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Foreword 
 

Purpose of the series 

The aim of this series is to bring together in a single place all the official 
Parliamentary documents relating to the passage of the Bill that becomes an Act of 
the Scottish Parliament (ASP).  The list of documents included in any particular 
volume will depend on the nature of the Bill and the circumstances of its passage, 
but a typical volume will include: 
 

 every print of the Bill (usually three – “As Introduced”, “As Amended at Stage 2” 
and “As Passed”); 

 the accompanying documents published with the “As Introduced” print of the Bill 
(and any revised versions published at later Stages); 

 every Marshalled List of amendments from Stages 2 and 3; 

 every Groupings list from Stages 2 and 3; 

 the lead Committee‟s “Stage 1 report” (which itself includes reports of other 
committees involved in the Stage 1 process, relevant committee Minutes and 
extracts from the Official Report of Stage 1 proceedings); 

 the Official Report of the Stage 1 and Stage 3 debates in the Parliament; 

 the Official Report of Stage 2 committee consideration; 

 the Minutes (or relevant extracts) of relevant Committee meetings and of the 
Parliament for Stages 1 and 3. 

 
All documents included are re-printed in the original layout and format, but with minor 
typographical and layout errors corrected.   
 
Where documents in the volume include web-links to external sources or to 
documents not incorporated in this volume, these links have been checked and are 
correct at the time of publishing this volume. The Scottish Parliament is not 
responsible for the content of external Internet sites. The links in this volume will not 
be monitored after publication, and no guarantee can be given that all links will 
continue to be effective. 
 
Documents in each volume are arranged in the order in which they relate to the 
passage of the Bill through its various stages, from introduction to passing.   The Act 
itself is not included on the grounds that it is already generally available and is, in 
any case, not a Parliamentary publication. 
 
Outline of the legislative process 

Bills in the Scottish Parliament follow a three-stage process.  The fundamentals of 
the process are laid down by section 36(1) of the Scotland Act 1998, and amplified 
by Chapter 9 of the Parliament‟s Standing Orders.  In outline, the process is as 
follows: 
 

 Introduction, followed by publication of the Bill and its accompanying documents; 

 Stage 1: the Bill is first referred to a relevant committee, which produces a report 
informed by evidence from interested parties, then the Parliament debates the Bill 
and decides whether to agree to its general principles;  



  

 

 Stage 2: the Bill returns to a committee for detailed consideration of 
amendments; 

 Stage 3: the Bill is considered by the Parliament, with consideration of further 
amendments followed by a debate and a decision on whether to pass the Bill. 

 
After a Bill is passed, three law officers and the Secretary of State have a period of 
four weeks within which they may challenge the Bill under sections 33 and 35 of the 
Scotland Act respectively.  The Bill may then be submitted for Royal Assent, at which 
point it becomes an Act. 
 
Standing Orders allow for some variations from the above pattern in some cases.  
For example, Bills may be referred back to a committee during Stage 3 for further 
Stage 2 consideration.  In addition, the procedures vary for certain categories of 
Bills, such as Committee Bills or Emergency Bills.  For some volumes in the series, 
relevant proceedings prior to introduction (such as pre-legislative scrutiny of a draft 
Bill) may be included. 
 
The reader who is unfamiliar with Bill procedures, or with the terminology of 
legislation more generally, is advised to consult in the first instance the Guidance on 
Public Bills published by the Parliament.  That Guidance, and the Standing Orders, 
are available for sale from Stationery Office bookshops or free of charge on the 
Parliament‟s website (www.scottish.parliament.uk). 
 
The series is produced by the Legislation Team within the Parliament‟s Chamber 
Office.  Comments on this volume or on the series as a whole may be sent to the 
Legislation Team at the Scottish Parliament, Edinburgh EH99 1SP. 
 
Notes on this volume 

The Bill to which this volume relates followed the standard 3 stage process 
described above. 
 
The Bill As Introduced contained no provisions for delegated powers, and so was not 
considered by the Subordinate Legislation Committee.  
 
The written evidence received by the Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture 
Committee at Stage 1 was published on the web only. That evidence (submissions 
associated with oral evidence, supplementary evidence and other written 
submissions) are reproduced in full in this volume after the Stage 1 Report.  
 
The Finance Committee‟s report to the Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture 
Committee on the Financial Memorandum was included in the Stage 1 Report at 
Annexe A. The Official Report of the evidence taken by the Finance Committee was 
not, however, included in that Report. The relevant extracts from the Official Report 
and from the Committee‟s minutes are, therefore, included in this volume after the 
Stage 1 Report.  
 
The Bill As Amended at Stage 2 is marked „Revised‟ as it was reprinted to correct a 
line-numbering error. The Marshalled List of Amendments Selected for Stage 3 is 



  

 

also marked „Revised‟ as it was reprinted with the text of the amendments modified 
to reflect the corrected line-numbering in the Bill. 
 





Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 1 
 

ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS 
Explanatory Notes, together with other accompanying documents, are printed separately as 

SP Bill 2-EN.  A Policy Memorandum is printed separately as SP Bill 2-PM. 
 
 
 
 
 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) 
Bill 

[AS INTRODUCED] 
 
 
 
 
An Act of the Scottish Parliament to abolish the graduate endowment; and for connected 
purposes.  
 
 
 
1 Abolition of the graduate endowment 

(1) Sections 1 and 2 of the 2001 Act are repealed (and consequently the principal 
regulations are revoked). 5 

10 

15 

20 

(2) In schedule 3 to the Further and Higher Education (Scotland) Act 2005 (asp 6), 
paragraph 10 is repealed. 

 
2 Extinguishing of liabilities 

(1) This section applies to graduate endowment liability in relation to which the due date is 
1 April 2008 or after. 

(2) Any such graduate endowment liability is extinguished. 

(3) And any such graduate endowment liability (whether extinguished by this section or 
previously discharged) is to be regarded as having never existed. 

 
3 Saving of prior liabilities 

(1) This section applies to graduate endowment liability in relation to which the due date is 
before 1 April 2008. 

(2) To the extent required for the purposes of or in connection with any such graduate 
endowment liability— 

(a) section 1 of the 2001 Act, and  

(b) the principal regulations, 

continue to have the effect that they had immediately before the coming into force of 
this Act (despite the repeals made by section 1). 
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2 Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 
 

4 Definitions 

(1) In this Act, “graduate endowment liability” is liability, existing by virtue of section 1 of 
the 2001 Act and the principal regulations, of a person to— 

(a) pay to the Scottish Ministers the amount of the graduate endowment, or 

(b) repay to the Scottish Ministers any loan (including interest) made by them under 
those provisions for the purposes of discharging the person’s liability to pay the 
graduate endowment. 

5 

10 

15 

(2) In this Act— 

the “2001 Act” is the Education (Graduate Endowment and Student Support) 
(Scotland) Act 2001 (asp 6), 

the “principal regulations” are the Graduate Endowment (Scotland) Regulations 
2007 (S.S.I. 2007/155), 

“the graduate endowment” is to be construed in accordance with the 2001 Act, 

“due date” is to be construed in accordance with the principal regulations. 

 
5 Commencement and short title 

(1) This Act comes into force on the day after Royal Assent. 

(2) The short title of this Act is the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Act 2007. 
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These documents relate to the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill (SP Bill 2) as 
introduced in the Scottish Parliament on 22 October 2007 

 
 

SP Bill 2–EN 1 Session 3 (2007) 

 
 
GRADUATE ENDOWMENT ABOLITION (SCOTLAND) 

BILL 
 

—————————— 
  

EXPLANATORY NOTES 

 (AND OTHER ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS) 

 
 
 
 
CONTENTS 

1. As required under Rule 9.3 of the Parliament’s Standing Orders, the following documents 
are published to accompany the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill introduced in the 
Scottish Parliament on 22 October 2007: 

• Explanatory Notes; 

• a Financial Memorandum; 

• a Scottish Government Statement on legislative competence; and 

• the Presiding Officer’s Statement on legislative competence. 

A Policy Memorandum is printed separately as SP Bill 2–PM 
.
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EXPLANATORY NOTES

INTRODUCTION

2. These Explanatory Notes have been prepared by the Scottish Government in order to 
assist the reader of the Bill and to help inform debate on it. They do not form part of the Bill and 
have not been endorsed by the Parliament.  

3. The Notes should be read in conjunction with the Bill.  They are not, and are not meant to 
be, a comprehensive description of the Bill.  So where a section, or a part of a section, does not 
seem to require any explanation or comment, none is given.

BACKGROUND

4. This Bill provides for the abolition of the fee known as the graduate endowment (“GE”) 
for students who successfully completed their course on 1 April 2007 or thereafter.

5. The GE was introduced by the Education (Graduate Endowment and Student Support) 
(Scotland) Act 2001 (“the 2001 Act”) and applied from 1 August 2001. The GE is imposed by 
reference to the undertaking of a course of higher education at a publicly-funded institution.  The 
GE currently operates in accordance with the 2001 Act and regulations made under the 2001 
Act, the Graduate Endowment (Scotland) Regulations 2007 (S.S.I. 2007/155) (“the principal 
regulations”).

6. The 2001 Act and the principal regulations operate so that liability to pay the GE arises 
when the student graduates or ceases to undertake the course having satisfied the academic 
requirements for the award of the degree (i.e. when the student becomes a “liable graduate”). 
But the obligation to actually pay the GE (i.e. settle the liability) does not crystallise until 1 April 
following the last day of the last academic year of the course (that date being the “due date”).
Thus, any student who successfully completes his or her course on or after 1 April in a particular 
year is under obligation to pay the GE on 1 April in the following year.  The amount payable is 
set at the beginning of the degree course and, for entrants in academic year 2006-07, the fee 
would be £2,289 at the time of successful completion of the course.  

THE BILL

7. The Bill provides for abolition of the GE by repealing the relevant sections of the 2001
Act (and revoking the principal regulations), together with the express extinguishing of liabilities 
by reference to the due date of 1 April 2008 and savings for certain prior liabilities.

COMMENTARY ON SECTIONS

8. The Bill consists of 5 sections.

6



These documents relate to the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill (SP Bill 2) as 
introduced in the Scottish Parliament on 22 October 2007

3

THE BILL – SECTION BY SECTION

Section 1: Abolition of the graduate endowment

9. Subsection (1) repeals sections 1 and 2 of the 2001 Act (and revokes the principal 
regulations).  No student will become a liable graduate after the coming into force of this section
(as the repeals completely remove the graduate endowment for the future). Sections 2 and 3 of 
the Bill make provision for students who have become liable graduates up to the coming into 
force of this section.

