.g. staff in schools, colleges, work-based learning providers 
etc) as a result of Aimhigher partnership working. Post-1992 universities were most 
likely to have been involved; specialist institutions/colleges of higher education were 
least likely to have been involved (Table 2.5.2). 
 
 
Table 2.5.2: Has your institution been involved in staff development and training of 
non-HEI staff (e.g. staff in schools, colleges, work-based learning providers etc) as 
a result of Aimhigher partnership working? 

At other institutions? Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE All HEIs 

Yes 26  74 34  81 17  52 77  70 
No 9  26 7  17 14  42 30  27 
Don’t know 0  0 1  2 2  6 3  3 
Total 35  100 42  100 33  100 110  100 
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2.6 The Impact of Aimhigher on Operations and Strategic Development 
 
Respondents were given the opportunity to add any further comments they had about 
Aimhigher and the impact that it has had, both in terms of operations and strategic 
development. The answers were categorised and are shown in Table 2.6.1. Overall, 
respondents were positive about the impact of Aimhigher, both in terms of operations 
and strategic development. A third of respondents (33%) reported deeper and broader 
collaboration with other institutions, schools and agencies. Other responses suggested 
that Aimhigher had become embedded in institutional strategies. In some cases, new 
target groups had been enabled and progression routes established as a result of 
Aimhigher funding. For some, the profile of Aimhigher and widening participation in 
general had been raised (Table 2.6.1). 
 
However, for 12% of respondents it was too early to say what the overall impact had 
been. There were some negative comments, 8% believed access agreements would 
harm Aimhigher’s impact, 5% feared for the future of Aimhigher funding, and similar 
proportions noted that the initiative was too short-term and had too little impact, either 
because of excessive bureaucracy or too many small activities dissipating the funding. 
Three HEIs noted the conflict between their institutional interests and those of the 
Aimhigher partnership (Table 2.6.1). 
 
Table 2.6.1: Further comments about Aimhigher and the impact it has had, both 
in terms of operations and strategic development  
Open comments n % 
Has led to deeper/broader collaboration 42 33 
Too early to say 15 12 
Embedded in strategy now 10 8 
Enabled targeting/new projects 10 8 
Aimhigher value decreased by access agreements 10 8 
Concern for future of Aimhigher funding 7 5 
Little impact/too short term 7 5 
Aimhigher brand/widening participation profile raised 7 5 
Allows us to do more of the same 6 5 
Adoption of collaboration methodology elsewhere (beyond 
Aimhigher) 4 3 

Interest of institution versus Aimhigher partnership agenda 3 2 
Positive about integration of Aimhigher 3 2 
Enabled progression routes 2 2 
Formal evaluation is essential 2 2 
Impact dissipated by too many activities/bureaucracy 1 1 
Total 129 100 

 
Positive comments about the impact of Aimhigher on operations and strategic 
management include: 
 

Aimhigher has had a significant impact in developing and deepening our relationship 
with schools and colleges. It has enabled us to support colleagues in promoting higher 
attainment, raising aspirations and progression. The collaborative dimensions have 
also enabled sharing of good practice and to some extent the breaking down of barriers 
between HEIs. Colleges in particular have been appreciative of a collaborative 
approach that reduces duplication and provides a single focus for higher education 
progression activities. 
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From an operational point of view Aimhigher has been instrumental in providing central 
points of contact as a route into schools and colleges. Aimhigher funding has enabled 
the university to develop targeted activities, some of which have been collaborative 
projects with other HEIs. From a strategic level, Aimhigher has allowed us to better 
identify specific target groups — those in most need of some kind of intervention. It has 
allowed us to share best practice and share information about who we are working 
with, to avoid duplication of effort in the region. 
 
Aimhigher has been hugely successful in building relationships between HEIs, schools 
and colleges. Traditional outreach activities now need to be more strongly 
supplemented by work to develop a spectrum of progression routes with a specialist 
focus on local curriculum developments. Aimhigher resources have been very 
successful in enabling widening participation staff to make relationships across our 
institution with academics and other staff alike. 

 
Aimhigher has provided an important brand and focus for widening participation to 
higher education and further education. It has provided partnership opportunities that 
would not exist without Aimhigher and funding to enable expansion of activities to meet 
demand that cannot be provided from within institutional budgets. 

 
More ambiguous or negative comments reflect, to some extent, the uncertainty about 
funding at the time of the survey: 
 

Aimhigher has had a huge impact on the way we operate widening participation.  
Uncertainty about post-2006 funding and the move towards funding the schools directly 
will have a very negative impact on a growing partnership that is genuinely building 
capacity of schools, HEIs, FECs, work-based learning providers and young people and 
their families. 
 
Aimhigher has enabled more work with LEAs and schools, so visibility is increased at 
the operational level.  Strategically, it has required a lot of time and energy through staff 
investment in area steering groups, partnerships and planning regional requirements.  
All this would have been worthwhile if funding had continued, but this is not to be and 
there is more change to follow. Aimhigher has sent mixed messages to all participating 
partners and pupils, i.e., raised expectations and then decided it can't or won't deliver 
them. 
 
Aimhigher is a valuable and useful brand but this is not always reflected in activities 
offered under its banner at local level, where there is an over-abundance of 
bureaucracy and insufficient delivery of services.  
 
There have been too many diverse initiatives involved in Aimhigher and no real 
evidence of actual progression resulting from these activities. However, there does 
appear to be some limited evidence about the importance of mentoring and tutoring 
and also links between staff in HEIs with schools and colleges.  
 
For us, the impact is very limited. We offer a very well developed programme of 
activities, which are part funded (a few percent) by Aimhigher, though if Aimhigher were 
absent it would not impact on our activity.  
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3. The Survey of Further Education Colleges 
 
The survey of FECs involved in Aimhigher was sent, in September 2005, to a sample 
of colleges identified by the Learning and Skills Council (LSC).  The sample included 
all FECs that were in receipt of Excellence Challenge funding in the summer of 2004. 
However, the results of this survey refer to the integrated Aimhigher programme.  
 
The survey asked that the questionnaire should be completed by a senior member of 
staff with responsibility for widening participation strategy, or with a role to increase the 
numbers of learners progressing to higher education e.g. Aimhigher Coordinator, or a 
member of the management team. A total of 134 colleges responded to the survey, 
which represents 65% of the 205 colleges contacted.  
 
The questionnaire was separated into six key sections, which are analysed below:  
 

• mission and policy; 
• partnership and collaboration;  
• engagement;  
• Aimhigher projects and activities;  
• staff development;  
• comments.  

 
 
3.1: Mission and Policy   
 
3.1.1 Involvement in higher education 
Of the 130 respondents who answered the question, 90 (69%) stated that their college 
provided higher education. This enables further analysis by those who provide higher 
education and those that do not.9 
 
3.1.2 Distinguishing Aimhigher activity from other widening participation activity 
The majority of respondents indicated that they were able to distinguish Aimhigher-
funded activities from other activity to increase progression. The distinction between 
Aimhigher-funded activities and other activities was clearest at the progression from 
level 3 to higher education, both to higher education in FECs (62%) and into HEIs 
(65%). It was more difficult to distinguish the different activities at level 2 to 3; 18% of 
respondents stated they were unable to make this distinction (Figure 3.1.2a).  
 
Whether or not the college offered higher education did not affect the views about  
whether they could distinguish Aimhigher-funded from other activities in progression 
from level 2 to level 3 (Figure 3.1.2b). There was, however, a notable difference at 
level 3 to higher education in FECs, where 68% of colleges that offered higher 
education stated they could make the distinction compared with 47% of those who do 
not offer higher education.10 At level 3 to higher education in HEIs the difference was 
even greater, with 71% of colleges who offer higher education stating that they were 
able to make the distinction compared with 50% of those who do not offer higher 
education.11  
 

                                                
9 Percentages in the following tables do not always total 100 due to rounding. It is also necessary to take note of the number of 
respondents to each question as some respondents did not answer all questions. Therefore percentages in the text will not always be a 
percentage of the same total number of respondents. 
10 58 of the 85 colleges who provide HE and answered the question said yes compared to 15 of the 32 colleges who do not. 
11 57 of the 80 colleges who provide HE and answered the question said yes compared to 15 of the 30 colleges who do not. 
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Figure 3.1.2a: ‘Are you able to distinguish Aimhigher-funded activities from your 
other activity to increase progression?’ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.1.2b: ‘Are you able to distinguish Aimhigher-funded activities from your 
other activity to increase progression?’ by ‘Is higher education provided by your 
college?’ 

 
 
3.1.3 The value added by Aimhigher in terms of impact, rather than funding 
Respondents tended to think that more value was added by Aimhigher in the 
progression from level 3 to higher education than from level 2 to level 3. Just 15% of 
respondents said that a lot of value was added by Aimhigher in the transition from level 
2 to level 3, although 87% said that Aimhigher added at least some value. 
 
A quarter of the respondents (25%) said that Aimhigher added value in the progression 
from level 3 to higher education within FECs, and 90% said that Aimhigher added at 
least some value. The figures were higher for progression into higher education in 
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HEIs, 28% said Aimhigher added a lot of value and 93% that it added at least some 
value (Table 3.1.3a).  
 
Comparing those colleges that offered higher education with those that did not, there 
was little difference between the perceived value added (Tables 3.1.3b, 3.1.3c, 3.1.3d). 
 
 
Table 3.1.3a: ‘How much value does Aimhigher add to your activity to increase 
progression?’ 
 level 2 to level 3  level 3 to HE in FE level 3 to HE in HEIs 
 n % n % n % 
A lot 16 15 29 25 30 28 
Quite a lot 27 26 34 29 38 36 
Some 48 46 42 36 31 29 
None 11 11 4 3 1 1 
Don’t know 3 3 7 6 6 6 
Total 105 100 116 100 106 100 

 
 
Table 3.1.3b: ‘How much value does Aimhigher add to your activity to increase 
progression? (We are thinking of added value in terms of impact rather than funding) 
at level 2 to 3’ by  ‘Is higher education provided by your college?’ 

level 2 to 3 
Is higher education provided by your 

college?  Total 
 Yes  No 

 n % n % n % 
A lot 10  14 6  20 16  15 
Quite a lot 21  28 6  20 27  26 
Some 34  46 14  47 48  46 
None 8  11 2  7 10  10 
Don’t know 1 1 2  7 3  3 
Total 74  100 30  100 104 100 
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Table 3.1.3c: ‘How much value does Aimhigher add to your activity to increase 
progression? (We are thinking of added value in terms of impact rather than funding) 
at level 3 to higher education in FECs’ by ‘Is higher education provided by your 
college?’  

level 3 to HE 
in FE 

Is higher education provided by your 
college?  

Total Yes No 
 n % n % n % 
A lot 22  25 7  24 29  25 
Quite a lot 26  30 8  28 34  29 
Some 34  39 8  28 42  36 
None 1  1 3  10 4  3 
Don’t know 4  5 3  10 7  6 
Total 87  100 29  100 116 100 

 
 
Table 3.1.3d: ‘How much value does Aimhigher add to your activity to increase 
progression? (We are thinking of added value in terms of impact rather than funding)  
at level 3 to higher education in HEIs’ by ‘Is higher education provided by your 
college?’ 

level 3 to 
HE in HEIs 

Is higher education provided by your 
college?  Total 

 Yes No 
 n % n % n % 
A lot 22 29 8  28 30  28 
Quite a lot 30 39 8  28 38  36 
Some 22 29 9  31 31  29 
None 1 1 0  0 1  1 
Don’t know 2 3 4  14 6  6 
Total 77  100 29  100 106 100 

 
 
3.1.4 The relationship between Aimhigher activities and institutions’ own 
strategic priorities 
Most respondents (92%) reported either a reasonable or good fit between the college’s 
strategic priorities and Aimhigher activities. Only 3% of respondents felt that there was 
a poor fit with much duplication (Figure 3.1.4).  
 
There was little difference between the responses from those colleges that offer higher 
education and those that do not. A slightly higher proportion of those colleges who 
offered higher education (45%) stated there was a good fit compared with 40% of 
those who do not offer higher education (Table 3.1.4a).  
 
Respondents were asked to explain the answer they had given to describe the 
relationship between their institution’s widening participation activity and Aimhigher. 
These responses were categorised by the research team and are shown in Table 
3.1.4b. Respondents were most likely to have reported that the college’s strategic 
priorities and Aimhigher activities fit with the college’s attainment and progression 
objectives (37%).  Over a third (35%) of respondents felt that there was a natural fit 
with the college’s own widening participation activity (Table 3.1.4b). 
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Figure 3.1.4: ‘Which of these best describes the relationship between your 
college's strategic priorities and Aimhigher activities?’ (n=125) 

 
 
Table 3.1.4a: ‘Which of these best describes the relationship between your 
college's strategic priorities and Aimhigher activities?’ by ‘Is higher education 
provided by your college?’  

 
Is higher education 

provided by your college?  Total 
 Yes No 

 n % n % n % 
Good fit (little/no duplication) 39  45 15  40 54  44 
Reasonable fit (some duplication) 41  48 19  50 60 48 
Poor fit (much duplication) 2 2 2 5 4 3 
Don't know 3 4 2  5 5 4 
Not applicable  1  1 0  0 1 1 
Total 86  100 38  100 124 100 
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Table 3.1.4b: Comments on the relationship between the college’s strategic 
priorities and Aimhigher activities? 
Comments n % 
Fits college attainment/progression objectives 38 37 
Fits naturally with own widening participation activities 36 35 
Planned by widening participation management/team 11 11 
Covers majority of students 3 3 
Partnership planning  3 3 
Partial overlap 3 3 
Keeps distinction between intake and general aspiration 
raising  2 2 

Replicates existing widening participation work 2 2 
Overly bureaucratic 1 1 
Aimhigher only funds some activities of the college 1 1 
Duplication inhibits partnership 1 1 
Lack of college coordination 1 1 
Use Aimhigher as a test-bed 1 1 
Total 103 100 
 
Respondents’ answers were generally extremely positive. Examples of comments 
about a good fit include: 

 
The college aims to increase participation in higher education from the whole 
surrounding community, which includes many groups with a traditionally lower level of 
uptake. The Aimhigher work complements this extremely well. 