10. Subsection (2) makes a consequential repeal of paragraph 10 of schedule 3 to the Further 
and Higher Education (Scotland) Act 2005 (“the 2005 Act”), which made an amendment to 
section 1 of the 2001 Act in consequence of the 2005 Act.  That amendment is spent by virtue of 
the repeal of section 1 of the 2001 Act.

Section 2: Extinguishing of liabilities

11. Section 2 applies to those liable graduates whose due date is 1 April 2008 or after.  This 
means any liable graduate who successfully completed his or her course on or after 1 April 2007.  
Subsection (2) extinguishes the liability to pay the GE for this category of person.  

12. Subsection (3) provides that the GE liability is regarded as never having existed. This 
primarily addresses the eventuality of the Bill not commencing (on the day after receiving Royal 
Assent) until after 1 April 2008.  On 1 April 2008 the liable graduates in this category will be 
under a legal obligation to make payment in discharge of their GE liability and any student who 
successfully completes his or her course between this date and the day the Bill comes into force 
will become a liable graduate (with a due date of 1 April 2009).  It also addresses any possibility 
that such liable graduates might seek to make payment ahead of those that due dates.  For these 
circumstances, subsection (3) ensures that the extinguishing of the liability has effect from when 
the liability first arose.

Section 3: Saving of prior liabilities 

13. Section 3 applies to those liable graduates whose due date is before 1 April 2008.  This 
means liable graduates whose due date was 1 April 2005, 2006 and 2007.  Subsection (2) means 
that section 1 of the 2001 Act and the principal regulations are kept in force for the purpose of 
on-going collection of the GE from this category of person (whose GE liability is not being 
extinguished by the Bill).

Section 4: Definitions

14. Section 4 defines terms used in the Bill. In particular, subsection (1) specifies that GE 
liabilities include not only the original liability to pay the GE itself but also any superseding loan 
from the Scottish Ministers made under the principal regulations.
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Section 5: Commencement and short title

15. Under section 5, the resulting Act is to come into force the day after Royal Assent.

——————————

FINANCIAL MEMORANDUM

INTRODUCTION

16. This document sets out the financial implications of the abolition of the graduate 
endowment (“GE”).  It should be read in conjunction with the Policy Memorandum and the Bill 
itself.

COSTS ON THE SCOTTISH ADMINISTRATION

17. The GE fee was set at £2,000 for entrants to higher education in 2001-02.  The amount 
increases by inflation each year, so the amount paid per graduate depends on the year of entry to 
HE.  For those entering in 2006-07 the GE payment would have been £2,289.  Since the first 
cohort of students became liable on 1 April 2005, 20,684 students have paid the GE (based on 
our latest figures as at 1 September 2007).

Loss of income

18. From 2008-09, the Scottish Government will forego around £17m per annum in net
income (net of the cost of providing GE Student Loans) from the GE.  A previously quoted 
figure of £15m net per annum was based on figures on GE liability for 2006-07.  The increase to 
£17m is based on more recent data being available for financial year 2007-08.

19. The figure of £17m is based on an overall expected gross income of £21.7m from the 
11,558 graduates who became liable to pay the GE on 1 April 2007.  However, because there are 
costs associated with providing students loans, the Scottish Government will not receive this full 
amount.  Around two thirds of graduates will opt to pay the GE by taking out a loan through the 
Student Loans Company.  Loans will have a value of around £14.6m with the remaining £7.1m 
being paid in cash. In effect this means that the GE is paid to Scottish Ministers over a period of 
time.

20. In line with general accounting practice, the income expected to be raised from the GE 
can be applied against permitted expenditure in full in the year that the payment is due.

21. The associated cost of providing student loans is calculated as 31% of every £1 borrowed.  
This reflects the cost to Government of providing loans at a real-terms rate of interest and the 
potential costs of any loans which may be written off.  

22. Therefore, for loans with a value of £14.6m, this cost would be around £4.7m.  Based on 
the information we have for 2007/08, the expected net income from the GE in 2008-09 would 
have been £21.7m minus £4.7m which provides the figure of around £17m.

8
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23. This income is currently directly attributable to the Scottish Government and is applied 
(within the legislative restrictions) to the costs of providing student loans. This income is 
applied as mentioned through direct appropriation each year (by authority of the Budget Act) 
rather than having to go through the Scottish Consolidated Fund (SCF). This in turn releases
existing budget to be used elsewhere to meet in-year-pressures within what was previously the 
Enterprise and Lifelong Learning Department’s budget, which are reflected within the Budget 
Revisions.

24. As such, abolishing the GE will not affect budget baselines such as those for the Young 
Students Bursary or for institutional funding as they do not rely on GE income.  Instead it is the 
additional flexibility to fund in-year, non-baseline pressures that will be lost immediately.

25. In summary then, we do not have to replace the lost GE income from the Scottish 
Consolidated Fund (SCF).  The effect of abolishing the GE will be to reduce the ability to fund 
additional, non-budgeted, financial pressures which may arise throughout the financial year. 

Outstanding liabilities

26. The Graduate Endowment loan advances form part of the total Student Loan debtor 
contained within the Government’s accounts. All unsettled liabilities including those being 
pursued are included within the Debtors figure contained within the Government’s accounts.  As 
at 1 September 2007 1,116 graduates were in, or facing debt recovery.

Operational costs and savings

27. There will be a cost incurred by the Student Award Agency for Scotland (SAAS), the 
Agency responsible for arranging the collection of the GE, for writing-off the Graduate 
Endowment Capital costs for the IT system that is used to record and administer the GE 
liabilities.  As at 31 March 2007, this asset was valued at £225,000. This asset will be written-
off in Financial Year 2007-2008.  The cost of writing this off is met from the Scottish 
Consolidated Fund.

28. There will also be cost implications for the Student Loans Company.  The Company will 
require one-off funding of £54,000 in 2007-08 to remove the GE functionality from their systems 
and processes.  A further payment of £9,000 will be required when the scheme is fully 
decommissioned and all outstanding liabilities have been processed.

29. Abolishing the Graduate Endowment should result in a saving of around £30,000 per 
annum from the Student Loans Company running costs in future years, from 2008-09.  SAAS 
will also realise savings of around £30-£35,000 per annum as a result of the abolition of the GE.  
These savings will be redeployed to meet other priorities within the Agency.

30. SAAS are an agency of the Scottish Government and their budget is part of the 
Government accounts.  The Student Loans Company’s administration costs are met by the 
Scottish Government through the SAAS budget.

9
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COSTS ON LOCAL AUTHORITIES

31. There are no cost implications for local authorities.

COSTS ON OTHER BODIES, INDIVIDUALS AND BUSINESSES

32. There are no cost implications on other bodies, individuals or businesses.

——————————

SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT STATEMENT ON LEGISLATIVE 
COMPETENCE

33. On 22 October 2007, the Cabinet Secretary for Education and Lifelong Learning (Fiona 
Hyslop MSP) made the following statement:

“In my view, the provisions of the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill would 
be within the legislative competence of the Scottish Parliament.”

——————————

PRESIDING OFFICER’S STATEMENT ON LEGISLATIVE 
COMPETENCE

34. On 18 October 2007, the Presiding Officer (Alex Fergusson MSP) made the following 
statement:

“In my view, the provisions of the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill would 
be within the legislative competence of the Scottish Parliament.”

10
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GRADUATE ENDOWMENT ABOLITION (SCOTLAND) 
BILL

——————————

POLICY MEMORANDUM

INTRODUCTION

1. This document relates to the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill introduced 
in the Scottish Parliament on 22 October 2007.  It has been prepared by the Scottish Government 
to satisfy Rule 9.3.3(c) of the Parliament’s Standing Orders.  The contents are entirely the 
responsibility of the Scottish Government and have not been endorsed by the Parliament.  
Explanatory Notes and other accompanying documents are published separately as SP Bill 2–
EN. 

POLICY OBJECTIVES OF THE BILL

Overall objective

2. This Bill provides for the abolition of the fee known as the graduate endowment (“GE”) 
for students who successfully completed their course on 1 April 2007 or thereafter.

Background

3. The GE was introduced by the Education (Graduate Endowment and Student Support) 
(Scotland) Act 2001 and applied from 1 August that year as part of a new set of student support 
arrangements for higher education students.  A graduate is not obliged to pay the GE until 1 
April after the graduate has successfully completed the course.  The amount payable is set at the 
beginning of the degree course and, for entrants in academic year 2006-07, the fee would be 
£2,289 at the time of successful completion of the course.

Liable students

4. The GE applies to Scottish domiciled and non-UK EU students who attend Scottish
higher education institutions.  It does not apply to non-EU overseas students or students from 
elsewhere in the UK who study in Scotland. 

5. Not all Scottish and non-UK EU students are liable to pay the GE.  There are a number of 
exemptions, including lone parents and those who are in receipt of the Disabled Students’ 
Allowance at some point during their course.  Those who have attained the age of 25 years or 
more, are married or in a civil partnership or who have been self-supporting out of their earnings 
for periods aggregating 3 years or more, on the first day of the first academic year of their 

11
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course, are also exempted.  The GE is not liable to be paid by those studying at a UK institution 
outside Scotland, students who come to study in Scotland from elsewhere in the UK or from 
non-EU countries overseas or those who study part-time.  Overall, almost 50% of graduates are 
not liable to pay the GE. 

6. Under current arrangements, the first cohort of students who became liable to pay the GE 
finished their courses in 2004 and were due to make their payments on 1 April 2005.  Since then, 
two more cohorts of graduates have become liable to pay the GE on 1 April 2006 and 2007.

7. The next cohort of students who will become obliged to pay the GE are those who have 
successfully completed their course on or after 1 April 2007 who become liable to pay on 1 April 
2008.  This Bill seeks to abolish the GE in respect of all of those with a due date of 1 April 2008 
and all subsequent cohorts.  

8. This will not affect the position of the three cohorts of graduates who have already 
repaid.  Graduates with a due date of 1 April 2005, 2006 or 2007 who have yet to pay still carry 
this liability and will be pursued through normal debt collection channels.  The Education 
(Graduate Endowment and Student Support) (Scotland) Act 2001 and the supporting regulations 
will remain in place for this group.

Rationale

9. The GE was introduced as part of a new system of student support designed to remove 
barriers to widening access and participation.  The intention was that graduates should make a 
payment on completion of their course which recognised the benefits they had received from 
their higher education.  This payment would not go to institutions, but instead would be used to 
support future generations of students.  

10. The GE has failed to deliver these aims, as the increased debt burden remains a barrier to 
access.  In the three years it has been in operation two thirds of those eligible to pay the fee have 
not paid it back directly, but added it to their student loan. It is worth noting that the average 
time taken to repay an income contingent loan is approximately thirteen years. 