 
Aimhigher funds activities that are distinguishable from others and contributes to 
supporting students and enriching the student experience. 
 

Comments suggesting a reasonable fit, include: 
 

Activities to promote progression to university have always been an important part of 
information, advice and guidance activities. Aimhigher funding has enabled these to be 
increased (due to funding available) and targeted more specifically at certain cohorts. 
 
We are just starting to develop a strategic approach to progression and Aimhigher will 
guide this. 

 
Fewer than 10% of the comments suggested a poor fit: 
 

Activities that were once 'normal' are now seen as extras and have spawned a small 
army of co-ordinators to administer. 
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3.1.5 The Aimhigher brand  
The Aimhigher brand was seen to be more helpful than not by the majority of those 
that responded to the question; over two-thirds (69%) felt that the Aimhigher brand was 
either helpful or very helpful in raising the profile of the Aimhigher activities that they 
deliver. However, over a quarter (28%) felt that the brand was neither helpful nor 
unhelpful (Figure 3.1.5).  
 
Figure 3.1.5: ‘How helpful is the Aimhigher brand in raising the profile of the 
Aimhigher activities you deliver?’ (n=129)* 

 
* an additional respondent said ‘don’t know’ and one said ‘not applicable’ 
 
Table 3.1.5: ‘How helpful is the Aimhigher brand in raising the profile of the 
Aimhigher activities you deliver?’ by ‘Is higher education provided by your 
college?’ 

 

Is higher education provided 
by your college?  

Total Yes No 
 n % n % n % 
Very helpful 18  20 7  18 25  20 
Helpful 45  50 18  45 63  49 
Neither helpful nor unhelpful 23  26 13  33 36  28 
Unhelpful 1  1 0  0 1 1 
Very unhelpful 3  3 0 0 3  2 
Don’t know 0  0 1  3 1  1 
Not applicable 0 0 1  3 1  1 
Total 90  100 40  100 130 100 

 
The Aimhigher brand was only seen to be unhelpful or very unhelpful by 4% of 
respondents all of whom are based in colleges that offer higher education (Table 
3.1.5). 
 
 
 
3.2 Partnership and Collaboration 
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3.2.1 The growth of partnership working as a result of Aimhigher 
 
To assess the growth in partnership working that has occurred as a result of 
Aimhigher, respondents were asked about the breadth and depth of their involvement 
with other institutions. Respondents indicated that their college was involved with a 
larger number of institutions than before Aimhigher.  
 
Colleges were most likely to be involved with a larger number of HEIs (66%) and 
schools (64%) and least likely to be involved with a larger number of voluntary sector 
organisations (13%) (Table 3.2.1a). 
 
 
Table 3.2.1a: ‘Which of the following best describes the growth of partnership 
working that you have experienced as a result of Aimhigher?’ 
The college is now involved with a larger 
number of n % 

HEIs 69 66 
Schools 67 64 
Other colleges 57 55 
Other agencies (e.g. LEA/Connexions) 38 37 
Employers/learning providers 25 24 
Voluntary sector organisations 13 13 
Don’t know/not applicable 12 12 
Total 104  

 
Table 3.2.1b: The college is now more involved with:  
The college is now more involved with: n % 
HEIs 87 73 
Schools 76 64 
Other colleges 69 58 
Other agencies (e.g. LEA/Connexions) 41 35 
Employers/learning providers 23 19 
Voluntary sector organisations 11 9 
Don’t know/not applicable 7 6 
Total 119  

 
Colleges were also more involved with other institutions. Respondents are most likely 
to be more involved with HEIs (73%) and schools (64%) and least likely to be more 
involved with voluntary sector organisations (9%) (Table 3.2.1b). 
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3.2.2 The key advantages and disadvantages of Aimhigher partnership working 
Respondents were asked to explain the key advantages of Aimhigher partnership 
working to widen participation. The open responses were categorised and are shown 
in Table 3.2.2. The most frequently cited key advantage of Aimhigher partnership 
working to widen participation was the shared experience through collaborative 
working (30%). Partnership working was seen to extend or raise awareness of the 
range of activities in 17% of responses (Table 3.2.2). 
 
Examples of the key advantages include: 
 

Sharing good practice increases opportunities for student activities and drawing on 
expertise and experience of HEIs.  
 
Provide additional resources and opportunities. Raise awareness and self-confidence. 
Offer valuable experiences to widen educational horizons.  

 
Pupils arriving in college maintain links with schools. Partnership has enabled us to 
seek ways of improving progression to HEIs. 

 
Table 3.2.2: ‘From your point of view, what are the key advantages of Aimhigher 
partnership-working to widen participation?’ 
Open comments: advantages n % 
Share experience/collaborative working/enhancement 56 30 
Extends range (innovation) of activities /awareness raising 31 17 
Progression routes 21 11 
More formal cross-sectoral contacts (e.g. universities, 
schools, colleges, private and voluntary sector involvement) 16 9 

Avoids duplication/better communication 10 5 
Targeting 10 5 
Allows for resource effectiveness 10 5 
Additional funding 8 4 
Avoids competition/impartiality 7 4 
Ongoing student support 6 3 
Strategic overview 4 2 
Brand awareness 3 2 
Local autonomy 1 1 
Quality enhancement 1 1 
Involves community 1 1 
Total 185 100 

 
 
Respondents were also asked to explain the key disadvantages of Aimhigher 
partnership working to widen participation. Again, the open responses were 
categorised and are shown in Table 3.2.3. It is interesting to note that there were many 
more examples of advantages given (185) than disadvantages (101). The key 
disadvantages of Aimhigher partnership working to widen participation revolved around 
funding. There was a concern amongst some respondents about how funding was 
allocated within the partnership and how it would be allocated in the future. At the time 
of the survey, the level of funding available in the future was also a cause of 
uncertainty, with some respondents feeling the funding would be short-term (21%). 
Time (particularly spent in meetings) and bureaucracy were seen to be disadvantages 
by 19% of respondents (Table 3.2.3). 
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Table 3.2.3: ‘What are the key disadvantages of Aimhigher partnership-working 
to widen participation?’ 
 Open comments: disadvantages n % 
Funding/uncertainty/short-termism 21 21 
Time consuming/bureaucracy/meetings 19 19 
Conflict over target groups 12 12 
Conflict between partners/politics 11 11 
Conflict with FEC imperatives 8 8 
Still duplication of activity 7 7 
Restrictions on FECs (working across regions) 6 6 
Joint delivery problems 4 4 
Negative impact on students 4 4 
Competition between partners 3 3 
Limited engagement of some partners 2 2 
Confusion over activities 2 2 
Restrictions on FEC (autonomy) 1 1 
Poor communication 1 1 
Total 101 100 

 
Examples of key disadvantages include: 
 

The balance of funding favours HEIs; more should be diverted to further education. 
 
Unfair funding structure between schools and colleges (but nobody listens!!). 
 
The difficulty is forward planning due to the annual nature of the funding. 
 
 
 
 
 
Too many layers of bureaucracy… which take funds from front-line activities. 
 
Too many meetings with no outcome. 
 
Students are categorised according to broad criteria. Some students have felt 
stigmatised but we are working to reduce this. 
 
Too much emphasis on the very young within the region. Needs to focus more on 
14–16 year olds so that 12–14 year olds have a model to aspire to. 

 
3.2.4 Institutions’ contribution to local partnership 
Respondents indicated that most colleges made some form of contribution to their 
local Aimhigher partnership’s planning and management process. Just over half (53%) 
stated that they were a formal member of the Area Steering Group (ASG). Only a small 
proportion (7%) stated that they had no involvement (Table 3.2.4).  
  



   

 43 

Table 3.2.4: ‘What has been your contribution to your local Aimhigher 
partnership’s planning and management process?’ (n=129) 
Contribution n %* 
Formal member of the Area Steering Group (ASG) 68 53 
Representation on the ASG through the local colleges consortium 55 43 
Formal member of ASG Implementation Sub-group 37 29 
Formal member of ASG Planning Sub-group 25 19 
Representation on the ASG through the Centre(s) of Vocational 
Excellence 10 8 

Informal advisor to the ASG 7 5 
Other 22 17 
No involvement 9 7 

*Totals add to more than 100% as respondents could identify more than one answer 
 
 
3.2.5. Aimhigher and support for foundation degrees 
Over half (61%) of respondents provided foundation degrees. Of those, just over half 
the respondents (53%) stated that Aimhigher partly supported recruitment to the 
college’s foundation degrees; a further 17% stated that Aimhigher strongly supported 
recruitment. However, 26% claimed that Aimhigher had not supported recruitment to 
the college’s foundation degrees (Figure 3.2.5).  
 
When given the opportunity to add further comments about whether Aimhigher 
supported recruitment to the college’s foundation degrees, 16 respondents stated that 
Aimhigher covered all higher education promotion and 12 felt that Aimhigher had 
directly encouraged recruitment to the college’s foundation degrees (Table 3.2.5). 
 
Figure 3.2.5:  ‘Does Aimhigher support recruitment to your foundation degrees?’ 
(n=72) (Not applicable for 46 colleges) 
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Table 3.2.5: Comments on Aimhigher support for foundation degrees 

 Open comments n % of 
comments 

Aimhigher covers all higher education promotion 16 25 
Aimhigher directly encourages foundation degrees 12 18 
Too early to say 8 12 
Little Aimhigher focus on foundation degrees 7 11 
Does not apply 5 8 
Yes broadly but not directly 5 8 
Raises awareness of work-based learning route 3 5 
Foundation degrees not big part of higher education offer 3 5 
Supports through links with region 2 3 
Needs employer stimulus through Aimhigher 1 2 
Enabled mapping progression pathways 1 2 
Foundation degrees outside Aimhigher partnership 1 2 
Data are not collected 1 2 
Total 65 100 

 
 
Written comments illustrate the range of views. Those suggesting strong support for 
recruitment included: 

 
We support progression onto our foundation degrees as much as we support 
progression into all higher education opportunities. Having higher education 
courses available is a useful means for students to find out more about higher 
education in general — student life, etc. 
 
Funding assists in promotional events and information, advice and guidance. 
 

Comments suggesting partial support for recruitment: 
 

Aimhigher activities support progression: this includes foundation degrees where 
appropriate. 

 
Work is done under Aimhigher to support vocational progression to foundation 
degrees. 

 
Some comments suggested that Aimhigher does not support recruitment to foundation 
degrees. 
 

Our foundation degrees are delivered in partnership with HEIs not in our Aimhigher 
partnership. They struggle to get support to work with us and we cannot access funds 
for more regional Aimhigher to develop initiatives with them.    

 
This has not happened so far, but it should be a priority for the future. 

 
 
3.2.6 Involvement in Lifelong Learning Networks 
Sixty-one of the 125 respondents to the question (49%) stated that they were involved 
in a Lifelong Learning Network either at the proposal or funded stage, 33 (26%) did not 
know whether they were involved and 30 (24%) stated that they were not involved 
(Table 3.2.6a). 
 
 
Colleges that offer higher education were much more likely (58%) to have stated they 
were involved in a Lifelong Learning Network than those who do not offer higher 
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education (31%). However, both types of institution had similar proportions of 
respondents who stated that they did not know whether they were involved in a 
Lifelong Learning Network (Table 3.2.6a). 
 
Respondents were given the opportunity to explain what the likely relationship between 
their Lifelong Learning Network and Aimhigher would be. Almost half (48%) the 
respondents felt that it was too early to say what the likely would be; 20% indicated 
that the Lifelong Learning Network fitted in with the Aimhigher agenda (Table 3.2.6b). 
 

Not yet clear. I hope the LLN builds on what has been achieved rather than duplicates 
what has gone before. 
 
The LLN aims to improve the supply aspects, Aimhigher the demand. 
 
Excellent, having partnership in place. Should enhance Aimhigher relationship. 

 
Table 3.2.6a: ‘Are you involved in a Lifelong Learning Network, whether at 
proposal or funded stage?’ by ‘Is higher education provided by your college?’  
Involved in LLN Is higher education provided by your college?  
 Yes No  Total 
 n % n % n % 
Yes 49 58 12 31 61 49 
No 14 17 16 41 30 24 
Don’t know 22 26 11 28 33 26 
Total 85 100 39 100 124 100 

 
 
Table 3.2.6b: ‘What will the likely relationship be between your Lifelong Learning 
Network and Aimhigher?’ 
 Open comments n % 
Too early to say 24 48 
Fits in with Aimhigher agenda 10 20 
Builds on Aimhigher partnerships 9 18 
Developed by Aimhigher practitioners 2 4 
Negative impact 2 4 
Agency for progression 1 2 
Employer involvement 1 2 
Increases awareness 1 2 
Total 50 100 

 
 
3.3 Engagement 
 
3.3.1 Aimhigher and age group focus  
The greatest focus of Aimhigher activities for the majority of respondents was on 
young people aged 16–19 (72%). A third (33%) stated that the college had a major 
focus on secondary school pupils aged 11–16 (Table 3.3.1a).  
 