11. The costs associated with student loans mean that the taxpayer loses around one third of 
all income collected.  For graduates whose liability arose in 2005, 2006 or 2007 only around 
£13m has been paid back in cash, with around £27m added to loans.  Figures from the Student 
Loans Company as at 1 April 2007 show that over these three years, only £57,000 of this loan 
debt has been returned to the taxpayer.

12. The policy’s failure to contribute to widening access is also clear.  The GE has burdened 
many graduates and their families with additional debt and has acted as a disincentive to 
accessing higher education.  The average loan debt for a student on a four year degree (including 
the GE) is now around £11,000 per student and since the introduction of the GE, the age 
participation index shows that the proportion of young Scots in higher education has fallen (from 
51.1% in 2001-02 to 47.1% in 2005-06).

12
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13. Abolition of the GE will help relieve some of the financial pressures facing graduates as 
they start their working lives.  It is a step towards ensuring that in a modern Scotland everyone 
can gain economic, social and personal fulfilment to the fullest possible extent and that everyone 
who has the ability has the opportunity to be involved in the higher education experience, by 
removing the barriers which may prevent them from doing so.

14. Evidence that debt worries are a disincentive to study is strong.  In 2003, The Joseph 
Rowntree Foundation found that young people from disadvantaged backgrounds are often 
deterred from both entering full-time education and from continuing in it long enough to reach 
their full academic potential because of economic hardships they suffer, particularly as a result of 
the accumulation of debt.

15. The abolition of the GE should therefore be a contributing factor in opening up access to 
higher education on a more equitable basis.  Young people from areas of multiple deprivation 
should have wider access to higher education and although efforts on this have increased 
recently, the proportion of entrants from deprived areas of Scotland has not changed significantly 
over the past five years.  

16. It is essential that education in Scotland is as accessible as possible and that students are 
not presented with a financial bill from government for their participation in higher education.  
Abolishing the GE is the first step for this Scottish Government towards its aspiration of having 
a higher education system in Scotland that is free for all. 

Financial implications

17. The abolition of the GE fee will have no affect on the amount of student support funding 
available in Scotland nor will it have any implications for university funding.  The Financial 
Memorandum provides more detail on the financial implications of the Bill.

ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES

18. No options other than abolishing the GE have been considered.  As a policy, the GE has 
failed in it aims of improving access and raising resource to fund future generations of students.  
Therefore, there is a clear policy intent to scrap this scheme.

19. Initiatives to widen access to higher education through other means continue across both 
the further and higher education sectors and the Scottish Government is continuing to work to 
develop a sustainable and adequately funded student support system.

20. In terms of the approach taken to abolish the GE, alternatives to primary legislation were 
considered.  Officials looked at the possibility of amending secondary legislation to remove the 
effects of the GE – for example setting the amount to zero.  However, it was considered that as 
the 2001 Act creates a clear intention to operate a graduate endowment scheme, it would be 
acting against the will of Parliament to negate this primary legislation by amending the 
regulations.  The decision was therefore taken that the GE should only be abolished by new 
primary legislation.
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CONSULTATION

21. The Lifelong Learning Directorate carried out a consultation between 13 July and 7 
September on the principle of abolishing the GE. Details of the consultation and responses can 
be found on the Scottish Government website at 
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Consultations/Closed

22. By the closing date we had received 44 responses and two organisations (Universities 
Scotland and the Coalition of Higher Education Students in Scotland) accepted offers of face-to-
face meetings with officials.  Considering both the written responses and discussions at face-to-
face meetings, all of those who directly considered the principle agreed that the GE should be 
abolished.  The majority of responses came from higher education institutions and student 
representative bodies who were happy that abolition would help relieve the debt burden on 
Scottish students.

EFFECTS ON EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES, HUMAN RIGHTS, ISLAND 
COMMUNITIES, LOCAL GOVERNMENT, SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT ETC.

Equal opportunities

23. The provisions of the Bill are not discriminatory on the basis of gender, race, age, 
disability or sexual orientation.  It is compliant with equal opportunities legislation – it will 
abolish the GE fee for all of those with a due date for making payment of 1 April 2008 or later.  
As a result all graduates will be treated equally in that none will be required to pay the fee once it 
is abolished.  The Equal Opportunities Commission, Commission for Racial Equality and the 
Disability Rights Commission were all consulted on the principle of abolishing the GE fee but 
chose not to respond.

Island communities

24. The abolition of the GE will affect students who have completed courses at all Scottish 
Higher Education Institutions.  This will include UHI Millennium Institute, which has sites on a 
number of islands.

Human rights

25. The Scottish Government is of the view that the Bill is compatible with the European 
Convention on Human Rights and that it raises no human rights issues.  In formulating the policy 
behind the Bill, we carefully considered the differential treatment of differing cohorts of 
graduates, concluding that the measures proposed were compatible with Articles 1 and 2 of 
Protocol 1 (protection of property and right to education respectively), and Article 14 
(prohibition of discrimination) in conjunction therewith, of the Convention.

Local government

26. The Bill has no particular impact on local government, although the Convention of 
Scottish Local Authorities (COSLA) has been consulted on the principle of removing the GE. 
COSLA chose not to respond to this consultation.
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Sustainable development

27. By reducing the burden of debt on our graduates, this Bill will help relieve some of the 
financial pressures facing graduates as they start their working lives.  It is a step towards 
ensuring that everyone who has the ability has the opportunity to be involved in the higher 
education experience, by removing the barriers that may prevent them from doing so.

28. The abolition of the GE will have no wider implications in terms of environmental impact 
or sustainable development.  
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ELLC/S3/07/R3 

 
 

Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee 
 

3rd Report, 2007 (Session 3) 
 

Stage 1 Report on the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill  
 
The Committee reports to the Parliament as follows— 

 
INTRODUCTION 

Background 

1. The graduate endowment (“GE”) was introduced by the Education (Graduate 
Endowment and Student Support) (Scotland) Act 20011, (“the Act”) which came 
into effect on 3 May 2001. It came into force for the academic year 2001-2002, 
and is payable by Scottish domiciled and European Union students who started 
their first full-time degree course at a Scottish institution on or after 1 August 2001. 
There are a number of exemptions to this, including lone parents; part-time 
students; those in receipt of the Disabled Students’ Allowance at some point 
during their course; those who are aged 25 or above, are married or in a civil 
partnership or who have been self-supporting out of their earnings for periods 
aggregating 3 years or more, before the first academic year of their course. The 
amount to be paid is fixed at the time a student begins his or her degree course 
and is currently set at £2,289. The graduate endowment is payable by students in 
the April following the successful completion of their course.   

Procedure 

2. The Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill (SP Bill 2, Session 32) 
(“the Bill”) was introduced in the Scottish Parliament on 22 October 2007 by Fiona 
Hyslop, Cabinet Secretary for Education and Lifelong Learning. The Bill is 
accompanied by Explanatory Notes (SP Bill 2-EN, Session 33) which include a 
Financial Memorandum, and by a Policy Memorandum (SP Bill 2-PM, Session 34) 
as required by the Parliament’s Standing Orders. On 23 October 2007, under rule 
                                            
1 Education (Graduate Endowment and Student Support) (Scotland) Act 2001. Available at: 
http://www.opsi.gov.uk/legislation/scotland/acts2001/20010006.htm
2 Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/s3/bills/02-
GraduateEndowAbolition/b2s3-introd.pdf
3 Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill. Explanatory Notes 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/s3/bills/02-GraduateEndowAbolition/b2s3-introd-en.pdf
4 Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill. Policy Memorandum  
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/s3/bills/02-GraduateEndowAbolition/b2s3-introd-pm.pdf
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9.6 of Standing Orders, the Parliamentary Bureau referred the Bill to the 
Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee (“the Committee”) to consider 
and report on the general principles of the Bill. 

3. As the Bill does not contain any provisions for making subordinate legislation, 
there is no report from the Subordinate Legislation Committee. The Finance 
Committee report on the Financial Memorandum is attached at Annexe A. 

Purpose of the Bill 

4. According to the Explanatory Notes, the Bill— 

“provides for the abolition of the fee known as the Graduate Endowment 
(“GE”) for students who successfully completed their course on 1 April 2007 
or thereafter.” 

The Explanatory Notes go on to explain that— 

“The Bill provides for abolition of the GE by repealing the relevant sections of 
the 2001 Act (and revoking the principal regulations), together with the 
express extinguishing of liabilities by reference to the due date of 1 April 
2008 and savings for certain prior liabilities.” 

5. Giving evidence to the Committee on 7 November 2007, Alex Young, 
Learning Support Policy Officer in the Lifelong Learning Directorate of the Scottish 
Government, and the Bill Team Leader, explained the policy intention of the Bill as 
being— 

“Other than simply the removal of the graduate endowment, there is a wider 
policy to reduce student debt.”5

6. In addition, the Policy Memorandum indicates that widening access to higher 
education is a policy intention of the Bill— 

“The abolition of the GE should therefore be a contributing factor in opening 
up access to higher education on a more equitable basis. Young people from 
areas of multiple deprivation should have wider access to higher education 
and although efforts on this have increased recently, the proportion of 
entrants from deprived areas of Scotland has not changed significantly over 
the past five years.”6

CONSIDERATION OF THE BILL 

Scottish Government consultation 

7. The Scottish Government launched its consultation on the proposed Bill on 
13 July 2007, with a closing date for responses of 7 September 2007. There were 

                                            
5 Scottish Parliament Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee. Official Report, 7 
November 2007, Col 236.
6 Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill. Policy Memorandum  
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/s3/bills/02-GraduateEndowAbolition/b2s3-introd-pm.pdf
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44 responses to this consultation, of which 29 gave permission for their response 
to be published in full7. These were subsequently published on the Scottish 
Government’s website, on 11 October 2007.  

Written evidence 

8. At its meeting of 24 October 2007, the Committee agreed its approach to its 
Stage 1 consideration of the Bill8. The Committee subsequently issued a call for 
written evidence9 on 25 October 2007, with a deadline for responses set for 23 
November 2007. The Committee invited views from interested parties on the 
general principles of the Bill. In addition it asked: 

• How helpful do you find the policy memorandum and financial memorandum 
accompanying the Bill? 

 
• Do you have any comments on the consultation the Scottish Government 

carried out prior to the introduction of the Bill? 
 
9. The Committee received 25 written submissions in total in response to its call 
for evidence and four additional pieces of supplementary written evidence. Details 
are provided in Annexes C and D.  

10. The Committee considered the written evidence received at its meeting of 28 
November 2007, and noted that a sizeable majority of the responses supported 
the basic principle of abolishing the GE. The Committee also noted that one of the 
remaining submissions stated “no specific objection to the over-riding principle 
behind the abolition”10, and one other made no comment on the Bill as the 
submitting organisation believed that the Bill did not cover specific areas which fell 
within its remit11.  

11. In general, the submissions expressed support for the general principles of 
the Bill. However, a significant number of responses attached a number of caveats 
to that support, particularly with regard to higher education and student support 
funding. A number of submissions also raised related issues of levels of student 
debt, widening access to higher education, and part time students. One 
submission12 argued that abolishing the GE would “close off a debate on 
university funding,” leading to a “decline” in Scottish higher education.  

                                            
7 Scottish Government. (2007) Consultation document, abolition of the graduate endowment fee. 
Available at: http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2007/07/geabolition
8 Scottish Parliament Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee. Minute, 24 October 
2007
9 Scottish Parliament Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee. Graduate Endowment 
Abolition (Scotland) Bill call for evidence. Available at: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/nmCentre/news/news-comm-07/cellc07-s3-001.htm
10 The Open University. Written submission to the Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture 
Committee. 
11 General Medical Council. Written submission to the Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture 
Committee. 
12 University of St Andrews. Written submission to Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture 
Committee. 
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Oral evidence 

12. The Committee took oral evidence on the Bill over the course of three 
meetings as follows: 

7 November 

• Alex Young, Bill Team Leader, Lifelong Learning Directorate, Chris 
McCrone, Glasgow Finance Team Leader, Finance Directorate, and 
Andrew Campbell, Senior Principal Legal Officer, Scottish 
Government Legal Directorate, Scottish Government. 

• Graham Philp, Finance and Fraud Team Leader, and Audrey Clark, 
Customer Services Section Leader, Student Awards Agency for 
Scotland; and Ralph Seymour-Jackson, Chief Executive, Student 
Loans Company. 

14 November 

• Peter Syme, Director, The Open University in Scotland. 

• James Alexander, President, National Union of Students Scotland; 
Tom D'Ardenne, President, Coalition of Higher Education Students in 
Scotland. 

28 November 

• Fiona Hyslop MSP, Cabinet Secretary for Education and Lifelong 
Learning, Stephen Kerr, Head of Higher Education and Learner 
Support, Lifelong Learning Directorate, Chris McCrone, Glasgow 
Finance Team Leader, Finance Directorate and Douglas Tullis, Head 
of Solicitors Education, Enterprise and Pensions Division, Scottish 
Government Legal Directorate, Scottish Government. 

13. Extracts from the Minutes of all the meetings at which the Bill was considered 
are attached at Annexe B. Where written submissions were made in support of 
oral evidence, these are reproduced, together with the extracts of the Official 
Reports of each of the relevant meetings, at Annexe C. All other written 
submissions are detailed at Annexe D. 

14. The Committee would like to thank all those who submitted written evidence 
or gave oral evidence. 

15. Following the evidence session on 7 November, the Committee wrote to the 
Cabinet Secretary, Fiona Hyslop MSP, to seek clarification on a number of points. 
A copy of this letter and the Cabinet Secretary’s reply can be found at Annexe C. 

 4

26



Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee, 3rd Report, 2007 
(Session 3) 

ISSUES CONSIDERED BY THE COMMITTEE 

Operation of the GE 

16. The GE was established to provide funds for future student support, payable 
by graduates to recognise the benefits they had received from their higher 
education.  

17. The Student Awards Agency for Scotland, in a written submission, told the 
Committee that the majority of students liable to pay the graduate endowment add 
the sum owed to their student loan. In 2007, 60.3% of those liable added the fee to 
their loan, whilst 29.6% paid the fee in full.13 

18. During oral evidence given to the Committee on 7 November 2007, Scottish 
Government officials stated that they had not asked the Student Loans Company 
how many people are currently repaying the GE out of the 21,000 who are liable to 
date14. The Committee believes that the answer to this question would have aided 
its scrutiny of the Bill by helping to build a picture of how the GE had been 
operating to date. 

19. In evidence to the Committee on 28 November 2007, the Cabinet Secretary 
for Education and Lifelong learning argued that because as a majority of 
graduating students simply added it to their student loan debt, the GE was not a 
particularly effective way of funding student support— 

“[…] the graduate endowment fee is an inefficient way of raising the money 
that is necessary to fund student support. In fact, the majority of student 
support—the young students bursary and so on—comes from outwith 
graduate endowment fee provisions. Only a third of the bill is paid up front in 
cash. Two thirds of it is added on to the loan—that is quantified at about £27 
million“[…] Of the amount that is added to the loan, in the past three years, 
only £57,000 has come back to the taxpayer”[…] By abolishing the graduate 
endowment fee, we can ensure that the money goes straight to students and 
bypasses the middle man, which was an inefficient way of finding 
resources.”15

Liabilities 

20. The Bill extinguishes liabilities for all those who will become liable on 1 April 
2008 onwards. Those who are already liable to pay the fee, or who have already 
repaid it, will not have their debt extinguished or repaid. The National Union of 
Students Scotland supported this position, stating that— 

“[…] NUS Scotland does not believe that graduates who have already 
become liable to pay the graduate endowment should be included in this 

                                            
13 Student Awards Agency for Scotland. Written submission to the Education, Lifelong Learning 
and Culture Committee. 
14 Scottish Parliament Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee. Official Report, 7 
November 2007, Col 240.
15 Scottish Parliament Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee. Official Report, 28 
November 2007, Col 372.
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proposal. We believe it would be a poor use of public funds to refund the 
graduate endowment to graduates while current and future students still face 
high levels of hardship and debt.”16

21. In giving evidence to the Committee on 28 November 2007, the Cabinet 
Secretary for Education and Lifelong Learning stated that— 

“[…] all the liability would have to be met in one year. Given a budget 
settlement with an increase of 0.5 per cent in the first year, it would be 
difficult to find £41 million for the retrospective amount. That is why the bill 
continues that liability. Many students have already added the fee to their 
loans. We regret that we cannot tackle that. The problem is that the 
Parliament previously voted in favour of the measure and it is in place, so 
those students still have a legal liability, which will continue.”17

22. The Committee notes that there was no evidence given in support of those 
who graduated before 1 April 2007, who are liable to pay the fee, within the 
provision of the Bill.  

Widening access 

23. The issue of widening access to higher education emerged as a key theme in 
both the oral and written submissions the Committee received. As indicated 
earlier, the Committee heard some evidence that the prospect of debt may act as 
a disincentive for many wishing to participate in higher education. However, the 
Committee also believes that decisions on whether or not to enter higher 
education are complex, and there may be well other significant disincentives faced 
by sections of the community. 

24. The Policy Memorandum for the Bill states, in paragraphs 9 and 10, that— 

“The GE was introduced as part of a new system of student support designed 
to remove barriers to widening access and participation. [The GE] would not 
go to institutions, but instead would be used to support future generations of 
students. The GE has failed to deliver these aims […]” 

and goes on to add in paragraph 12— 

“The policy’s failure to contribute to widening access is also clear” 

25. When questioned on these claims, Scottish Government officials were not 
able to offer specific evidence in support of them. Officials argued that the age 
participation index and the data on “average student debt” provided the evidence. 
However, the age participation index indicated that total participation rates had 
risen between 1999-00 and 2001-02 and 2004-05 and 2005-06. The Committee 
wrote to the Cabinet Secretary, Fiona Hyslop MSP, to seek clarification, and her 
response stated that— 

                                            
16 National Union of Students Scotland. Supplementary written submission to the Education, 
Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee.  
17 Scottish Parliament Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee. Official Report, 28 
November 2007, Col 373.
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“Average student debt now stands at just under £11,000 and there is no 
doubt in my mind that this unfair fee creates a barrier […] widening access to 
higher education is not about increasing participation in total numbers but 
about enabling people from non traditional backgrounds to go to 
University.”18

26. Scottish Government officials also wrote to the Committee to clarify evidence 
given on 7 November 2007, stating that— 

“[…] progress in attracting more students from deprived backgrounds into 
higher education has been slow over the last decade. This is despite a 
number of initiatives over this time that were aimed at widening access.”19  

27. Some organisations questioned the extent to which the graduate endowment 
acts as a disincentive to those seeking to participate in higher education. In its 
written submission to the Committee the Scottish Funding Council stated that— 

“We agree that financial hardship and the perception of debt may be a barrier 
to some potential students, but we are not aware of any clear evidence that 
the GE itself has been a barrier to access.”20

28. The British Medical Association Scotland stated that— 

“Whilst we welcome the abolition of the graduate endowment fee, we fear 
that it will do little to address the issue of widening access to courses such as 
medicine as those from lower income households are already exempt from 
paying it and so it will have little effect in alleviating the debt burden on these 
students.”21

29. The Committee notes that liability for the GE is an element of overall student 
debt and that abolishing the endowment will, to some extent, reduce overall levels 
of debt faced by graduates. However, the Committee is not convinced that 
abolition of the GE will, in itself, achieve the aim of widening access.  

30. The Scottish Domiciled Entrants from Deprived Areas to Higher Education in 
the UK figures show that the percentage of entrants from deprived areas has risen 
from 14% in 2002-03 to 15% in 2005-06, which covers the period in which the GE 
came into effect. This suggests that the number of entrants to higher education 
from deprived areas has remained largely static since the GE was introduced. It is 
therefore not clear that abolition of the GE will necessarily help to widen access to 
higher education, other than by reducing a proportion of the overall potential level 
of debt incurred by students. 
                                            
18 Scottish Government. Letter from the Cabinet Secretary for Education and Lifelong Learning to 
the Convener of the Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee dated 13 November 
2007. 
19 Scottish Government. Letter from Stephen Kerr, Deputy Director, Lifelong Learning Directorate, 
to the Convener of the Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee dated 21 November 
2007. 
20 Scottish Funding Council. Written submission to the Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture 
Committee. 
21 British Medical Association Scotland. Written submission to the Education, Lifelong Learning and 
Culture Committee. 
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31. In its written submission to the Committee the Royal Society of Edinburgh 
stated that— 

“Whilst this society strongly supports measures that encourage students from 
disadvantaged communities to go to university, the relief proposed in the 
graduate endowment abolition bill is undiscriminating. A more targeted 
approach would be preferable, for example, a graduate tax supplemented by 
means-tested grants for disadvantaged applicants.”22  

32. In giving oral evidence to the Committee on the 28 November 2007, the 
Cabinet Secretary for Education and Lifelong Learning stated that— 

“[…] Providing the opportunity for young people to access higher education 
based on their ability to learn and not their ability to pay is an important 
principle”.23

The Committee agrees with this principle. However, there may be other factors, 
aside from financial concerns, which contribute towards the numbers of entrants to 
higher education from deprived areas, and the Committee would welcome further 
analysis of these factors by the Scottish Government. 