Respondents from colleges that provide higher education were more likely to have 
indicated either some or an occasional focus on primary school children (34%) than 
those from colleges who do not provide higher education (13%) (Table 3.3.1b).  
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Table 3.3.1a: ‘On which age groups does your college focus its Aimhigher 
activities?’ 

 Greatest 
focus 

Major 
focus 

Some 
focus 

Occasional 
focus 

No 
focus Total 

 n % N % n % n % n % n % 
Primary School 
pupils (5–11) 0 0 0 0 5 9 11 20 40 71 56 100 

Secondary 
school pupils 
(11–16) 

8 7 35 32 45 42 16 15 4 4 108 100 

Young people 
(16-19) 95 72 30 23 6 5 1  1 0 0 132 100 

Adults (20–30) 3 3 20 21 37 39 19 20 15 16 94 100 
Adults (31+) 1 1 5  7 21 29 19 26 27 37 73 100 

 
 
Respondents from colleges that offer higher education were more likely to have had a 
major focus (40%) on secondary school pupils aged 11–16 compared with non-higher 
education providers (16%) (Table 3.3.1c).  
 
The greatest focus for all colleges was on young people aged 16–19. This was 
somewhat higher for colleges that do not provide higher education (83%) compared 
with colleges that offer higher education (68%) (Table 3.3.1d). 
 
Colleges offering higher education were more likely to have had an occasional focus or 
more on adults aged 20–30 (72%) than those colleges who do not offer higher 
education (34%) (Table 3.3.1e). 
 
Table 3.3.1b: ‘College focus on primary school pupils (5–11)’ by ‘Is higher 
education provided by your college?’  

Primary (5–11) 
Is higher education provided by your college?   

Yes  No Total 
 n % n % n % 
Some focus 5 13 0 0 5 9 
Occasional focus 8 21 2 13 10  19 
No focus 26 67 13 87 39 72 
Total 39 100 15 100 54 100 

 
Table 3.3.1c: ‘College focus on secondary school pupils (11–16)’ by ‘Is higher 
education provided by your college?’ 

Secondary (11–16) 
Is higher education provided by your college?   

Yes No Total 
 n % n % n % 
Greatest focus 3  4 4  13 7 7 
Major focus 29  40 5 16 34  33 
Some focus 28  39 16  50 44  42 
Occasional focus 9  13 6 19 15  14 
No focus 3  4 1 3 4  4 
Total 72  100 32  100 104 100 
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Table 3.3.1d:  ‘College focus on young people (16–19)’ by ‘Is higher education 
provided by your college?’ 

Young (16–19) 
Is higher education provided by your college?   

Yes No Total 
 n % n % n % 
Greatest focus 60 68 33  83 93 73 
Major focus 25 28 5  13 30  23 
Some focus 2  2 2  5 4  3 
Occasional focus 1 1 0  0 1  1 
Total 88  100 40  100 128 100 

 
 
Table 3.3.1e:  ‘College focus on adults (20–30)’ by ‘Is higher education provided 
by your college?’ 

Adults (20–30) 
Is higher education provided by your college?   

Yes No Total 
 n % n % n % 
Greatest focus 3 4 0 0 3 3 
Major focus 17 24 2 10 19 21 
Some focus 31 44 5 24 36 39 
Occasional focus 16 23 3 14 19 21 
No focus 4 6 11 52 15 16 
Total 71 100 21 100 92 100 

 
 
Table 3.3.1f:  ‘College focus on adults (31+)’ by ‘Is higher education provided by 
your college?’ 

Adults (31+) 
Is higher education provided by your college?   

Yes No Total 
 n % n % n % 
Greatest focus 1 2 0 0 1 1 
Major focus 5 9 0 0 5 7 
Some focus 19  36 2 11 21 30 
Occasional focus 15 28 3 17 18 25 
No focus 13 25 13 72 26 37 
Total 53 100 18  100 71 100 

 
 
A larger proportion of those colleges that offered higher education (36%) stated that 
they had some focus on adults aged 31+ compared to 11% of colleges that did not 
provide higher education (Table 3.3.1f).  
 
3.3.2 Aimhigher activity and target priority groups  
The most common priority groups for the Aimhigher activities in which the colleges 
were involved were people from lower social classes (79%), those in areas of urban 
deprivation (74%) and vocational or work-related learners (51%) (Figure 3.3.2). The 
focus on urban deprivation reflected the sample of colleges, as all the colleges 
surveyed were involved in the pre-integrated Aimhigher programme, Excellence 
Challenge, which concentrated on urban areas.  
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Figure 3.3.2: ‘Which are the priority groups for the Aimhigher activities in which 
your college is involved?’ (n=133) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*Totals add to more than 100% as respondents could identify more than one answer  [NB DELETE abbreviation NEET 
from this table. Have removed from main text. And ‘Looked-after children’ needs a hyphen]] 
 
 
Although, overall, the target groups for the two types of colleges were similar there 
were a few notable variations. Colleges that provide higher education were more likely 
to have targeted activities at learners with disabilities (21%) compared with colleges 
that do not provide higher education (13%); similarly there was more emphasis among 
higher education providers on those in areas of rural deprivation (23%) than in the non-
higher education providers (8%). Vocational work-related learners is another area of 
difference, targeted by 58% of colleges providing higher education compared with 36% 
of non-higher education providers (Table 3.3.2b).  
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Table 3.3.2b: ‘Which are the priority groups for the Aimhigher activities in which 
your college is involved’ by ‘Is higher education provided by your college?’ 

Groups 

Is higher education provided 
by your college? 

Total Yes No 
 n % n % n %* 
People from lower social classes 68 76 33 85 101 78 
Those in areas of urban deprivation 64 71 31 80 95 74 
Vocational work-related learners 52 58 14 36 66 51 
Minority ethnic groups 41 46 20 51 61 47 
Parents/carers 28 31 12 31 40 31 
Work-based learners 28 31 2 5 30 23 
Those in areas of rural deprivation 21 23 3 8 24 19 
Learners with disabilities 19 21 5 13 24 19 
Asylum seekers/refugees 17 19 6 15 23 18 
Not in education, employment or 
training 16 18 7 18 23 18 

Looked-after children 12 13 1 3 13 10 
Those in areas of coastal deprivation 9 10 6 15 15 12 
Total 90  39  129  

*Totals add to more than 100% as respondents could identify more than one answer 
 
3.4 Aimhigher Projects and Activities 
 
3.4.1 Levels of engagement by widening participation activities  
Colleges were asked about all the widening participation work that they were involved 
in (Table 3.4.1a, 3.4.1b) and the extent to which the activities were currently funded by 
Aimhigher (Table 3.4.1c).  
 
The activity that respondents were least likely to be involved in was the Aimhigher 
regional healthcare project(s). Almost two-thirds (65%) stated that the college had no 
involvement with this activity (Table 3.4.1a). The activities that colleges are most likely 
to be involved with either through their own provision or that of a partner were:  
 

• subject-related taster events (98%);  
• HEI campus visits or open days (99%)  
• pre-entry information, advice and guidance (99%).  

 
The activities most likely to be provided specifically by the college were pre-entry 
information, advice and guidance (93%), and events for parents and carers (88%). 
 
Respondents were asked to identify other activities they were undertaking that were 
not specified in the list of activities. There were 38 responses. The activity cited the 
most frequently is student associate schemes (21%) followed by school-college 
mentoring programmes, teacher continuing professional development (CPD), and work 
with gifted and talented pupils (all 11%) (Table 3.4.1b).  
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Table 3.4.1a: ‘Does your institution provide this activity?’ 

 Provided by 
college 

Provided by 
partner 

No involve-
ment 

Total 
involvement 
provided by 

college/ 
partner 

 n % n % N % n % 
HEI campus visits/open 
days (pre-application) 66 54 80 66 1 1 121 99 

Pre-entry information, 
advice and guidance 112 93 33 28 1  1 119 99 

Subject-related taster 
events 67 53 84 66 3 2 124 98 

Visits to 
schools/colleges/work-
based learning providers by 
university staff 

66 54 70 57 5  4 117 96 

Road shows  43 37 75 65 9 8 107 92 
Master classes 61 52 69 59 9 8 108 92 
Events for parents and 
carers  103 88 22 19 10 9 107 91 

Transition support (e.g. life 
and study skills) 93  81 20 17 12 10 103 90 

Mentoring young people 
about progression to higher 
education 

90 73 32 26 16 13 107 87 

Mapping vocational/non-
traditional routes 78  76 16 16 21 20 82  80 

Collaborative curriculum 
development activities 69  65 32 30 24 23 82  77 

Non-residential schools 29 29 57 56 25 25 76 75 
Links with employers/ 
Sector Skills Councils/ 
professional bodies 

69  71 10 10 25 26 72  74 

Residential schools 14 15 47 50 35 37 59 63 
Community outreach 57  61 5  5 35 37 59  63 
Mapping Apprenticeship 
routes 42  45 12 13 44 47 50  53 

Revision classes 13 14 35 37 47 50 47  50 
Shadowing of university 
students 12 14 23 26 56 64 32  36 

Aimhigher regional 
healthcare project(s) 19  21 18 20 58 65 31  35 
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Table 3.4.1b: Aimhigher projects and activities (other) 

 Other activities n 
% of other 

stated 
activities 

Student associate schemes 8 21 
School-college mentoring programmes 4 11 
Teacher CPD 4 11 
Gifted and talented pupils 4 11 
Data gathering  3 8 
Raising achievement 2 5 
Personal development programme 2 5 
Open days for FE 2 5 
Industry visits 2 5 
Training student advocates 1 3 
School clubs 1 3 
Teambuilding: HE focus 1 3 
Sixth form experience days 1 3 
Work experience placements 1 3 
Compacts 1 3 
Virtual learning environment 1 3 
Total 38 100 

 
Respondents who indicated that they were involved in an activity either through the 
college or a partner providing the activity were asked about the level of funding that 
was received from Aimhigher for delivery of the activities. The activity that was most 
likely to be funded entirely by Aimhigher was road shows (65%) followed by master 
classes (50%). Almost two-thirds (64%) of respondents stated that some of the pre-
entry information, advice and guidance provided was funded by Aimhigher. Three-fifths 
(61%) of the respondents stated that some of the funding for HEI campus visits or 
open days came from Aimhigher.  
 
Over half (55%) of those involved with collaborative curriculum development activities 
stated that none of the funding for this activity came from Aimhigher (Table 3.4.1c).  
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Table 3.4.1c: ‘Does your institution provide this activity?’ by ‘Is it funded by 
Aimhigher?’ 
Activity All Some None Don’t 

know 
 n % n % n % n % 
Subject-related taster events 35 30 69 60 7  6 4 4 
Higher education institution 
campus visits/open days (pre-
application) 

34 31 68 61 7  6 2 2 

Pre-entry information, advice and 
guidance 19 17 71 64 21 19 0 0 

Visits to schools/colleges/work-
based learning providers by 
university staff 

25 23 59 55 18 17 5 5 

Master classes 51 50 45 44 3  3 3 3 
Mentoring young people about 
progression to higher education 45 45 50 50 5  5 1 1 

Road shows 64 65 31 31 2  2 2 2 
Events for parents and carers  28 28 46 47 24 24 1 1 
Transition support (e.g. life and 
study skills) 25 27 51 55 17 18 0 0 

Mapping vocational/non-traditional 
routes 17 22 42 55 15 20 2 2 

Non-residential schools 25 36 40 57 4  6 1 1 
Collaborative curriculum 
development activities 4  6 24 35 38 55 2 3 

Links with employers/Sector Skills 
Councils/professional bodies 5  8 21 31 37 55 4 6 

Residential schools 24 44 28 52 1  2 1 2 
Community outreach 6  11 20 37 28 52 0 0 
Mapping apprenticeship routes 13 29 17 38 14 31 1 2 
Revision classes 18 43 18 43 5  12 1 2 
Shadowing of university students 14 45 14 45 2  7 1 3 
Aimhigher regional healthcare 
project(s) 7  27 13 50 4  15 2 8 

 
 
 
3.4.2 The effectiveness of Aimhigher activities 

Respondents were asked to identify the three activities they considered to have been 
the most effective in increasing progression to higher education (either their own or 
other higher education provision). Overall, the most effective activity was HEI campus 
visits or open days – pre-application (62% of the sample identified this among their 
three choices). This was followed by information, advice and guidance –  pre-entry to 
higher education (36%) (Table 3.4.2a). 
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Table 3.4.2a: The activities that respondents believe are the most effective in 
increasing progression to higher education (respondents can choose up to three from a list) 

Most effective N 
% of 

choices 
(n=366) 

HEI campus visits/open days (pre-application) 83 23 
Information, advice and guidance (pre-entry to HE) 48 13 
Mentoring young people about progression to HE 44 12 
Subject-related higher education taster events 42 11 
Master classes 21 6 
Residential schools 19 5 
Visits to the college by university staff to promote HE 19 5 
Transition support (e.g. life and study skills) 19 5 
Events for parents and carers to promote HE 15 4 
Non-residential schools 6  2 
Road shows 6  2 
Revision classes at an HEI 6  2 
Mapping vocational/non-traditional routes to HE 3  1 
Community outreach 3  1 
Links with employers/Sector Skills Councils/ 
professional bodies 3  1 

Shadowing university students 2  1 
Mapping Apprenticeship routes to higher education 2  1 
Collaborative curriculum development activities (e.g. 
foundation degrees) 2  1 

Aimhigher regional healthcare projects 0  0 
Other 23 6 
Total 366 100 

 
Respondents were asked to explain why they believed that the activities they had 
identified as most effective in increasing progression to higher education had been so. 
The most common reason, given in open comments, was that they had helped 
students to get used to the higher education environment (19%) or provided guidance 
on the subject or on finances (17%).  
 