Student debt 

33. A significant number of written submissions the Committee received 
expressed concerns about current levels of student debt. In her letter to the 
Committee on 13 November 2007, the Cabinet Secretary for Education and 
Lifelong Learning told the Committee that, “Debt, and the fear of debt, is a real and 
growing concern for many prospective students.”24 Evidence from NUS Scotland 
supported this view, describing levels of debt faced by students as “crippling”25, 
and adding— 

“These levels of debt prevent our graduates from buying their own home, 
starting a family or a pension. Ultimately, this prevents graduates from 
contributing to the economy and prevents Scotland from becoming a 
wealthier and fairer country.”26

The British Medical Association Scotland added that— 

“The prospect of graduating with large levels of debt is a huge deterrent for 
individuals who aspire to a career in medicine”27 […] 

                                            
22 The Royal Society of Edinburgh. Written submission to the Education, Lifelong Learning and 
Culture Committee. 
23 Scottish Parliament Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee. Official Report, 28 
November 2007, Col 348.
24 Scottish Government. Letter from the Cabinet Secretary for Education and Lifelong Learning to 
the Convener of the Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee dated 13 November 
2007. 
25 NUS Scotland. Written submission to the Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee. 
26 NUS Scotland. Written submission to the Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee. 
27 British Medical Association Scotland. Written submission from the Education, Lifelong Learning 
and Culture Committee. 
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34. In 2003, research carried out in Scotland by Alasdair Forsyth and Professor 
Andy Furlong of the University of Glasgow, for the Joseph Rowntree Foundation, 
also supported this view, finding that— 

“Money problems and fear of running into debt are among the chief reasons 
that young people from disadvantaged families are more likely to drop out of 
university than other students and to achieve less academic success”28 […] 

35. The Committee notes that this research, whilst highlighting the effects fear of 
debt had on students from disadvantaged backgrounds entering higher education, 
looked specifically at all money and debt issues that such students may face. It 
was not specific to the GE, which becomes liable after a student has graduated, 
and (if added to a student loan) once they are employed, rather than being a debt 
faced while they are studying or before they enter into study. 

36. The Committee notes that the abolition of the GE may remove an element of 
the debt potentially faced by many full time students. The Committee also notes 
evidence that states the possibility of accruing debt, may act as a one of a number 
of disincentives for potential participants in higher education. 

37. However, the Committee also notes a number of comments in the written 
submissions it received which seek further assurances on the Scottish 
Government’s intention to further relieve student debt. NUS Scotland stated that— 

“NUS Scotland acknowledges the commitment the Scottish Government has 
made in tackling graduate debt, but we seek further commitment that it will 
tackle student hardship by investing more funds in student support. Although 
a welcome proposal, the removal of the Graduate Endowment is just a small 
step towards defeating hardship”29  

38. In his speech to the Parliament on 14 November 2007, presenting the 
strategic spending review, the Cabinet Secretary for Finance and Sustainable 
Growth, announced plans to consult on further student support and graduate debt 
proposals in 2008. 

39. The Committee acknowledges that the question of student debt is not one 
specifically to be addressed as part of the consideration of the general principles 
of the Bill. Nevertheless, the Committee will await the Scottish Government’s 
further proposals with interest. 

Higher education and student support funding 

40. The Committee notes the statement30 in the Policy Memorandum that— 

                                            
28 Joseph Rowntree Foundation. Losing out? Socio-economic disadvantage and experience in 
further and higher education. Press release available at: 
http://www.jrf.org.uk/pressroom/releases/160503.asp
29 NUS Scotland. Written evidence to the Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee 
30 Policy Memorandum, paragraph 17. 
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“The abolition of the GE fee will have no effect on the amount of student 
support funding available in Scotland nor will it have any implications for 
university funding.” 

41. This statement was welcomed by many of those who submitted evidence to 
the Committee, including the Scottish Trades Union Congress, which stated that— 

“The STUC notes the financial costs of abolishing the GE, and welcomes the 
statement that its abolition will not affect fees, grants and bursaries currently 
payable by the Students Awards Agency for Scotland. Given the minimal 
costs involved, the abolition of GE should have no impact on the wider 
funding of the higher education sector”31

42. However, concerns were expressed by others, including NUS Scotland, 
which commented that— 

“It has always been the case that any income from the fee would be 
channelled back into student support funding for the purpose of student 
bursaries. With the loss of this income stream, NUS Scotland is concerned 
that student support payments will be affected.”32

43. The written submission by The Robert Gordon University highlighted another 
related concern that— 

“[…] it is vital that the funding of Higher Education Institutions is not adversely 
affected by the allocation of additional resource to student support, since 
more generous financial support for students is negated unless Scottish 
Higher Education Institutions are adequately funded to ensure that students 
benefit from a high quality learning experience.”33

44. Skill Scotland: National Bureau for Students with Disabilities highlighted 
several concerns with regard to higher education and student support funding and 
possible effects on students with disabilities. In its written submission to the 
Committee, Skill Scotland said— 

“Skill Scotland is concerned that the loss of GE revenue could result in 
decreased investment in the student support budget for future generations of 
students…this is a particular concern for disabled students, as for some 
students, it is extremely difficult to access higher education without adequate 
support through Disabled Students’ Allowance.”34

45. Finally, the Committee noted comments given in oral evidence on the budget 
process 2008-09 by Universities Scotland, in relation to possible relationships 
between the funding settlement for the university sector, the abolition of the GE, 
the resultant income forgone, and its possible impact on end year flexibility— 

                                            
31 STUC. Written submission to the Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee. 
32 NUS Scotland. Written submission to the Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee. 
33 The Robert Gordon University. Written submission to the Education, Lifelong Learning and 
Culture Committee. 
34 Skill Scotland: National Bureau for Students with Disabilities. Written submission to the 
Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee. 
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“In a technical sense, the issues are separate, because they have been 
separated by the legislation. However, in another sense, they cannot be 
separated, because all the Scottish Government’s expenditure has to be met 
from the fixed amount in the Scottish block. If money in the block is used for 
one purpose, it will not be available for other purposes.”35

46. The Committee questioned Scottish Government officials on the impact 
repeal of section 2 of the 2001 act could have on student support, and specifically 
on whether there would remain any statutory provision for funding to be raised for 
student support. Officials told the Committee— 

“[…] section 1(1) of the bill repeals section 2 of the 2001 act. However, at 
present there is no such provision for funding to be raised for student 
support. Section 2(1) of the 2001 act says only that Scottish ministers are 
obliged to bring forward a budget bill with a provision that provides for 
hypothecation. If the Parliament wishes to throw that out when it is dealing 
with the budget bill, that would be entirely possible.”36

47. The concerns expressed in relation to student support were put by the 
Committee to the Cabinet Secretary who responded that— 

“There will be no negative impact on student support proposals, and there 
was never any impact on university funding. Indeed, security of funding can 
now be achieved for the young students bursaries and other support 
schemes through a cleaner, simpler and more straightforward way of 
providing student support for those who need it.”37

Part-time students 

48. Issues relating to the situation faced by part-time students were brought to 
the Committee’s attention in evidence given by The Open University in Scotland. 
The written submission stated— 

“[…] a consequence of the abolition will be to widen further the gap which 
already exists between support for full-time and part-time students in 
Scotland. Higher education for full-time students will effectively be free, 
irrespective of individual students’ ability to pay. The majority of part-time 
higher education students, however, will continue to pay tuition fees, with 
only those on the very lowest incomes currently receiving any financial 
support. In our view, this differing treatment is difficult to justify on objective 
grounds, is inequitable to individual students because it is not based on 
need, and is distorting the market in higher education. This is not only 

                                            
35 Scottish Parliament Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee. Official Report, 28 
November 2007, Col 407.
36 Scottish Parliament Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee. Official Report,  7 
November 2007, Col 241.
37 Scottish Parliament Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee. Official Report, 28 
November 2007, Col 381.
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damaging for students and the higher education market, but also for the skill-
set of Scotland and its prospects of sustained economic growth.”38

49. The Committee is concerned that a consequence of the Bill could be an 
increase in the gap between full-time and part-time students in terms of the cost of 
tuition fees and the subsequent impact on debt. The Committee therefore 
welcomes the statement in the Scottish Government’s Economic Strategy which 
includes, in the Key Strategic Approaches and Policies for the Learning, Skills and 
Well-Being priority, a commitment to— 

“reduce financial barriers to people across Scotland accessing higher 
education, legislating to abolish the Graduate Endowment fee and 
progressing wider plans to tackle student and graduate debt’39  

50. The Committee also notes the statement made by the Cabinet Secretary for 
Finance and Economic Growth, when presenting the Scottish Government’s 
Scottish Budget Spending Review to Parliament on 14 November 2007 that— 

“we will deliver funding for a phased transition from student loans to grants, 
starting with part-time students”.40

SUBORDINATE LEGISLATION 

51. The Bill contains no provision for subordinate legislation therefore the 
Subordinate Legislation Committee has made no report. 

POLICY MEMORANDUM 

52. The Policy Memorandum states that, “no options other than abolishing the 
GE have been considered”. In giving oral evidence to the Committee on 28 
November 2007, the Cabinet Secretary for Education and Lifelong Learning 
explained the rationale behind this as being— 

“We have acted promptly and in accordance with what we said that we would 
do, and we are going ahead with the bill. More reflective contemplation can 
be the hallmark of any Government, but we are trying to take action when we 
can. Because the bill is quite straightforward, we felt that we could move 
forward with it fairly swiftly and have a major impact on the 50,000 students 
who will benefit if the Parliament passes the bill.”41

53. The Committee believes that it may have been helpful to examine other 
possible approaches to achieve the aims of the Bill with regard to widening access 
to, and participation in, higher education. This may have resulted in the 
presentation of a more substantial and convincing evidence base that the policy 
outlined in the Bill was the most appropriate one. 
                                            
38 The Open University. Written submission to the Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture 
Committee. 
39 Scottish Government. (2007) The Government Economic Strategy. Available at: 
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2007/11/12115041/5
40 Scottish Parliament. Official Report, 14 November 2007, Cols 3325-3326
41 Scottish Parliament Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee. Official Report, 28 
November 2007, Col 371.
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54. A number of concerns surrounding the contents of the Policy Memorandum 
came to light in the oral evidence given by Scottish Government officials on 7 
November 2007. The Committee believes that the Rationale section of the Policy 
Memorandum contains some misleading or unsubstantiated statements.  