Evidence to explain their view as to why activities had been effective was mostly in the 
form of surveys and feedback (33%) or through increased student applications or 
admissions data (29%) (Table 3.4.2b). 
  
Comments on why activities are effective include: 
 

Residentials enable students to experience university life with their friends. This helps 
break down any fears or misconceptions and helps make it less 'scary'. 
 
(Residential schools and HEI campus visits) make the higher education world 'real' and 
allows students to participate in well thought through and focused activities. Widening 
participation teams at HEIs are generally very good and work in collaboration to plan 
meaningful events. 
 
(Pre-entry information and guidance) informs the student of how to make it happen 
which is critical, gives them choices with backing of factual information.  
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Table 3.4.2b: Why have activities been effective? 

 Reasons n % of  
comments 

Getting used to the higher education environment 37 19 
Guidance (finance and subject) 34 17 
Generic aspiration raising 27 14 
Build student confidence/interest 23 12 
Personal contact 18 9 
Tackle misconceptions/change attitudes 15 8 
Increases awareness 11 6 
Parental influence 7 4 
Subject-specific knowledge 6 3 
Partnership working 5 3 
Participative 4 2 
Improves retention 4 2 
Careful targeting 3 2 
Employer involvement 3 2 
Ongoing support/activities packages 1 1 
Study skills 1 1 
Inclusivity 1 1 
Total 200 100 
Open comments: what evidence?   
Evidence n % 
Surveys and feedback 16 33 
Student applications/admissions data 14 29 
Improved level 3 attainment 10 21 
Evaluation 4 8 
Progress tracking 2 4 
Anecdotal 2 4 
Total 48 100 

 
 
3.4.4 The ineffectiveness of Aimhigher activities 
Respondents were asked to identify the three activities that they believed were the 
least effective in increasing progression to higher education (either their own or other 
higher education provision). Overall, the least effective activities were identified as 
road shows (13% of the sample identified this among their three choices) and master 
classes (13%) (Table 3.4.4a).  
 
The most common reason that activities were seen to be ineffective were that they did 
not engage the client group (19%) or because they were not clearly targeted (15%) or 
not appropriate for college students (14%) (Table 3.4.4b). 
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Table 3.4.4a: The activities that respondents believe are the least effective in 
increasing progression to higher education (respondents could choose up to three from a 
list) 

Most ineffective n 
% of 

choices 
(n=139) 

Road shows 18 13 
Master classes 18 13 
Residential schools 10 7 
Revision classes at an HEI 9 6 
Information, advice and guidance (pre-entry to HE) 9 6 
Links with employers/Sector Skills Councils 
/professional bodies 9 6 

Non-residential schools 8 6 
HEI campus visits/open days (pre-application) 8 6 
Mentoring young people about progression to HE 8 6 
Visits to the college by university staff to promote 
higher education 7 5 

Community outreach 6 4 
Subject-related higher education taster events 4 3 
Shadowing university students 4 3 
Mapping Apprenticeship routes to higher education 4 3 
Events for parents and carers to promote HE 3 2 
Transition support (e.g. life and study skills) 3 2 
Aimhigher regional healthcare projects 3 2 
Mapping vocational/non-traditional routes to higher 
education 2 1 

Collaborative curriculum development activities (e.g. 
foundation degrees) 2 1 

Other 4 3 
Total 139 100 

 
Reasons respondents gave for the ineffectiveness of certain activities included: 
 

(Pre-entry information and guidance and transition support) These activities work well 
with students who already wish to progress, but do nothing for those with the potential 
who have low or no aspirations. 

 
(Master classes) They are pitched at too high a level, are delivered by staff who are not 
experienced in teaching younger students (have few strategies to engage this age 
group) and this view is supported by student feedback following master classes. 
 
(Residential and non-residential schools) They do not reach the students for whom they 
are intended. Anyone who signs up probably already has the confidence and 
aspirations to go on to higher education. Our students find a day visit daunting enough. 
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Table 3.4.4b: Why have activities been ineffective?   

Reasons  n % of  
comments 

Does not engage client group 18 19 
Not clearly targeted 14 15 
Not appropriate for further education 
students 13 14 

Not popular with students 9 9 
Too general and unspecific 7 7 
Cost/time ineffective 7 7 
Failure of employers to engage 5 5 
Duplicate activities/information 5 5 
Dissuades learners 5 5 
Limited numbers affected 3 3 
Time conflicts 3 3 
More support/activity needed 2 2 
Lack of evidence 1 1 
Too early to say 1 1 
Poor quality 1 1 
Lack of funding 1 1 
Interventions needed earlier 1 1 
Total 96 100 

 
 
 
3.4.6 Aimhigher and increased applications to higher education 
Respondents were asked whether Aimhigher had increased applications from students 
into their own HE provision. A ‘not-applicable’ option was provided for those colleges 
that do not have their own HE provision. Of those who provided HE, a third (33%) 
stated that Aimhigher had increased applications into the college’s own higher 
education provision; 18% stated that Aimhigher had not increased applications to the 
college’s own provision. However, 41% stated that it was too early to say.  
 
A much larger proportion felt that Aimhigher had increased applications from students 
into other higher education provision (65%), although 28% indicated that it was too 
early to say (Figure 3.4.6a). 
 
A larger proportion of respondents felt that Aimhigher had increased applications to 
higher education from those on vocational routes (62%) compared to those on 
academic routes (55%) (Figure 3.4.6b). 
 
Respondents indicated that if the college does not have any HE provision, applications 
to higher education are more likely to have increased from students on academic 
routes (Table 3.4.6a). Conversely, respondents whose colleges do provide HE 
indicated that applications to higher education were more likely to have increased from 
students on vocational routes (Table 3.4.6b). This might suggest that students on 
vocational routes prefer to access higher education through further education-based 
programmes. 
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Figure 3.4.6a: ‘In your opinion has Aimhigher increased applications from 
students into your own HE provision and other HE provision?’ 

 
Note: Not applicable (NA) responses not included in graph, percentage calculated from total without NAs 
 
Figure 3.4.6b: ‘Has Aimhigher increased applications to higher education by 
students on different routes?’ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note: NA responses not included in graph, percentage calculated from total without NAs 
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Table 3.4.6a: ‘Has Aimhigher increased applications to higher education from 
students on academic routes?’ by ‘Is higher education provided by your 
college?’ 
Increased applications to 
HE from students on 
academic routes? 

Is higher education provided by your 
college? Total 

Yes No 
 n % n % n % 
Yes 40 48 26 65 66 53 
No 15 18 2 5 17 14 
Too early to say 21 25 9 23 30 24 
Not applicable 2 2 3 8 5 4 
Don’t know 6 7 0 0 6 5 
Total 84 100 40 100 124 100 

 
 
Table 3.4.6b: ‘Has Aimhigher increased applications to higher education from 
students on vocational routes?’ by ‘Is higher education provided by your 
college?’ 
Increased applications to 
HE from students on 
vocational routes? 

Is higher education provided by your 
college? Total 

Yes No 
 n % n % n % 
Yes 54 63 21 54 75 60 
No 4 5 1 3 5  4 
Too early to say 22 26 10 26 32 26 
NA 0  0 4  10 4  3 
DK 6  7 3  8 9  7 
Total 86 100 39 100 125 100 

 
 
Respondents were presented with a list of suggestions about encouraging progression 
of students on vocational routes into higher education. Nearly three-quarters (72%) of 
respondents indicated that clearer progression routes to higher education would 
encourage learners on vocational routes to progress. The least effective method was 
thought to be accreditation of prior (experiential) learning (32%) (Table 3.4.6c).   
 
 
Table 3.4.6c: Suggestions for how more learners could be encouraged to 
progress to higher education from vocational routes 
 Suggestion n %* 
Clearer progression routes to higher education 91 72 
Employer support for higher education 78 62 
Bursaries 75 60 
Improved information, advice and guidance 72 57 
Flexible modes of study/curriculum delivery 58 46 
Accreditation of prior (experiential) learning 40 32 
Don’t know 4 3 
Other 35 28 
Total sample 126  

*Totals add up to more than 100% as respondents could identify more than one answer 
 
3.5 Staff Development 
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3.5.1 Aimhigher and additional staff development activity 
Most (81%) respondents stated that academic staff at their college had received 
additional staff development and training as a result of Aimhigher partnership working. 
Half (49%) the respondents stated that the staff involved in admissions at their college 
had received additional development and training, three-quarters (74%) indicated that 
student support staff had (Figure 3.5.1).  
 
Figure 3.5.1:  ‘Which of the following staff groups received additional staff 
development and training as a result of Aimhigher partnership working?’  

 
 
There was less involvement with training of non-college staff as a result of Aimhigher. 
Only 37% said their college had been involved, while 57% stated that their college had 
not been involved in staff development and training of non-college staff (e.g. staff in 
schools, work-based learning providers, HEIs) (Figure 3.5.2). 
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Figure 3.5.2: ‘Has your college been involved in staff development and training 
of non-college staff as a result of Aimhigher partnership working?’ (n=125) 

 
3.6 The Impact of Aimhigher on Operations and Strategic Management 
 
Respondents were given the opportunity to add further comments about Aimhigher 
and the impact that it has had on both operations and strategic development. 
Respondents were mostly positive but concerned about Aimhigher funding coming to 
an end (Table 3.6.1). 
Table 3.6.1: Further comments on the impact of Aimhigher on operations and 
strategic management  
 Comment N % 
Positive impact on students/staff 38 37 
Deeper/broader collaboration 11 11 
Progression routes 7 7 
Concern over the future of Aimhigher funding 6 6 
Enabled targeting/new projects 6 6 
Aimhigher has little impact/too short term 4 4 
Embedded in strategy now 4 4 
Partnership politics 4 4 
Aimhigher brand/widening participation profile raised 3 3 
Impossible to separate from our other widening 
participation work 3 3 

Positive curriculum and pedagogy 3 3 
Positive about integration of Aimhigher 2 2 
Allows us to do more of the same 2 2 
Bureaucracy has increased 2 2 
Adoption of collaboration methodology elsewhere (beyond 
Aimhigher) 1 1 

Too early to say 1 1 
Qualitative evaluation required 1 1 
Tactical rather than strategic 1 1 
Still duplication 1 1 
Joined up approach (Aimhigher and widening participation) 1 1 
Too many other priorities 1 1 
Total 102 100 

 
Examples of positive responses included: 
 

Yes
37%

No
57%

Don't know
6%
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When an initiative such as Aimhigher has the transforming effect it has had, it is difficult 
to imagine life without it. As a result of Aimhigher and our collaborative working groups 
we are able to stretch our most able and work closely with our students who have the 
ability to succeed to higher education but who may not have done so in the past. 
 
Aimhigher funding for college improved access entry, retention and achievement 
through various incentives. 
 
Aimhigher has encouraged staff to be more proactive/creative in their approach to 
support and extra-curricular activities. Young people’s attitudes have been changed, 
they want to be part of Aimhigher and go to higher education. 
 
The provision of high grades (A–B) at A-level has increased at college during the 
lifetime of Aimhigher and we believe this will allow more of our students to progress to 
'top' universities. 
 
Aimhigher in this region has had significant and measurable impact, in particular, in 
hard-to-reach groups in work and the community. 
 
It has encouraged partnership working with other colleges and made it possible for 
enhancements to provision [to be made]. Aimhigher has enriched the college and 
helped to raise student awareness. 
 
We have only received Aimhigher funding for 18 months but the initiative has made a 
significant impact in a number of ways, i.e. Aimhigher has funded a team of mentors to 
support students, and their drive and determination has resulted in much improved 
retention and attendance. 
 
Aimhigher funding has been invaluable in raising the profile of higher education 
possibilities and in encouraging widening participation students to consider 
progression. Having funding in place we have been able to run a series of events and 
produce publicity, which has increased interest in progression. 

 
Negative comments included: 
 

I am concerned that once Aimhigher runs its course activities that it has hijacked will 
not be easily reintroduced. Those who jumped on the bandwagon because funds were 
available will abandon it once the gravy congeals. 
 
More money needs to come in the 'front line', too much 'stuck' in HEIs with posts rather 
than activities. 
 
If funding stops, the variety, range and innovative practices would cease. 
 
Projects tend to have been small scale — delivered by industrious members of staff. 
Mainly due to size of the college (across 3 to 4 sites). This means that the impact is 
localised rather than across the whole college. 
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4. Work-Based Learning Providers  
 
In September 2005 a survey was sent to a sample of 155 work-based learning 
providers believed to have been involved at some point in Aimhigher projects and 
activities. The LSC provided a database of all work-based learning providers it funds. 
However, to generate a database of work-based learning providers involved (in some 
way) with Aimhigher, it was necessary to use several sources to locate the correct 
contacts. This involved merging contacts provided by local LSCs, Sector Skills 
Councils and Aimhigher Area Steering Groups. Other provider names were drawn from 
Action on Access activity plans and individual respondents to a request on the Jiscmail 
service. The database was then verified before the survey was sent out in order to 
clarify job-titles and relevance to the organisation. Finally the contact details were 
checked against the LSC database of all work-based learning providers to ensure that 
the addresses were correct.  
 
The survey asked that the person ‘responsible for the company’s strategy about 
progression to higher education or careers information advice and guidance’ should 
complete the questionnaire.  A total of 80 questionnaires were returned, which 
represents a 52% response rate.12   
 
The questionnaire can be separated into seven categories, which are analysed below: 
 

• characteristics of the work-based learning providers (organisational 
information); 

• awareness and involvement with Aimhigher; 
• benefits of Aimhigher; 
• involvement with Aimhigher partnerships; 
• how to encourage work-based learners into higher education; 
• activities and engagement; 
• comments. 

  
 
4.1. Characteristics of the Work-Based Learning Providers  
 
4.1.1 Type of organisation and provision 
Respondents were asked to identify the type of organisation for which they worked: 
half (50%) stated that it was an independent learning provider; a quarter (27%) stated 
that their organisation was a further education college with work-based learning. 
Almost a fifth (18%) stated ‘other’; amongst these were education-business 
partnerships, public sector organisations and not-for-profit training providers (Figure 
4.1.1a). 
 
Respondents were also asked about the programmes that the organisation delivered. 
Almost all organisations delivered Apprenticeships (83%) and Advanced 
Apprenticeships (80%). Almost half the respondents stated that they also delivered 
‘other’ programmes; these included a range of vocational courses from foundation 
level to level 4 such as learndirect, train2gain, commercial qualifications, NVQs and 
foundation degrees (Table 4.1.1a). 
 

                                                
12 The initial intention had been to get 50 responses so the response rate surpassed expectations. 



   

 63 

Figure 4.1.1a: ‘Which of the following best represents your type of 
organisation?’ (n=78) 13 

 
 
 
FECs with work-based learning were more likely to report that they offered ‘entry to 
employment’ (E2E) programmes, with three-quarters (76%) stating they offered these 
programmes compared to 32% of independent learning providers. However, both 
FECs and independent learning providers were equally likely to state that they offered 
Apprenticeships at level 3, which is the main programme offered by work-based 
learning providers (Table 4.1.1a). 
 
Many organisations were likely to have been involved in more than one area of 
learning. The most common areas of learning amongst respondent organisations were 
business administration, management and professional areas (76%) (Table 4.1.1b). 
 
The majority of respondents stated that their learners were in full-time employment 
with day release (72%). Over a third (35%) stated that their learners were in full-time 
employment with block release, a similar proportion (36%) indicated that their learners 
were taught entirely in the workplace (Table 4.1.1c). Of those who stated ‘other’ the 
main modes of study cited were full-time students and non-employed learners.  
 
 
 
 

                                                
13 In view of small numbers, further breakdowns will only refer to independent learning providers and FECs with work-based learning. 
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Table 4.1.1a: ‘Which programmes does your organisation deliver?’ 
Programmes Independent 

learning 
provider 

FEC with 
work-
based 

learning 

All work-based 
learning providers 

 n %* n %* n %* 
Entry to employment 12 32 16 76 33 43 
Advanced Apprenticeship (level 3) 33 87 19 91 61 80 
Apprenticeship (level 2) 35 92 20 95 63 83 
Other 18 47 6 29 35 46 
Total responses 38  21  76  

*Totals add to more than 100% as respondents could identify more than one answer 
 
 
Table 4.1.1b: ‘In which areas of learning is your organisation involved?’ 
Subject area n %* 
Business administration, management and professional 59 76 
Engineering, technology and manufacturing 45 58 
Retailing, customer service and transportation 43 55 
Information and communications activity 42 54 
Health and social care and public services 38 49 
Hospitality, sport, leisure and travel 30 39 
Construction 28 36 
Hairdressing and beauty therapy 23 30 
Visual and performing arts and media 16 21 
English, languages and communications 16 21 
Science and mathematics 14 18 
Land-based provision 13 17 
Humanities 13 17 
Foundation programmes (e.g. basic skills) 42 54 
Total responses 78  

*Totals add to more than 100% as respondents could identify more than one answer 
 
 
Table 4.1.1c: Mode of learners 
Status n %* 
In full-time employment with day release 54 72 
In part-time employment with day release 15 20 
In full-time employment with block release 26 35 
In part-time employment with block release 9 12 
Taught entirely in the workplace 27 36 
E-learners/distance learners 8 11 
Other 26 35 
Total 75  

*Totals add to more than 100% as respondents could identify more than one answer 
 
 
Learning programmes were delivered to learners aged 16–18 by 85% of respondent 
organisations, 65% delivered learning programmes to 19–21 year olds and over half 
(54%) delivered learning programmes to 22–25 year olds (Figure 4.1.1b). 
 
The size of organisations varied from under 50 to 25,000. Half the organisations had 
fewer than 300 learners (Table 4.1.1c).  
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Figure 4.1.1b: ‘To which age groups does your organisation primarily deliver 
learning programmes?’ 

 
*Totals add to more than 100% as respondents could identify more than one answer 
 
 
Table 4.1.1c: ‘How many learners are there at your organisation?’ 
Number of learners n % Cumulative % 
Under 50 2 3 3 
51–100 7 11 14 
101–150 1 2 27 
151–200 7 11 25 
201–250 7 11 38 
251–300 8 13 51 
301–400 5 8 59 
401–999 6 10 69 
1,000–1,999 2 3 72 
2,000–2,999 2 3 75 
3,000–3,999 4 6 81 
4,000–7,999 2 3 84 
8,000–13,999 6 10 94 
14,000–25,000 4 6 100 
Total 63 100  

 
 
4.1.2 Awareness of and involvement with Aimhigher  
Most respondents (89%) indicated that their organisation was aware of Aimhigher. One 
respondent did not know. Thirty-three (87%) independent learning providers and 20 
(95%) FECs with work-based learning reported that they were aware of Aimhigher 
(Table 4.1.2a). 
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Fifty-three of the 70 respondents (76%) who were aware of Aimhigher stated that they 
were involved with Aimhigher. This reflects the sample that was chosen because these 
work-based learning providers were believed to have been involved with Aimhigher at 
some time. FECs with work-based learning (85%) were more likely to have been 
involved in Aimhigher activities than independent learning providers (64%) (Table 
4.1.2b).  
 
Over two-thirds of providers (73%) indicated that these projects or activities involve 
working closely with institutions delivering higher education. FECs with work-based 
learning (82%) were more likely to be working closely with institutions delivering higher 
education than independent learning providers (63%) (Table 4.1.2c). 
 
 
Table 4.1.2a: ‘As an organisation are you aware of Aimhigher?’  

Aware? 

Independent learning 
provider 

Further education 
college with work-

based learning 

All work-based learning 
providers 

 n % n % n % 
Yes 33 87 20 95 70 89 
No 5 13 1 5 8 10 
Don't Know  0 0 0 0 1 1 
Total 38 100 21 100 79 100 

 
Table 4.1.2b: ‘Is your organisation involved in any Aimhigher projects or 
activities?’ 

Involved? 

Independent learning 
provider 

Further education 
college with work-

based learning 

All work-based learning 
providers 

 n % n % n % 
Yes 21 64 17 85 53 76 
No 12 36 3 15 17 24 
Total 33 100 20 100 70 100 

 
Table 4.1.2c: ‘Do any of these projects or activities involve working closely with 
institutions delivering higher education?’ 

Work 
closely? 

Independent learning 
provider 

Further education 
college with work-

based learning 

All work-based learning 
providers 

 n % n % n % 
Yes 12 63 14 82 37 73 
No 7 37 3 18 14 27 
Total 19 100 17 100 51 100 

 
4.1.3 The benefits of Aimhigher 
Respondents who had stated that they were involved in Aimhigher projects or activities 
were presented with a list of potential benefits of Aimhigher and asked to select all 
those that apply. None of the respondents stated that Aimhigher did not benefit the 
learners. Most respondents (78%) felt that Aimhigher had benefited the organisation’s 
learners by raising their awareness of higher education, and 73% also felt that it had 
helped inform learners and employers about the opportunities for progression (Table 
4.1.3). Colleges with work-based learning provision were more likely to refer to 
awareness raising than other providers. A much larger proportion of independent 
learning providers thought that Aimhigher promoted progression into higher education 
than did those from colleges with work-based learning provision. 
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Other comments about the benefits of Aimhigher on learners included: 
 

It raises the esteem of students who think they are not capable of progression to higher 
education. 
 
Aimhigher raises awareness of Apprenticeships and assists with key skills in secondary 
schools. 
 

Table 4.1.3: ‘How does Aimhigher benefit your learners?’ 

Types of benefit 
Independent 

learning provider 
Further education 
college with work-

based learning 
All work-based 

learning providers 

n %* n %* n %* 
Raises their awareness of 
higher education 13 65 15 88 40 78 

It helps inform learners 
and employers about the 
opportunities for 
progression 

14 70 12 71 37 73 

It helps to motivate 
learners to progress to HE 5 25 14 82 31 61 

It helps to motivate 
learners to progress to FE 8 40 7 41 27 53 

It helps to support 
learners' skills 
development 

9 45 7 41 22 43 

It helps to support 
employers’ needs 4 20 6 35 17 33 

It does not benefit the 
learners 0 0 0 0 0 0 

*Totals add to more than 100% as respondents could identify more than one answer. % is proportion of those who 
answered the question 
 
 
4.1.4 Involvement with Aimhigher partnership 
Respondents who were involved in Aimhigher projects or activities were asked about 
their organisation’s contribution to the Aimhigher partnership’s planning and 
management process. More than half (57%) of the independent learning providers had 
been involved just at the local level, while FECs with work-based learning had been 
involved at local and regional levels. However, a quarter of independent learning 
providers (24%) and over a third (41%) of college-based respondents reported that 
they had not been involved at all (Table 4.1.4a). 
 
Those respondents (37) who had contributed at some level to the Aimhigher 
partnership’s planning and management process were asked to explain how their 
organisation had contributed. Almost a quarter stated that their organisation had 
contributed through sitting on the steering group, and 24% stated that they had run 
targeted projects on the Apprenticeships/foundation degree work-based route (Table 
4.1.4b). 
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Table 4.1.4a: ‘Has your organisation contributed to the Aimhigher partnership’s 
planning and management process at any of the following levels?’ by type of 
provider (%) 
 

 Independent 
learning provider 

Further education 
college with work-
based learning 

Total 

 n % n % n % 
Local level 12 57 6 35 23 44 
Local and regional 1 5 4 24 8 15 
Local regional and 
national 1 5 0 0 1 2 

Regional 2 10 0   0 4 8 
No involvement 5 24 7 41 16 31 
Total 21 100 17 100 52 100 

 
 
Table 4.1.4b: ‘How has your organisation contributed to the Aimhigher 
partnership’s planning and management process?’ 
Contributed to the Aimhigher partnership’s process n % 
Run targeted projects: Apprenticeships/foundation 
degree work-based route 9 24 

Sit on steering groups 8 22 
Working in partnership with organisation 6 16 
Attend practitioner meetings 5 14 
Run targeted projects/activities at schools, colleges 4 11 
Collaborative curriculum involvement 3 8 
Networks (Lifelong Learning Network) 2 5 
Total 37 100 

 
4.1.5 How to encourage work-based learners into higher education 
Respondents were presented with a list of suggestions as to how more learners could 
be encouraged to progress to higher education from vocational routes, and asked to 
indicate all those that applied. The most popular were clearer progression routes to 
higher education (73%), and improved information, advice and guidance (73%) (Table 
4.1.5).  
 
Other methods suggested are: 

 
Employer support for further education and vocational training. 
 
Recognition of the AMA NVQ level 3 qualification on entry requirements to foundation 
degree. 
 
Increased acceptance of vocational routes, rather than academic, by HEIs. 
 
Better information about progression routes for training providers. 
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Table 4.1.5: ‘Do you have any suggestions about how more learners could be 
encouraged to progress to higher education from vocational routes?’ 
Selected options n %* 
Clearer progression routes to higher education 56 73 
Improved information, advice and guidance 56 73 
Flexible modes of study/curriculum delivery 48 62 
Employer support for higher education 44 57 
Accreditation of prior (experiential) learning 37 48 
Bursaries 36 47 
Don’t know 1 1 
Other 16 21 

*Totals add to more than 100% as respondents could identify more than one answer 
 
4.2 Activities and Engagement 
 
4.2.1 Activities 
Respondents were referred to a list of typical activities to increase progression from 
vocational routes to higher education and asked to identify the work in which learners 
or staff in the organisation were engaged. Most organisations (80%) stated they had 
been involved in working collaboratively with schools to support learning through 
activities provided by the organisation or by a partner. There was virtually no 
involvement in Aimhigher regional healthcare project(s) (Table 4.2.1), despite the fact 
that nearly half (49%) of respondents were involved in the health, social care and 
public services area of learning (Table 4.1.1b)  
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Table 4.2.1: Activities to encourage progression to higher education: 
‘We wish to know about all the work your organisation is involved in to increase 
progression to higher education (whether funded or not by Aimhigher). Please indicate 
the types of work (from the list provided) that your learners or staff are engaged in’ 

 Provided by 
organisation 

Provided by 
partner 

No 
involvement 

Provided by 
partner or 

organisation 
 n % n % n % n % 
Working collaboratively 
with schools to support 
learning 

54 73 6 8 15 20 59 80 

Pre-entry information 
advice and guidance 
(relating to HE) 

31 50 10 16 22 35 40 65 

Promotional materials on 
HE 26 43 21 35 22 37 38 63 

Mapping apprenticeship 
routes to HE 31 46 13 19 27 40 40 60 

Staff development and 
training to raise staff 
awareness of 
progression to HE 

25 38 17 26 26 40 39 60 

Mapping vocational/non-
traditional routes to HE 24 39 16 26 26 42 36 58 

Additional support (e.g. 
extra help with portfolio) 31 53 3 5 26 44 33 56 

Collaborative curriculum 
development activities 
(e.g. foundation 
degrees) 

24 40 17 28 27 45 33 55 

Sector-related HE taster 
events 20 30 16 24 33 50 33  50 

Events for parents and 
carers about progression 
to HE 

20 32 9 15 36 58 26 42 

Road shows (promoting 
HE) 10 16 13 21 41 65 22 35 

Vocational master 
classes 15 28 6 11 35 65 19 35 

Transition support for HE 
(e.g. life and study skills) 15 28 8 15 35 65 19 35 

Regional skills 
partnerships 9 19 4 8 36 75 12 25 

Aimhigher regional 
healthcare project(s) 1 2 1 2 46 96 2 4 

 
 
4.2.2 Aimhigher funding of activities 
Organisations were also asked whether the activities in which they were engaged were 
funded by Aimhigher. The activity that respondents stated was most likely to be funded 
in its entirety by Aimhigher was producing promotional materials on higher education.  
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Half of respondents (54%) stated that sector-related higher education taster events 
were funded in part by Aimhigher. However, 21% of respondents indicated that none of 
the funding for the provision of this activity came through Aimhigher and another 18% 
did not know (Table 4.2.2a).  
 