55. The Committee welcomes the subsequent clarifications from the Cabinet 
Secretary and Scottish Government officials regarding statements made in the 
Policy Memorandum and feels it would have been helpful for these to have been 
included in the memorandum in the first instance rather than the Committee 
having to request the information subsequently.  

FINANCIAL MEMORANDUM 

56. The Finance Committee reported to the Committee on the Financial 
Memorandum on 21 November 2007. A copy of its report is attached at Annexe A.  

57. The Edinburgh College of Art stated in its written submission to the Finance 
Committee that— 

“The financial memorandum is useful in identifying the high costs of 
administering the Graduate Endowment system, but could also have 
identified more specifically how the income from the Graduate Endowment 
would have been likely to be spent in future and therefore what activities may 
suffer from its abolition.”42

58. The Finance Committee draws the attention of the Committee to a number of 
concerns about the contents of the Financial Memorandum. The Finance 
Committee’s concerns centre on the level of detail contained in the Financial 
Memorandum, and the clarity of information that was presented in it. The Finance 
Committee report states that— 

“[…] the Committee found the SPICe Briefing more useful than the Financial 
Memorandum in understanding the financial implications of the Bill” 

59. This Bill is abolishing a fee that was established to fund specific purposes. In 
abolishing the fee, an established source of revenue and designated funding is 
therefore being abolished. The Financial Memorandum could have been more 
helpful and transparent in its explanation of the implications of the Bill. 

60. The Committee fully endorses the conclusions of the Finance Committee.  

61. The Committee would also like to draw the comments made in the written 
submission by Skill Scotland: National Bureau for Students with Disabilities to the 
attention of the Scottish Government. Skill Scotland raises a number of concerns 
regarding funding and support for students with disabilities which the Scottish 
Government may like to address.  

                                            
42 Edinburgh College of Art. Written submission to the Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture 
Committee. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

62. The Committee notes that the intention of the 2001 Act, with respect to the 
GE, was that it should fund future student support. The Committee also notes that 
a majority of GE liability has been added to student loans rather than repaid.  

63.  The Committee understands that backdating the extinguishing of liabilities to 
include all those who have repaid or are currently liable for the GE would have 
significant budgetary implications for the Scottish Government.  

64. The Committee also notes that a key intention of the Bill is to widen access to 
higher education, particularly in relation to people from deprived backgrounds. The 
Committee believes there may be a variety of factors underlying the numbers of 
people from deprived areas who participate in higher education and notes that 
there has been no significant decrease in the numbers of people from such areas 
entering higher education since the inception of the GE. 

65. The Committee therefore does not believe there is sufficient evidence to 
demonstrate that the abolition of the GE will, in itself, contribute to widening 
access to higher education. Neither, however, did the Committee find sufficient 
evidence that the GE element of the 2001 Act had fully achieved its aims of 
widening access to higher education, particularly in respect of those from deprived 
backgrounds.  

66. The Committee notes the potential reduction of overall levels of student debt 
likely to be brought about by the abolition of the GE, should the Bill be passed. 
The Committee also notes the Scottish Government’s stated intention that this Bill 
would be the first in a number of measures aimed at extinguishing all student debt. 
However, the Committee recognises that some witnesses held views that the 
abolition of the GE is not the most important measure that could have been taken. 
The Scottish Government could have used the legislative opportunity to introduce 
a more wide ranging bill to address the wider issue of student debt and financing 
of higher education and student support.  

67. It is difficult to determine what specific overall affect the abolition of the GE 
may have on widening access or participation levels. The Committee considers 
that it has insufficient evidence to determine whether the existence of the GE 
would be a significant factor in a student deciding they were no longer able to 
continue with their study for financial reasons. The Committee notes, however, 
that the GE is a debt liable after graduation, rather than before or during study. 

68. Statements made to the Committee by the Scottish Government indicated 
that student support and higher education funding would not be adversely affected 
as a consequence of this Bill. The Committee notes these and considers that it is 
essential that this is indeed the case.  

69. Evidence which states that part-time higher education students will not 
receive any benefit as a result of this Bill as they are not currently liable to pay the 
GE, is also noted by the Committee. This will create a situation in which part-time 
students will continue to pay tuition fees, whilst full-time students will effectively 
receive their education free of charge. The Committee acknowledges that the 
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Scottish Government has signalled its intention to examine the issues faced by 
part-time students and the Committee looks forward to considering its proposals in 
due course.  

69. Overall, while Committee agrees with the intention of the Bill to remove 
barriers to access to higher education, it does not agree that abolishing the GE is 
the most effective way of achieving that goal. Stage 1 scrutiny has pointed up a 
number of significant criticisms of the Bill and highlighted a lack of alternative 
approaches to widening access to higher education. The Committee believes that 
the funding required to be foregone so that the GE can be abolished would be 
better invested in other methods to retain a competitive edge in the delivery of high 
quality higher education and to widen access, including for example more funding 
directly for universities and in the current system of bursaries. 

70.  The Committee recommends to the Parliament that the general principles be 
not approved.43 44 

                                            
43Aileen Campbell, Rob Gibson and Christina McKelvie dissented and the Committee agreed that 
their dissent be recorded as follows: “The SNP committee members note the potential reduction of 
overall levels of student debt likely to be brought about by the abolition of the GE, should the Bill be 
passed. The SNP committee members also note the Scottish Government’s stated intention that 
this Bill would be the first in a number of measures aimed at extinguishing all student debt. 
Furthermore, the SNP committee members support the principles of the Bill based on the 
overwhelming evidence heard in the committee in favour of the Bill.” 
44 Jeremy Purvis dissented and the Committee agreed that his dissent be recorded as follows: 
“Jeremy Purvis supported the overall reductions in student debt to be achieved by abolition of the 
GE and thus supported the general principles. However, the Committee’s scrutiny at Stage 1 
highlighted significant criticisms of the Bill, including repealing the statutory duty of government to 
provide student support and that a wider student and higher education funding measure should 
have been brought forward.” 
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ANNEXE A: REPORTS FROM OTHER COMMITTEES 

REPORT FROM THE FINANCE COMMITTEE 

The Committee reports to the Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture 
Committee as follows— 

INTRODUCTION 

1. The Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill (“the Bill”) was 
introduced in the Parliament on 23 October 2007. The Education, Lifelong 
Learning and Culture Committee has been designated by the Parliamentary 
Bureau as the lead committee for consideration of the Bill at Stage 1. Under 
Standing Orders Rule 9.6, the lead committee at Stage 1 is required, among 
other things, to consider and report on the Bill’s Financial Memorandum. In 
doing so, it is required to consider any views submitted to it by the Finance 
Committee. 

2. Although the provisions in the Bill do not introduce any significant new 
expenditure to the Scottish Consolidated Fund, given the complexity of the 
financial arrangements involved in delivering the Graduate Endowment (GE) 
and the level of income that the Scottish Government stands to forego, the 
Committee agreed to adopt level two scrutiny in relation to the Bill. Level two 
scrutiny typically involves taking oral evidence from Scottish Government 
officials and seeking written evidence from any organisations financially 
affected by the Bill. In this case, since it appeared that there was no financial 
impact on other organisations, the Committee did not seek additional written 
evidence. 

3. The Committee took oral evidence from Scottish Government Officials at 
its meeting on 6 November 200745 and received written evidence from 
officials following the oral evidence session. The written evidence is attached 
as an annexe to this report. 

THE BILL AND FINANCIAL MEMORANDUM 

The Bill 

4. The Bill seeks to abolish the GE for those students who successfully 
completed their course on or after 1 April 2007.  

5. The GE was introduced by the Education (Graduate Endowment and 
Student Support) (Scotland) Act 2001. Graduates are not obliged to pay the 
GE until 1 April after successful completion of their course. The amount to be 
paid is set at the beginning of students’ degree courses – for entrants in 
academic year 2006-07, the fee payable would be £2,289. 

                                            
45 The oral evidence can be viewed on the Parliament’s website, at: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/s3/committees/finance/or-07/fi07-0701.htm 
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6. The GE applies to Scottish domiciled and non-UK EU students (subject 
to various exceptions), but not to non-EU overseas students or students from 
elsewhere in the UK who study in Scotland. The Policy Memorandum states 
that overall the GE does not apply to “almost 50% of graduates”.46  

7. Income from the GE was originally intended to fund student support in 
such a way as to widen access and participation in higher education, through 
increased bursaries and student loans. However, in practice, GE fee income 
has not been used for this purpose but has been applied specifically to the 
costs of providing student loans. The Financial Memorandum states that GE 
income is— 

“…currently directly attributable to the Scottish Government and is 
applied (within the legislative restrictions) to the costs of providing 
student loans. This income is applied as mentioned through direct 
appropriation each year (by authority of the Budget Act) rather than 
having to go through the Scottish Consolidated Fund.”47

8. The Financial Memorandum explains that using this income for the costs 
of providing student loans means that existing budget can be released from 
what was previously the Enterprise and Lifelong Learning Department’s 
budget to fund additional financial pressures which arise from year to year, i.e. 
for end-year flexibility. The SPICe Briefing on the Bill48 explains the 
accounting procedure employed— 

“When the Graduate Endowment Scheme was introduced, an 
expenditure line for GE fee was added to the student loan subsidy 
Budget, equal to the income expected to be received from the GE fee. 
The reason for this, in line with general accounting principles, was to 
cover the worst-case scenario that there would be 100% bad debt 
provision i.e. no GE fee payments would be received, and adding the 
expenditure line would cover this bad debt provision to minimise the 
risk involved with the possibility of not receiving any GE fee payments. 
The expenditure line included was equal to the expected generated 
income, producing a net effect upon the budget baseline of nil.”49

 
9. Therefore, as income from the GE came in, it was seen as “additional”, 
and used to fund the cost of student loan subsidy. In turn, this released 
budget that had been attributable to the student loan subsidy to be used 
elsewhere with the lifelong learning budget. 

10. Given the somewhat unusual and complex financial arrangements 
involved in processing income from the GE, the Committee is concerned 
that the level of detail present in the SPICe Briefing was missing from 
the Financial Memorandum.  

                                            
46 Policy Memorandum, para. 5 
47 Financial Memorandum, para. 23 
48 SPICe Briefing 07/54 – Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 
49 Ibid, page 13 
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Costs on the Scottish Government 

11. The Financial Memorandum states that the Scottish Government will 
forego around £17m per annum in net income from the GE.  

12. The calculations in the Financial Memorandum base this figure on an 
expected gross income of £21.7m from the 11,558 graduates who became 
liable to pay the GE on 1 April 2007. The Financial Memorandum explains 
that around two thirds of liable graduates will opt to pay the GE by taking out a 
loan through the Student Loans Company. Therefore, of the £21.7m, loans 
will have a value of around £14.6m, with £7.1m being paid in cash. 

13. However, the cost of providing student loans is 31% of every £1 
borrowed. As such, the full amount of £21.7m will not be received by the 
Scottish Government; loans with a value of £14.6m will cost around £4.7m. 
Taking the cost of £4.7m from the gross income of £21.7m gives the final 
figure of £17m. 

Costs on the Scottish Government – Student Awards Agency for 
Scotland and Student Loans Company 

14. The Student Award Agency for Scotland (SAAS)50, the agency 
responsible for collection of the GE, will incur a one-off cost of £225,000 for 
writing off the costs for the IT system that is used to record and administer GE 
liabilities. This will be written off in financial year 2007-08 and will be met from 
the Scottish Consolidated Fund. 

15. The Student Loans Company will also require one-off funding of £54,000 
to remove GE functionality from its systems and processes. On top of this, the 
Financial Memorandum states that a further amount of £9,000 will need to be 
paid once the scheme is fully decommissioned and all outstanding liabilities 
have been processed. 

Savings 

16. The Financial Memorandum states that abolishing the GE should save 
the Student Loans Company £30,000 per annum in running costs in future 
years, from financial year 2008-09. SAAS will also save around £30-35,000 
per annum as a result of abolishing the GE. These savings will be redeployed 
to other parts of the agency. 

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 

Amount of income 

Graduates in debt recovery 
17. As explained above, the Financial Memorandum states that the Scottish 
Government stands to forego around £17m of income per annum from the 

                                            
50 SAAS is an agency of the Scottish Government and their budget is part of the Government 
accounts. The Student Loans Company’s administration costs are met by the Scottish 
Government through the SAAS budget. 
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GE. However, the figures given in the Financial Memorandum do not include 
those graduates in, or facing, debt recovery. The SPICe Briefing states that 
(based on figures from SAAS) the total amount of GE income awaiting debt 
recovery on 1 April 2007 was approximately £1.95m.51 Officials explained that 
because the level of liability has not yet been confirmed by SAAS, those in 
debt recovery were not included in the overall figures.52  

18. The Committee appreciates this explanation from officials, but 
questions why this information was not included in the Financial 
Memorandum.  

Costs of collecting loans 
19. The Financial Memorandum states that the cost of collecting student 
loans is 31% of every £1 borrowed. Officials explained how the figure of 31% 
was arrived at— 

“The loss is made up of what is called the cost of student loan resource 
accounting and budgeting charge, which is the departmental expenditure 
limit cost of student loans. That DEL cost is made up of two parts: a 
subsidy cost and a bad-debt provision cost. For every £1 of student loan 
that we put out, there is a DEL cost—a cost to the Government—of 31 
per cent, which is to cover the fact that there is a subsidy in that loan. 
There must also be a small write-off provision. We have an economic 
model that works out what that cost-of-student-loan charge is: it gives us 
a percentage cost of 31 per cent. The model was developed by the 
Department for Innovation, Universities and Skills, formerly the 
Department for Education and Skills. We use a Scottish version of the 
model to arrive at that percentage cost.”53

20. Officials explained the subsidy as follows— 

“…although the outstanding balance of a loan is uprated every year by 
the retail price index, the true value of the loan to the student increases 
at a real interest rate of zero per cent.”54

21. The Committee is satisfied with this explanation, but suggests that 
this information could have been included in the Financial 
Memorandum. 

Liable students 
22. As detailed above, the Policy Memorandum states that, due to various 
exemptions, the GE does not apply to “almost 50% of graduates”. However, 
the Policy Memorandum does not make clear that, of those who are not liable, 
only a small proportion are formally exempt from payment. The majority of 
those who are not liable have decided to continue their course of education. 
The SPICe Briefing on the Bill (using SAAS figures) shows that, for those who 
became liable to pay on 1 April 2007, only 1,551 (6%) out of 24,340 graduates 
                                            
51 SPICe Briefing, page 12 
52 Finance Committee Official Report, 7th Meeting, 2007 (Session 3), col. 96 
53 Ibid, col. 101 
54 Ibid, col. 101 
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were exempt from payment, but 9,653 graduates (40%) were not liable 
because they had decided to continue their course of education.55  

23. The SAAS figures quoted in the SPICe Briefing also show that the 
proportion of graduates continuing in education has fallen since the first 
cohort of graduates became liable. In April 2005, the figure was around 82%; 
in April 2006 it had fallen to around 50% and in April 2007 it was around 40%. 
The large drop between 2005 and 2006 can be explained by the majority of 
Scottish students completing four-year, rather than three-year, honours 
degrees. However, the Committee is concerned that, if the GE continues, the 
number of those liable could increase in the future, meaning that the Scottish 
Government is potentially forgoing more than £17m per annum. In response 
to these concerns, officials stated— 

“The majority of students become liable when they finish their first 
degrees. Any students who go on to do postgraduate courses become 
liable between completing their honours degrees and going on to their 
next courses. People who were on five-year courses became liable in 
the April 2007 cohort. Students who are on first-degree courses that are 
longer than five years will not be liable until later, but only a small 
number of students fall into that category; the majority of students 
become liable when they finish their first degrees.”56

24. In written evidence following the Committee meeting, officials confirmed 
that those students who started a five-year course in 2001 are included in the 
£17m figure but that there are currently 580 first degree students who are 
studying for six years or longer.57 This includes those students who have had 
to repeat one or more years of their course. The written submission states 
that— 

“If all of these students eventually became liable for the GE fee then we 
could be forgoing approximately £1m of additional income. However, we 
have no way of telling if any of these students will eventually graduate 
(and therefore become liable). Of those that do graduate, some of them 
may not become liable because they fall within one of the categories 
exempted from the obligation to pay the GE fee.”58

25. The Committee is grateful for the clarification provided by officials and 
understands that there is no guarantee that any of these students will become 
liable. However, the Committee is of the view that this information 
should have been included in the Financial Memorandum, as it again 
lends a margin of uncertainty to the figure of £17m. 

Impact of lost income 

26. Budget released by GE income as end-year flexibility is not returned to 
the Central Unallocated Provision (CUP) but, as stated in the Financial 
                                            
55 SPICe Briefing, page 6 
56 Finance Committee Official Report, 7th Meeting, 2007 (Session 3), col. 97 
57 Written evidence from the Scottish Government 
58 Ibid 
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Memorandum, is used “to fund in-year, non-baseline pressures”.59 During oral 
evidence, officials gave examples of what the money is used for— 

“We had a list of projects and developments that were not in the 
baseline, such as entrepreneurship chairs, the co-investment fund, the 
higher education international strategy and English for speakers of other 
languages.”60

27. These projects were identified as being non-baseline for the current 
spending review period. Officials explained that the forthcoming spending 
review will determine the status of these projects.61 In the absence of GE 
income, decisions will have to be made as to whether such projects are a 
priority to become baseline spending. 

Savings 

28. The Financial Memorandum states that the Student Loans Company will 
save around £30,000 per year in running costs from 2008-09 and that SAAS 
will also save £30,000-£35,000 per year. However, in a written answer to a 
Parliamentary question in 2006,62 the then Scottish Executive stated that the 
annual cost to the Executive of operating the legislation was £156,739. 
Government officials explained this disparity in written evidence— 

“The figure provided for the Government operating under this 
legislation in the response was made up of four elements: salaries; 
maintenance costs for IT systems; administration costs; and the 
depreciation costs.  
 
The figure provided for the savings in the financial memorandum 
account for the current salary and administration costs for the GE 
fee. The maintenance and depreciation costs are ongoing costs 
which will continue to be charged to SAAS’ operating systems (as they 
are continually developed). This is why maintenance and depreciation 
costs don’t form part of the saving.”63

 
29. The Committee is not yet fully satisfied with this explanation and 
therefore agreed to seek further details from the Scottish Government through 
correspondence. The response received will be forwarded to the lead 
committee. 

CONCLUSION 

30. When questioned on the level of detail and explanation provided in the 
Financial Memorandum, officials responded— 

                                            
59 Financial Memorandum, para. 25 
60 Finance Committee Official Report, 7th Meeting, 2007 (Session 3), col. 99 
61 Ibid, col. 99 
62 S2W-29550, lodged on 3 November 2006 
63 Written evidence from the Scottish Government 
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“The difficulty that we had when writing the financial memorandum was 
in knowing the level of detail into which we were expected to go. There 
are obviously a number of issues that are tied tightly into the overall 
accounting of the student loans system. We stuck strictly to the impacts 
of the graduate endowment: the difficulty was in knowing how much to 
go into the complexities of how we account for student loans and the 
subsidy charge, for example. It was difficult for us to know what would be 
looked for. That is why it is perhaps easier to explain at committee.”64

31. The Committee appreciates the potential problem for officials in deciding 
how much detail to include in a Financial Memorandum, especially when 
dealing with complex financial matters. However, the previous Finance 
Committee often raised concerns about the quality of Financial Memoranda 
and regularly wrote to the Scottish Executive throughout Session 2 detailing 
its concerns with regard to, among other things, the level of detail given in 
Financial Memoranda.  

32. The Committee has significant concerns over the level of detail provided 
in the Financial Memorandum and its clarity on the financial implications of the 
policy. Indeed, the Committee found the SPICe Briefing more useful than the 
Financial Memorandum in understanding the financial implications of the Bill. 

33. For example, the Financial Memorandum does not give an adequate 
explanation of the accounting practice used that resulted in the nil net impact 
on budget baselines or of why the cost of providing student loans is 31% of 
every pound borrowed. While the Committee appreciates the information 
given by officials during oral evidence, it is of the view that such important 
background information should have been included in the Financial 
Memorandum. 

34. The Committee is also concerned that the Financial Memorandum only 
states that the amount of income to be foregone is “around £17m” and does 
not give a range of possible figures or a margin of uncertainty, based on either 
those in debt recovery or those continuing in education. The Committee 
accepts that the purpose of a Financial Memorandum is to give a best 
estimate, but wishes to make clear that the Financial Memorandum should 
have explained any assumptions and uncertainties surrounding the estimates 
given. 

35. The Committee recommends to the lead committee that it takes 
account of the issues highlighted in this report. The Committee 
expresses particular concern in relation to the quality of the Financial 
Memorandum. The lead committee may wish to raise this issue with the 
Scottish Government. 

                                            
64 Finance Committee Official Report, 7th Meeting, 2007 (Session 3), col. 102 
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ANNEXE 

SUBMISSION FROM THE SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT LIFELONG 
LEARNING DIRECTORATE 
 
Correspondence dated 14 November 2007 
 
At the Finance Committee meeting on Tuesday 6 November, officials gave 
evidence on the Financial Memorandum of the above Bill. This letter seeks to 
address the points on which the Committee have requested further 
clarification. 
 