Table 4.2.2a: For each activity your learners or staff are involved in, is it funded 
by Aimhigher? 

Type All Some None Don’t 
know 

 n % n % n % n % 
Working collaboratively with 
schools  3 7 11 25 23 52 7 16 

Pre-entry information advice 
and guidance relating to HE 4 13 6 19 18 56 4 13 

Mapping Apprenticeship routes 
to HE 3 10 7 23 17 57 3 10 

Staff development and training 
to raise staff awareness of 
progression to HE  

7 23 5 17 17 57 1 3 

Collaborative curriculum 
development activities (e.g. 
foundation degrees) 

2 8 2 8 15 60 6 24 

Additional support (e.g. extra 
help with portfolio) 2 9 3 13 14 61 4 17 

Mapping vocational/non-
traditional routes to HE 2 8 8 32 14 56 1 4 

Promotional materials on HE 8 26 10 32 10 32 3 10 

Transition support for HE (e.g. 
life and study skills) 2 11 5 28 9 50 2 11 

Events for parents and carers 
about progression to HE 3 15 7 35 8 40 2 10 

Sector-related HE taster events 2 7 15 54 6 21 5 18 

Road shows (promoting HE)  5 28 6 33 5 28 2 11 

Regional skills partnerships 0 0 1 10 5 50 4 40 

Vocational master classes 5 33 5 33 4 27 1 7 
Aimhigher regional healthcare 
project(s) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 
Overall, FECs with work-based learning reported a higher level of engagement with 
widening participation activities than independent learning providers. They were far 
more likely to report involvement with sector-related taster events, promotional 
materials for higher education, collaborative curriculum development, events for 
parents and carers, information advice and guidance pre-entry to HE,  and transition 
support. Independent learning providers were slightly more likely to report involvement 
in additional support (e.g. for portfolio development) and in working collaboratively with 
schools to support learning (Table 4.2.2b). 
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Table 4.2.2b: Activities provided by organisation or partner: independent and 
college-based providers 

Activities (% involved) 

Independent 
learning 

providers 
% 

FECs with 
work-
based 

learning 
 

% 
Working collaboratively with schools to support learning 81 79 
Promotional materials on higher education 46 80 
Staff development training to raise awareness of 
progression to higher education 58 67 

Additional support (e.g. for portfolio development) 63 59 
Collaborative curriculum development (e.g. foundation 
degrees) 50 78 

Information, advice and guidance pre-entry to HE 61 85 
Sector-related taster events 36 74 
Mapping apprenticeship routes to higher education 61 61 
Mapping vocational/non-traditional routes to higher 
education 56 72 

Events for parents/carers about progression to higher 
education 36 56 

Transition support (life and study skills) 24 47 
Vocational master-classes 27 38 
Regional skills partnerships 25 33 
Road shows (promoting higher education) 35 50 
Aimhigher regional healthcare 0 7 
 
4.2.3 The effectiveness of Aimhigher activities 
Respondents were asked to indicate which of the activities listed had been effective in 
improving progression to higher education. There was little consensus on what had 
been effective, with none of the activities being identified by more than 10% of all 
providers.  Respondents selected a wide range of activities. Pre-entry information, 
advice and guidance relating to higher education was seen to have been effective by 
10% of respondents, working collaboratively with schools to support learning was seen 
to have been effective by 8%. There was some variation between independent 
learning providers and FECs; 19% of FECs identified pre-entry information, advice and 
guidance relating to HE as effective in improving progression to higher education 
compared with only 4% of independent learning providers. On the other hand, 19% of 
independent learning providers thought promoting vocational routes effective, as 
against no FECs with work-based learning (Table 4.2.3a). 
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Table 4.2.3a: ‘Which of the list of activities have been effective in improving 
progression to higher education (HE)?’  

 Effective activities 
Independent 

learning 
providers 

FEC with 
 work-based 

learning 
All providers 

 n % n % n % 
Pre-entry information, advice and guidance 
relating to HE 1 4 8 19 10 10 
Working collaboratively with schools to 
support learning 2 7 4 10 8 8 
Events for parents and carers about 
progression to HE 1 4 3 7 7 7 
Collaborative curriculum development 
activities (e.g. foundation degrees) 2 7 4 10 7 7 
Staff development and training to raise staff 
awareness of progression to HE 0 0 3 7 7 7 

Sector-related HE taster events 0 0 4 10 6 6 
Mapping vocational/non-traditional routes to 
HE 2 7 4 10 6 6 

Taster events, schools taster sessions 2 7 1 2 6 6 
Mapping apprenticeship routes to HE 1 4 1 2 5 5 
Promoting vocational routes 5 19 0 0 5 5 
Transition support for HE (e.g. life and study 
skills) 3 11 0 0 4 4 

Road shows (promoting HE) 1 4 1 2 3 3 
Promotional materials on HE 0 0 3 7 3 3 
Mentoring 1 4 0 0 3 3 
Additional support (e.g. extra help with 
portfolio) 0 0 2 5 2 2 

Vocational master classes 0 0 1 2 2 2 
Subject-specific project 1 4 0 0 2 2 
Other 1 4 0 0 3 3 
Most of them 0 0 2 5 3 3 
Too early to say/don’t know 4 15 1 2 7 7 
Total 27 100 42 100 99 100 

 
Respondents were given the opportunity to add further comments about Aimhigher 
and the impact it has had, on both operations and strategic management. There were 
35 comments but they provided no clear signals other than suggesting that Aimhigher 
has a small but growing positive impact. There were several negative comments which 
generally related to the need for further engagement and clearer information about the 
possibilities of Aimhigher (Table 4.2.3b).  
 
Positive comments about Aimhigher include: 
 

Aimhigher is a useful organisation to act as a forum to gain co-operation across diverse 
organisations.   
 
With the role of Aimhigher to broker taster courses these have enabled us to form 
partnerships with schools to deliver courses to 14–16 yrs. 
 
The impact that Aimhigher has had has grown over the last year. In the current 
academic year planning to introduce activities and initiatives to 'sell' higher education 
has increased. Aimhigher has had a bigger impact on main college activities than work-
based learning.      
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Aimhigher has enabled a reluctant higher education institution to validate a foundation 
degree (with conditions!). 
 
Aimhigher should be continued, not cut back!   

 
 
Table 4.2.3b: Open comments about Aimhigher and the impact that it has had, 
on both operations and strategic development 
Open comments n % 
Small but growing (positive) 4 11 
Positive impact 4 11 
More information needed 3 9 
Partnership enables delivery/targeting 3 9 
Little/no impact 3 9 
Time/cost constraints 2 6 
Little/no engagement 2 6 
Lack of progression in subject 2 6 
More engagement needed from partnership 2 6 
Fear that future funding will not be available 2 6 
Academic/vocational divide 1 3 
Aimhigher brand too low profile 1 3 
Raised awareness of opportunities 1 3 
National strategic focus required 1 3 
Employer resistance 1 3 
Too early to say 3 9 
Total 35 100 

 
On the negative side: 
 

Bureaucratic process to access funding can be a barrier…. Opportunity to access 
additional funds a bonus, particularly if processes could be simplified. 
 
We have spoken about Aimhigher but apart from a couple of tentative enquiries we 
have made little or no impact or progress. 
 
Work-based learning needs to be recognised and funded on an equal footing to higher 
education. Until this issue is dealt with our learners and work-based learning will always 
be the 'poor relation' and learners will be less inclined to further themselves when 
completing their AMA [Advanced Modern Apprenticeship].     
 
Very concerned about promoting higher education from vocational learning when there 
doesn't appear to be any courses currently for learners to progress to in the logistics 
sector. 
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5. Comparison 
 
This section compares responses across the three survey datasets where questions 
were comparable.14 
 
HEIs, as we have noted above, vary significantly by type, with post-1992 universities 
generally more engaged with Aimhigher and other widening participation activities than 
pre-1992 universities or specialist institutions/colleges of higher education. Overall, 
HEIs reported a good or reasonable fit between institution’s widening participation 
activities and Aimhigher activities, and two-thirds believed the Aimhigher brand to have 
been helpful or very helpful in raising the profile of Aimhigher activities they delivered. 
Comments from HEIs suggested that they were more likely to value the opportunity to 
collaborate and share experience, but still valued their institutional autonomy. HEIs 
were heavily involved in most widening participation activities: more than 85% of 
institutions were involved in over half the activities, including residential schools, 
subject-related taster events, campus visits, visits to schools and colleges and 
mentoring of school or college students. They rated activities that introduce students to 
the HE experience most highly, and thought links with employers and mapping 
Apprenticeships were most ineffective.  
 
Despite being generally positive about Aimhigher, HEIs were less sure about the 
impact in terms of increased applications to their institution: over half of HEIs reported 
that it was too early to say whether Aimhigher had increased applications from 
students on academic routes, and less than a quarter believed that there had been an 
increase in applications from students on vocational routes. 
 
FECs shared a similar Aimhigher profile to post-1992 universities in their responses to 
the survey. They reported a good or reasonable fit between their institution’s strategic 
priorities and Aimhigher activities and were positive about the Aimhigher brand’s ability 
to raise the profile of the Aimhigher activities they delivered. Open comments from the 
FECs showed that they valued the opportunity to collaborate and share experience, 
and appreciated the fact that Aimhigher partnerships allowed them to extend their 
range of activities and avoid duplication and competition. FECs saw funding 
uncertainty as the main disadvantage of Aimhigher partnership working. They were the 
most likely to be funded (all or some combined) for over half of the activities in the 
survey, and were thus more financially dependent on Aimhigher and less autonomous 
than HEIs.  
 
FECs reported that campus visits and open days were the most effective activities, 
followed by the provision of information, advice and guidance, and mentoring of school 
or college students. Activities FECs reported as least effective were master/revision 
classes, road shows and residential schools. FECs were more positive than HEIs 
about the impact of Aimhigher on applications to HE from both academic (55% 
positive) and vocational (62% positive) routes. 
 
There were fewer points of direct comparison between work-based learning providers 
and FECs or the different HEI types, which in part reflects their less significant 
engagement with higher education in general and Aimhigher in particular. The survey 
offered work-based learning providers a shorter list of activities, some of which were 
specific to the sector.  However, we can say that activities found to have been most 
effective by work-based learning providers were collaborative curriculum development 
activities, mapping vocational/non-traditional routes, mapping Apprenticeship routes 

                                                
14 Frequencies for all three datasets were analysed by region but were not included in this report because of the principle of 
confidentiality; it would be too easy to work out which institutions responded in regions with small numbers of institutions. 
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and road shows. In all of these activities, work-based learning providers were more 
likely to have selected them as effective than either FECs or HEIs. When provided with 
a list of suggestions to encourage more learners to progress to HE from vocational 
routes, more work-based learning providers than FECs favoured improved information, 
advice and guidance, flexible modes of study, accreditation of prior learning, and 
clearer progression routes to HE (HEIs were not asked this question). 
 
 
5.1 Mission and Policy 
 
5.1.1 Relationship of Aimhigher with other widening participation activities and 
priorities 
 
Specialist institutions/colleges of higher education (63%) and post-1992 universities 
(62%) reported the best fit between the institution’s strategic priorities and Aimhigher 
activities. FECs were least likely to describe it as a good fit. However, very few 
respondents in either sector described it as a poor fit (Table 5.1.1). 
 
Table 5.1.1: ‘Which of these best describes the relationship between your 
institution’s strategic priorities and Aimhigher activities?’ 
 All FECs All HEIs Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE 
 n % n % n % n % n % 
Good fit (little/no 
duplication) 55 44 67 59 19 53 26 62 22 67 

Reasonable fit (some 
duplication) 60 48 34 30 12 33 15 36 7 21 

Poor fit (much 
duplication) 4 3 6 5 3 8 0 0 3 9 

Don’t know 5 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Not applicable  1 1 3 3 1 3 1 2 1 3 
Total 125 100 110 100 35  100 42 100 33 100 

 
5.1.2 The Aimhigher brand   
Post-1992 universities found the Aimhigher brand most helpful in raising the profile of 
the Aimhigher activities it delivered, followed by FECs. Specialist institutions/colleges 
of higher education found it least helpful, with 41% ambivalent, stating it was neither 
helpful nor unhelpful (Table 5.1.2). 
 
Table 5.1.2: ‘How helpful is the Aimhigher brand in raising the profile of the 
Aimhigher activities you deliver?’ 
Helpful as brand? All FECs All HEIs Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE 
 n % n % n % n % n % 
Very helpful 26 20 26 23 8 22 13 31 5  15 
Helpful 63 48 45 40 16 44 17 41 12  35 
Neither 36 28 30 27 8  22 8  19 14  41 
Unhelpful 1 1 2  2 1  3 1  2 0  0 
Very unhelpful 3  2 3 3 1  3 1  2 1  3 
Don’t know 1  1 3 3 1 3 2  5 0  0 
Not applicable  1  1 3 3 1  3 0  0 2  6 
Total 131 100 112 100 36 100 42 100 34 100 
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5.2 Partnership and Collaboration 
 
5.2.1 The key advantages and disadvantages of Aimhigher partnership working 
The key finding here is the high level of consensus about the advantages of 
collaborative working among HEI and FEC respondents. The main difference between 
the sectors is in relation to integrated progression routes, which is of far less interest to 
HEIs. When commenting on advantages, FECs were more likely to report that 
Aimhigher extended the range of their activities and developed integrated progression 
routes. HEIs were more likely to comment that more formal contacts had been 
established as a result of Aimhigher (Table 5.2.1a). 
 
Table 5.2.1a: ‘From your point of view what are the key advantages of Aimhigher 
partnership working to widen participation?’ 

Open comments 
FEC HEI 

n % n % 
Share experience/collaborative working 56 30 52 33 
Extends range of activities/innovation 31 17 12 8 
More formal contacts 16 9 27 17 
Avoids duplication/ better co-ordination 10 5 18 11 
Allows for resource effectiveness 10 5 13 8 
Integrated progression routes 21 11 2 1 
Avoids competition/impartiality 7 4 14 9 
Targeting 10 5 9 6 
Strategic overview 4 2 5 3 
Brand awareness 3 2 5 3 
Local autonomy 1 1 1 1 
Total * * 158 100 

* NB: Total not included for FEC because categories omitted where not the same as HEI 
 
The main disadvantages identified by respondents from HEIs were that they found 
Aimhigher partnership working time consuming and bureaucratic and complained of 
restrictions on institutional autonomy. FECs were more likely to comment on funding 
uncertainty (Table 5.2.1b). 
 
Table 5.2.1b: ‘From your point of view, what are the key disadvantages of 
Aimhigher partnership working to widen participation?’ 

Open comments 
FEC HEI 

n % n % 
Time consuming/bureaucracy/meetings 19 18 41 34 
Restrictions on institution’s freedom to 
work with their own choice of 
partners/loss of own identity 

7 7 40 33 

Conflict between partners/politics 11 10 19 16 
Activities problems: duplication/quality 
control 7 6 10 8 

Funding uncertainty/short-termism  21 20 5 4 
Limited engagement of some partners 2 2 2 2 
Transition problems (from previous 
P4P, EinC programmes)   2 2 

Poor communication 1 1 2 2 
Total * * 121 100 

* NB: Total not included for FEC because categories omitted where not the same as HEI 
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5.2.2 Aimhigher and support for foundation degrees 
The responses from FECs and post-1992 universities showed similar levels of 
agreement that recruitment to their foundation degrees had been supported by 
Aimhigher activities.  In contrast, pre-1992 universities were far less likely to have had 
recruitment to their foundation degrees supported. This question was characterised by 
the large proportion of ‘not applicable’ and ‘do not provide foundation degrees’ 
responses. Post-1992 universities and specialist institutions/colleges of higher 
education were least likely to report that they did not provide foundation degrees. 
 
Table 5.2.2: ‘Does Aimhigher support recruitment to your foundation degrees (FDs)?’ 
Support 
foundation 
degrees 

All FECs All HEIs Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE 

 n % n % n % n % n % 
Yes, strongly 12 17 8 10 0 0 7 18 1 4 
Yes, partly 38 53 42 51 6 33 24 60 12 50 
No 19 26 25 30 10 56 6  15 9  38 
Don't know 3  4 7  9 2  11 3  8 2 8 
Total 72 100 82 100 18 100 40 100 24 100 
N/A, do not 
provide FDs 46 30 17 2 11 

 
 
5.2.3 Aimhigher and Lifelong Learning Networks  
Most post-1992 universities (91%) are involved in Lifelong Learning Networks at either 
the proposal or funded stage. Only 66% of specialist institutions/colleges of higher 
education and 49% of FECs were involved. However, 26% of respondents from FECs 
reported that they did not know if they were involved in Lifelong Learning Networks at 
either the proposal or funded stage. 
 
Table 5.2.3: ‘Are you involved in a Lifelong Learning Network, whether at the 
proposal or funded stage?’ 
Involved in 
LLNs? All FECs All HEIs Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE 

 n % n % n % n % n % 
Yes 61 49 91 81 30 83 38 91 23 66 
No 31 25 16 14 5  14 2 5 9  26 
Don't know 33 26 6  5 1  3 2  5 3  9 
Total 125 100 113 100 36 100 32 100 35 100 

 
 
5.3 Engagement  
 
5.3.1 Engagement: age groups 
A third of specialist institutions/colleges of higher education (36%) and post-1992 
universities (36%) had at least some focus on primary school pupils compared with just 
9% of FECs (Table 5.3.1a). 
 
The three types of HEI all had a significant focus on secondary school pupils (around 
90% major or greatest focus), which is much higher than the FECs (39%).  
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Table 5.3.1a: ‘Which age groups are specifically targeted by Aimhigher activities 
in which your institution is involved and what is the approximate level of 
engagement?’ 
Age group Primary school pupils (5–11) 
 Focus: All FECs All HEIs Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE 
 n % n % n % n % n % 
Greatest  0 0 2 2 1 3 0 0 1 4 
Major  0 0 3 3 1 3 2 5 0 0 
Some  5 9 27 27 7 20 12 31 8 32 
Occasional  11 20 35 35 14 40 15 39 6 24 
No focus 40 71 32 32 12 34 10 26 10 40 
Total  56 100 99 100 35 100 39 100 25 100 
 
Age group 

 
Secondary school pupils (11–16) 

Greatest  8 8 59 52 20 56 20 48 19 54 
Major  35 34 45 40 13 36 21 50 11 31 
Some  45 44 8 7 3 8 1 2 4 11 
Occasional  11 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
No focus 4 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 3 
Total  103 100 113 100 36 100 42 100 35 100 
 
Age group 

 
Young people (16–19) 

Greatest  95 72 32 29 14 39 10 24 8  25 
Major  30 23 54 49 15 42 27 64 12  38 
Some  6  5 18 16 6  17 3 7 9  28 
Occasional  1  1 5  5 1  3 2 5 2  6 
No focus 0  0 1  1 0  0 0  0 1 3 
Total  132 100 110 100 36 100 42 100 32 100 
 
Age group 

 
Adults (20–30) 

Greatest  3 3 5 5 2 6 3 7 0 0 
Major  20 21 24 22 7 19 8 20 9 30 
Some  37 39 45 42 15 42 21 51 9 30 
Occasional  19 20 21 20 8 22 7 17 6 20 
No focus 15 16 12 11 4 11 2 5 6 20 
Total  94 100 107 100 36 100 41 100 30 100 
 
Age group 

 
Adults (31+) 

Greatest  1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Major  5 7 12 11 3 8 4 10 5 18 
Some  21 29 32 31 10 28 17 42 5 18 
Occasional  19 26 33 31 13 36 13 32 7 25 
No focus 27 37 28 27 10 28 7 17 11 39 
Total  73 100 105 100 36 100 41 100 28 100 

 



   

 80 

FECs were far more likely to focus on young people aged 16–19 than any of the HEIs. 
Pre-1992 universities and specialist institutions/ colleges of higher education were 
least focused on this age group. 
 
The focus on adults (20–30) was similar in all types of institution. Post-1992 
universities were the least likely of all the institution types to have no focus on the 31+ 
age group.  
 
5.3.2 Aimhigher target group priorities 
Post-1992 universities were involved to the largest degree with all groups of potential 
learners, with the exception of those in areas of rural deprivation and those in areas of 
urban deprivation. Pre-1992 universities reported most involvement with these groups.  
 
FECs’ involvement was most likely to be with people from lower social classes, those 
in areas of urban deprivation, and vocational work-related learners (Table 5.3.2). 
 
Table 5.3.2: ‘Which are the priority groups for the Aimhigher activities in which 
your institution is involved?’ 
Priority groups All FECs All HEIs Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE 
 n % n % n % n % n % 
People from lower social 
classes 105 79 104 93 35 97 42 100 27 79 

Those in areas of urban 
deprivation 98 74 93 83 34 94 34 81 25 74 

Vocational work-related 
learners 68 51 55 49 8 22 33 79 14 41 

Minority ethnic groups 62 47 77 69 25 69 34 81 18 53 
Parents/carers 41 31 64 57 22 61 28 67 14 41 
Work-based learners 30 23 38 34 6 17 23 55 9 27 
Other (please specify)* 27 20 15 13 6 17 5 12 4 12 
Learners with disabilities 24 18 49 44 12 33 24 57 13 38 
Those in areas of rural 
deprivation 24 18 45 40 18 50 14 33 13 38 

Asylum 
seekers/refugees 23 17 14 13 4 11 7 17 3 9 

Not in education, 
employment or training  23 17 16 14 5 14 9 21 2 6 

Those in areas of 
coastal deprivation 15 11 34 30 11 31 13 31 10 29 

Looked-after children 13 10 31 28 9 25 18 43 4 12 
 
 
5.3.3 Engagement in Aimhigher activities 
Overall, post-1992 universities reported the most involvement with Aimhigher activities. 
FECs’ involvement with Aimhigher differs from that of HEIs. For instance, FECs are far 
less likely to be involved with residential schools, the shadowing of university students 
and community outreach programmes, Aimhigher regional healthcare schemes, and 
(most surprisingly) links with employers or Sector Skills Councils. On the other hand, 
FECs are much more likely to be involved in road shows, despite a view that these are 
not particularly successful (Table 2.5.4, above).  
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Table 5.3.3: ‘Is your institution involved in the following activities?’  

Is your institution involved 
in this activity? 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

All FECs All HEIs Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE 

 n % n % n % n % n % 
Residential schools 59 63 98 88 35 97 37 88 26 77 
Non-residential schools 76 75 90 84 28 82 37 90 25 78 
Subject-related taster 
events 124 98 108 96 34 94 42 100 32 94 

Campus visits/open days 
(pre-application) 121 99 108 96 34 94 42 100 32 94 

Road shows  107 92 59 57 17 52 28 68 14 47 
Visits to schools/colleges/ 
work-based learning 
providers by university 
staff 

117 96 108 98 34 97 40 98 34 100 

Shadowing of university 
students 32 36 55 55 20 61 19 51 16 53 

Mentoring of school/ 
college pupils and young 
people 

107 87 99 91 36 100 38 93 25 78 

Master/revision classes 116 96 87 81 33 92 36 88 18 58 
Information, advice and 
guidance (pre-entry to 
HE) 

119 99 110 99 36 100 41 98 33 100 

Events for parents and 
carers  107 91 93 87 32 89 39 98 22 76 

Transition support (e.g. 
life and study skills) 103 90 82 78 31 89 36 88 15 52 

Mapping Apprenticeship 
routes 50 53 38 39 9 30 22 58 7 24 

Mapping vocational/non-
traditional routes 82 80 70 70 18 56 34 87 18 62 

Collaborative curriculum 
development activities 82 77 92 86 27 87 41 98 24 71 

Community outreach 59 63 99 91 33 94 38 91 28 88 
Links with employers/ 
Sector Skills Councils/ 
professional bodies 

72 74 100 92 29 85 40 95 31 94 

Aimhigher regional 
healthcare project(s) 31 35 56 57 20 63 29 76 7 24 

 
FECs were more likely to report that activities are completely or partly funded by 
Aimhigher than HEIs. A higher proportion of FECs than post-1992 universities have 
residential schools, campus visits/open days, road shows, mentoring of school pupils 
and young people and master/revision classes and information advice and guidance 
support funded by Aimhigher (Table 5.3.4). 
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Table 5.3.4:  Funding of activities by Aimhigher – all or some only (%)* 
To what extent is this 
activity funded by 
Aimhigher? 

 All 
FECs All HEIs Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE 

Residential schools  % 96 89 91 92 83 
Total n 54 94 34 37 23 

Non-residential schools  % 93 84 69 97 78 
Total n 70 86 26 37 23 

Subject-related taster 
events 

% 90 86 85 93 77 
Total n 115 106 33 42 31 

Campus visits/open days 
(pre-application)  

% 92 60 61 69 45 
Total n 111 102 31 42 29 

Road shows  % 96 59 57 68 43 
Total n 99 56 14 28 14 

Visits to 
schools/colleges/ work-
based learning providers 
by university staff  

% 79 67 66 85 45 

Total n 107 105 32 40 33 

Shadowing of university 
students  

% 90 61 42 79 63 
Total n 31 54 19 19 16 

Mentoring of 
school/college pupils and 
young people  

% 94 81 71 89 83 

Total n 101 96 34 38 24 

Master/revision classes  % 92 83 80 83 88 
Total n 109 82 30 36 16 

Information, advice and 
guidance (pre-entry to 
HE) 

% 81 64 69 76 44 

Total n 111 105 32 41 32 

Events for parents and 
carers  

% 75 73 77 77 60 
Total n 99 90 31 39 20 

Transition support (e.g. 
life and study skills)  

% 82 54 52 64 33 
Total n 93 80 29 36 15 

Mapping Apprenticeship 
routes  

% 67 76 56 82 83 
Total n 45 37 9 22 6 

Mapping vocational/non-
traditional routes  

% 78 60 50 71 47 
Total n 76 67 18 34 15 

Collaborative curriculum 
development activities  

% 41 37 35 45 25 
Total n 69 90 26 40 24 

Community outreach  % 48 66 57 76 63 
Total n 54 95 30 38 27 

Links with 
employers/SSCs 
/professional bodies  

% 39 35 29 40 33 

Total n 67 98 28 40 30 

Aimhigher regional 
healthcare project(s)  

% 77 92 100 90 83 
Total n 26 53 18 29 6 

* Total n refers to all those involved in this activity.  
 
 
5.3.4 Aimhigher funding of widening participation activities 
Road shows, information, advice and guidance pre-entry to HE, and transition support 
were more likely to be funded by Aimhigher in FECs than in HEIs. 
 
It is also clear that mapping Apprenticeship routes and community outreach were more 
likely to be funded in HEIs than in FECs.  
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5.3.5 Effectiveness of activities 
The effectiveness of activities was addressed in all three surveys. Although work-
based learning provider numbers are very small, it is clear that they think that mapping 
Apprenticeship routes, mapping vocational/non-traditional routes and collaborative 
curriculum development activities are effective to a greater degree than do 
respondents in colleges and universities. Residential schools were thought to be more 
effective by HEIs than by FECs. Pre-entry advice and guidance and campus visits 
were believed more effective by FECs than by HEIs (Table 5.3.5a). 
 
Table 5.3.5a: Activities that are the most effective (NB: HEI and FEC respondents were asked 
to name up to three effective activities, work-based learning providers were asked to indicate which from a different list 
of activities had been effective). 

Activities thought most effective HEI FEC WBLP 
n % n % n % 

Residential schools 41 13 19 5   
Non-residential schools 12 4 6 2   
Subject-related taster events 42 14 42 11   
Campus visits/open days (pre-application) 35 11 83 23   
Road shows 5 2 6 2 3 3 
Visits to schools, colleges or work-place 
learning providers by university staff 21 7 19 5   

Shadowing of university students 7 2 2 1   
Mentoring of school/college pupils and young 
people 40 13 44 12   

Master/revision classes 9 3 27 7   
Information, advice and guidance (pre-entry 
to HE) 27 9 48 13   

Events for parents and carers 8 3 15 4   
Transition support (e.g. life & study skills) 9 3 19 5   
Mapping Apprenticeship routes 0 0 2 1 5 5 
Mapping vocational/non-traditional routes 4 1 3 1 6 6 
Collaborative curriculum development 
activities 9 3 2 1 7 7 

Community outreach 3 1 3 1   
Links with employers/Sector Skills Councils/ 
professional bodies 1 0 3 1   

Aimhigher regional healthcare project(s) 0 0 0 0   
Other 31 10 23 6   
Total 311  366    

 
 
The activities most often cited by HEIs as ineffective were road shows, master/revision 
classes, mapping Apprenticeship routes, and links with employers, Sector Skills 
Councils or professional bodies. FECs were more likely to cite master/revision classes, 
road shows and residential schools as ineffective than were HEIs (Table 5.3.5b). 
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Table 5.3.5b: Activities that are the most ineffective 

Activities thought most ineffective HEI Total FEC Total 
n % n % 

Links with employers/Sector Skills Councils/ 
professional bodies 17 15 9 6 

Road shows 15 13 18 13 
Mapping Apprenticeship routes 14 12 4 3 
Residential schools 10 9 10 7 
Master/revision classes 11 9 27 19 
Mapping vocational/non-traditional routes 7 6 2 1 
Community outreach 6 5 6 4 
Campus visits/open days (pre-application) 5 4 8 6 
Transition support (e.g. life and study skills) 5 4 3 2 
Collaborative curriculum development activities 5 4 2 1 
Other 5 4 3 2 
Visits to schools/colleges/work-based learning 
providers by university staff 3 3 7 5 

Shadowing of university students 4 3 4 3 
Mentoring of school/college pupils and young people 3 3 8 6 
Events for parents and carers 4 3 3 2 
Information, advice and guidance (pre-entry to HE) 2 2 9 6 
Aimhigher regional healthcare project(s) 1 1 3 2 
Non-residential schools 0 0 8 6 
Subject-related taster events 0 0 4 3 

 
 
5.3.6 Impact of Aimhigher activities: academic and vocational 
FECs were the most confident that there has been an increase in HE applications from 
students on academic routes; specialist institutions/colleges of higher education were 
the least confident. Over half (54%) the specialist institutions/colleges of higher 
education thought it was too early to say (Table 5.3.6a). 
 
FECs were also the most confident that there has been an increase in applications 
from students on vocational routes (Table 5.3.6b), more so than from those on 
academic routes (Table 5.3.6a). Post-1992 universities mainly thought it too early to 
say if there has been any impact on applications from students on vocational routes. 
 
Table 5.3.6a: ‘In your opinion, have the Aimhigher activities had any impact in 
terms of increased applications to higher education from students on academic 
routes?’ 
From students on 
academic routes  All FECs All HEIs Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE 

 n % n % n % n % n % 
Yes 66 53 39 35 13 37 18 44 8 23 
No 18 14 4 4 2 6 1 2 1 3 
Too early to say 30 24 57 51 18 51 20 49 19 54 
Not applicable 5 4 3 3 0 0 0 0 3 9 
Don’t know 6 5 8 7 2 6 2 5 4 11 
Total 125 100 111 100 35 100 41 100 35 100 
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Table 5.3.6b: ‘In your opinion have the Aimhigher activities had any impact in 
terms of increased applications to higher education from students on vocational 
routes?’ 
From students on 
vocational routes  All FECs All HEIs Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE 

 n % n % n % n % n % 
Yes 76 60 25 23 3 9 16 39 6 19 
No 5 4 11 10 10 29 0 0 1 3 
Too early to say 32 25 46 43 9 26 24 59 13 41 
Not applicable 4 3 16 15 7 20 0 0 9 28 
Don’t know 9 7 10 9 6 17 1 2 3 9 
Total 126 100 108 100 45 100 41 100 32 100 

 
 
5.3.7 Suggestions for encouraging entry to higher education from vocational 
routes 
Respondents in FECs and work-based learning providers were asked about 
suggestions to encourage entry to higher education. Both groups of respondents 
agreed that clearer progression routes to higher education would be most effective. 
FECs cited bursaries while work-based learning providers cited APeL, improved 
information, advice and guidance and flexible modes of study or curriculum delivery 
(Table 5.3.7). 
 
Table 5.3.7: ‘Do you have any suggestions about how more learners could be 
encouraged to progress to HE from vocational routes?’  

Suggestions FEC WBLP 
n % n % 

Clearer progression routes to higher education 91 72 56 73 
Employer support for higher education 78 62 44 57 
Bursaries 75 60 36 47 
Improved information, advice and guidance  72 57 56 73 
Flexible modes of study/curriculum delivery 58 46 48 62 
Accreditation of prior (experiential) learning 40 32 37 48 
Don’t know 4  3 1  1 
Other 35 28 16 21 

 
5.4 Staff Development and Training 
 
Respondents in post-1992 universities were more likely to have reported that staff 
development and training of admissions staff (69%) and student support staff (77%) at 
their institutions had occurred as a result of Aimhigher partnership working. Pre-1992 
universities were more likely than other institutions to have delivered training for people 
employed to work on Aimhigher projects (92%) and people employed in units 
responsible for widening participation (89%). FECs were most likely of the four 
institution types to have reported staff development and training for academic staff in 
their institution (Table 5.4.1). 
 
Post-1992 universities were the most likely to have reported staff development and 
training of staff outside of their institution (81%); FECs were least likely (37%) (Table 
5.4.2). 
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Table 5.4.1:  ‘Which of the following staff groups have received additional staff 
development and training as a result of Aimhigher partnership working?’ 

Staff groups  HEI All FECs All HEIs Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE 
n % n % n % n % n % 

Admissions staff at 
your institution 44 48 57 54 17 52 27 69 13  39 

Academic staff at your 
institution 88 80 66 61 19 56 30 75 17  50 

Student support staff 
at your institution 83 74 65 61 17 50 30 77 18  55 

People employed to 
work on Aimhigher 
projects at your 
institution 

99 84 96 86 33 92 38 91 25 74 

People employed in 
units responsible for 
widening participation 

57 61 85 78 32 89 36 88 17  55 

 
 
Table 5.4.2: ‘Has your institution been involved in staff development and training 
of staff outside of your institution as a result of Aimhigher partnership working?’ 
 All FECs All HEIs Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE 
Yes 46 37 77 70 26 74 34 81 17 52 
No 72 58 30 27 9 26 7 17 14 42 
Don’t know 7 6 3 3 0 0 1 2 2 6 
Total 125 100 110 100 35 100 42 100 33 100 

 
5.5 Aimhigher Regional Health Care Strand 
 
Over half (57%) the HEIs were involved in Aimhigher regional health care strand 
funded projects. Post-1992 universities were the most likely to be involved (76%), 
though almost two-thirds of pre-1992 universities were also involved. Just a quarter 
(26%) of specialist institutions/colleges of higher education and one third (35%) of 
FECs were involved in them. Almost no work-based learning providers were involved, 
despite the sample containing a reasonable proportion active in health, social care and 
public services (Table 5.5.1).  
 
Where they were involved in these activities, institutions reported that they were almost 
entirely funded by Aimhigher to all or some extent. Pre-1992 universities were most 
likely to report that 100% of this involvement is funded, while among specialist 
institutions/colleges of higher education, this figure fell to 83%. FECs, which were more 
likely to be engaged in this activity than specialist institutions/colleges of higher 
education or work-based learning providers, were nevertheless least likely to receive 
all or some of the funding from Aimhigher (Table 5.5.2). 
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Aimhigher regional health care projects did not register with respondents when asked 
to record the effectiveness of Aimhigher activities (Table 4.3.5a above).  
 
Table 5.5.1: Involvement in Aimhigher regional health care strand projects (% 
yes) 
Involved?  All FECs All HEIs Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE WBLP 

Yes  % 35 57 63 76 24 4 
n 31 56 20 29 7 2 

 
 
Table 5.5.2: Funding of Aimhigher regional health care strand projects by 
Aimhigher? All or some only (%) 
Funded by Aimhigher?  All FECs All HEIs Pre-92 Post-92 SI/CHE 

Yes, all or some  % 77 92 100 90 83 
n 26 53 18 29 6 
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Annex 1: All HEFCE-funded Higher Education Institutions  
 
Post-92 Universities 
 
Anglia Ruskin University  
Bath Spa University  
University of Bolton  
Bournemouth University  
University of Brighton  
Canterbury Christ Church University  
University of Central England  
University of Central Lancashire  
University of Chester  
Coventry University  
De Montfort University  
University of Derby  
University of East London  
University of Gloucestershire  
University of Greenwich  
University of Hertfordshire  
University of Huddersfield  
Kingston University  
Leeds Metropolitan University  
University of Lincoln  
Liverpool Hope University  
Liverpool John Moores University  
London Metropolitan University  
London South Bank University  
University of Luton  
Manchester Metropolitan University  
Middlesex University  
Northumbria University  
Nottingham Trent University  
Oxford Brookes University  
University of Plymouth  
University of Portsmouth  
Roehampton University  
Sheffield Hallam University  
Southampton Solent University  
Staffordshire University  
University of Sunderland  
University of Teesside  
Thames Valley University  
University of West of England, Bristol  
University of Westminster  
University of Winchester  
University of Wolverhampton  
University of Worcester  
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Pre-92 Universities 
 
Aston University  
University of Bath  
Birkbeck College  
University of Birmingham  
University of Bradford  
University of Bristol  
Brunel University  
University of Cambridge  
City University, London  
University of Durham  
University of East Anglia  
University of Essex  
University of Exeter  
Goldsmiths College  
University of Hull  
Imperial College  
Keele University  
University of Kent  
King's College London  
Lancaster University  
University of Leeds  
University of Leicester  
University of Liverpool  
Loughborough University  
University of Manchester  
University of Newcastle  
University of Nottingham  
University of Oxford  
Queen Mary, University of London  
University of Reading  
Royal Holloway, University of London  
University of Salford  
University of Sheffield  
University of Southampton  
University of Surrey  
University of Sussex  
University College London  
University of Warwick  
University of York  
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Specialist Institution/General College of Higher Education 
 
Birmingham College  
Bishop Grosseteste College, Lincoln  
Arts Institute at Bournemouth  
Buckinghamshire Chilterns University College  
Institute of Cancer Research  
Central School of Speech and Drama  
University College Chichester  
Courtauld Institute of Art  
Cranfield University  
University College for the Creative Arts  
Cumbria Institute of the Arts  
Conservatoire for Dance and Drama  
Dartington College of Arts  
Edge Hill College of Higher Education  
Institute of Education  
University College Falmouth  
Harper Adams University College  
Leeds College of Music  
University of the Arts London  
University of London  
London Business School  
London School of Economics & Political Science  
London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine  
Newman College of Higher Education  
University College Northampton  
Norwich School of Art & Design  
Open University  
School of Oriental and African Studies  
School of Pharmacy  
Ravensbourne College  
RCN Institute  
Rose Bruford College  
Royal Academy of Music  
Royal Agricultural College  
Royal College of Art  
Royal College of Music  
Royal Northern College of Music  
Royal Veterinary College  
St George's Hospital Medical School  
College of St Mark & St John  
St Martin's College  
St Mary's College  
Trinity & All Saints  
Trinity Laban  
Wimbledon School of Art  
Writtle College  
York St John College  
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List of abbreviations 
 
ACE Aiming for a College Education 
ASG Area Steering Group 
CPD Continuing professional development 
CRE Centre for Research and Evaluation 
DfES Department for Education and Skills 
E2E Entry to employment 
EinC Excellence in Cities 
FD Foundation degree 
FEC Further education college 
HEFCE Higher Education Funding Council for England 
HEI Higher education institution 
LEA Local education authority 
LLN Lifelong Learning Network 
LSC Learning and Skills Council 
N/A Not applicable 
NFER National Foundation for Educational Research  
OFFA Office for Fair Access 
P4P Partnerships for Progression 
SI/CHE Specialist institution/college of higher education 
 
 