Number of students in higher education for more than four years 
 
As the Committee may recall, the lost income to the Scottish Government as 
a result of the Bill is estimated at £17m per annum. Liable graduates who 
entered university in 2001 and who undertook a course of 5 years would have 
completed their course in 2006 and would have been liable to pay the GE fee 
on 1 April 2007. These students will therefore be captured in the £17m figure. 
 
To establish any additional liability we need to consider how many students 
are on a course of 6 years or more. Our analysts have confirmed that there 
are currently 580 first degree students who fall into the category of personally 
studying for 6 years or longer. This figure includes, for example, students who 
have had to repeat at least one or more years of their course. 
 
If all of these students eventually became liable for the GE fee then we could 
be foregoing approximately £1m of additional income. However, we have no 
way of telling if any of these students will eventually graduate (and therefore 
become liable). Of those that do graduate, some of them may not become 
liable because they fall within one of the categories exempted from the 
obligation to pay the GE fee. These categories are set out in Education 
(Graduate Endowment and Student Support) (Scotland) Act 2001. The 
relevant accounting principles state that we cannot include this figure as 
possible income because the liability has not yet been definitively confirmed 
as being due and the income may therefore never be realisable.  
 
In summary, the £17m figure is based on the number of graduates whose 
liability has been definitively ascertained by SAAS. This is the figure we are 
required to use.  
 
Reconciliation of the annual costs of the Education (Graduate Endowment 
and Student Support (Scotland) Act 2001 and the savings in the financial 
memorandum (S2W-29550) 
 
Derek Brownlee MSP asked for reconciliation on the information provided in 
the parliamentary question S2W- 29550 on the cost to the Government of 
operating under the above legislation and the savings that are stated in the 
financial memorandum.  
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Mr Brownlee received a response which stated that in 2005-06 the total cost 
to the Government of operating under this legislation was £156,739. The 
financial memorandum states that the savings SAAS running costs are about 
£30,000 to £35,000 a year from SAAS. Mr Brownlee has asked for 
clarification as to why these figures do not reconcile. 
 
The figure provided for the Government operating under this legislation in the 
response was made up of four elements: salaries; maintenance costs for IT 
systems; administration costs; and the depreciation costs.  
 
The figure provided for the savings in the financial memorandum account for 
the current salary and administration costs for the GE fee. The 
maintenance and depreciation costs are ongoing costs which will continue 
to be charged to SAAS’ operating systems (as they are continually 
developed). This is why maintenance and depreciation costs don’t form part of 
the saving. 
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ANNEXE B: EXTRACTS FROM MINUTES 
 

EDUCATION, LIFELONG LEARNING AND CULTURE COMMITTEE 
 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES 
 

7th Meeting, 2007 (Session 3) 

Wednesday 24th October 2007  

Present: 
 

 

Aileen Campbell  Rob Gibson (Deputy Convener) 
Ken Macintosh  Christina McKelvie 
Mary Mulligan Jeremy Purvis 
Elizabeth Smith Karen Whitefield (Convener) 

 
1. Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill (in private): The 

Committee agreed its approach to the Bill at Stage 1. 
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EDUCATION, LIFELONG LEARNING AND CULTURE COMMITTEE 
 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES 
 

8th Meeting, 2007 (Session 3) 

Wednesday 7th November 2007  

Present: 
 

 

Aileen Campbell  Rob Gibson (Deputy Convener) 
Ken Macintosh  Christina McKelvie  
Mary Mulligan Jeremy Purvis 
Elizabeth Smith Karen Whitefield (Convener) 

 
Also present: Richard Baker, Ted Brocklebank and Malcolm Chisholm. 

 
1. Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill: The Committee took 

evidence on the general principles of the Bill at Stage 1 from — 

Alex Young, Bill Team Leader, Lifelong Learning Directorate, Chris 
McCrone, Glasgow Finance Team Leader, Finance Directorate, and 
Andrew Campbell, Senior Principal Legal Officer, Scottish Government 
Legal Directorate, Scottish Government; 

and then from— 

Graham Philp, Finance and Fraud Team Leader, and Audrey Clark, 
Customer Services Section Leader, Student Awards Agency for 
Scotland; and Ralph Seymour-Jackson, Chief Executive, Student 
Loans Company. 
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EDUCATION, LIFELONG LEARNING AND CULTURE COMMITTEE 
 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES 
 

9th Meeting, 2007 (Session 3) 

Wednesday 14th November 2007  

Present: 
 

 

Richard Baker (Committee substitute) Aileen Campbell 
Rob Gibson (Deputy Convener) Christina McKelvie 
Mary Mulligan Hugh O'Donnell (Committee substitute) 
Elizabeth Smith Karen Whitefield (Convener) 

 
Apologies were received from Ken Macintosh and Jeremy Purvis. 

 
2. Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill: The Committee took 

evidence on the general principles of the Bill at Stage 1 from — 

Peter Syme, Director, The Open University in Scotland; 

and then from— 

James Alexander, President, National Union of Students Scotland; and 
Tom D'Ardenne, President, Coalition of Higher Education Students in 
Scotland. 
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EDUCATION, LIFELONG LEARNING AND CULTURE COMMITTEE 
 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES 
 

11th Meeting, 2007 (Session 3) 

Wednesday 28 November 2007  

Present: 
 

 

Richard Baker (Committee substitute) Aileen Campbell 
Rob Gibson (Deputy Convener) Christina McKelvie  
Mary Mulligan Jeremy Purvis 
Elizabeth Smith Karen Whitefield (Convener) 

 
Apologies were received from Ken Macintosh. 

 
2. Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill: The Committee took 

evidence on the general principles of the Bill at Stage 1 from— 

Fiona Hyslop, Cabinet Secretary for Education and Lifelong Learning, 
Stephen Kerr, Head of Higher Education and Learner Support, Lifelong 
Learning Directorate, Chris McCrone, Glasgow Finance Team Leader, 
Finance Directorate and Douglas Tullis, Head of Solicitors Education, 
Enterprise and Pensions Division, Scottish Government Legal 
Directorate, Scottish Government. 

4. Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill (in private): The 
Committee considered written evidence received on the general principles 
of the Bill and agreed its approach to its draft Stage 1 Report. 
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EDUCATION, LIFELONG LEARNING AND CULTURE COMMITTEE 
 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES 
 

12th Meeting, 2007 (Session 3) 

Wednesday 5th December 2007  

Present: 
 

 

Richard Baker (Committee substitute) Aileen Campbell 
Rob Gibson (Deputy Convener) Christina McKelvie  
Mary Mulligan Jeremy Purvis 
Elizabeth Smith Karen Whitefield (Convener) 

 
Apologies were received from Ken Macintosh. 

 
2. Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill (in private): The 

Committee considered a draft Stage 1 Report and agreed to consider a 
further draft at its next meeting. 
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EDUCATION, LIFELONG LEARNING AND CULTURE COMMITTEE 
 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES 
 

13th Meeting, 2007 (Session 3) 

Wednesday 12th December 2007  

Present: 
 

 

Richard Baker (Committee substitute) Aileen Campbell 
Rob Gibson (Deputy Convener) Christina McKelvie  
Mary Mulligan Jeremy Purvis 
Elizabeth Smith Karen Whitefield (Convener) 

 
Apologies were received from Ken Macintosh. 

 
3. Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill (in private): The 

Committee considered a draft Stage 1 Report. Various changes were 
agreed to (2 by division). Subject to a number of minor changes, the report 
was then agreed to. 

Record of divisions in private: 

Richard Baker proposed an alternative of paragraph 69. The proposal was 
agreed to by division: For 4 (Richard Baker, Mary Mulligan, Elizabeth Smith 
and Karen Whitefield), Against 4 (Aileen Campbell, Rob Gibson, Christina 
McKelvie and Jeremy Purvis), Abstentions 0; proposal agreed to on casting 
vote. The original paragraph stated: 

69. Overall, the Committee broadly welcomes the overall reduction 
in student debt likely to be achieved by abolition of the GE and notes 
the Scottish Government’s stated commitment to securing student 
support (including part time students) in other ways. However it 
considers that its stage 1 scrutiny has pointed up a number of 
significant criticisms of the Bill and highlighted a lack of alternative 
approaches to widening access to higher education. 

The Convener put the question that the Committee recommends to the 
Parliament that the general principles be approved. The proposal was 
disagreed to by division: For 4 (Aileen Campbell, Rob Gibson, Christina 
McKelvie and Jeremy Purvis), Against 4 (Richard Baker, Mary Mulligan, 
Elizabeth Smith and Karen Whitefield), Abstentions 0; the proposal was 
disagreed to on casting vote. 
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Scottish Parliament 

Education, Lifelong Learning and 
Culture Committee 

Wednesday 7 November 2007 

[THE CONVENER opened the meeting at 09:30] 

Graduate Endowment Abolition 
(Scotland) Bill: Stage 1 

The Convener (Karen Whitefield): Welcome to 
the eighth meeting of the Education, Lifelong 
Learning and Culture Committee in this session of 
the Parliament. Agenda item 1 is an oral evidence 
session as part of our stage 1 consideration of the 
Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill. We 
will hear from two panels of witnesses. 

I welcome the first panel: Andrew Campbell is 
senior principal legal officer in the Scottish 
Government’s legal directorate; Chris McCrone is 
finance team leader in the finance directorate; and 
Alex Young is learning support policy officer in the 
lifelong learning directorate and the bill team 
leader. Thank you for joining us. I invite one of you 
to make a short opening statement before we 
move to questions. 

Alex Young (Scottish Government Lifelong 
Learning Directorate): Good morning. As you 
know, the bill aims to fulfil a manifesto 
commitment to abolish the graduate endowment 
fee. It will abolish the fee for all students who have 
successfully completed their course since 1 April 
2007 or who will successfully complete their 
course in future. Graduates are not asked to pay 
the fee until 1 April after they successfully 
complete their course, so the next cohort of 
students who would become obliged to pay under 
the current arrangements would be those who 
successfully completed their course on or after 1 
April 2007, who would become liable to pay on 1 
April 2008. There are no plans to abolish the fee in 
respect of those who became liable to pay in 
2005, 2006 and 2007. 

We ran a consultation from July to September 
on the principle of abolishing the fee, to which 
there were 44 respondents, the vast majority of 
whom were in favour of the principle. The bulk of 
responses came from universities and student 
representative bodies. Following the consultation, 
the bill was introduced on 22 October. My 
colleagues and I will be happy to answer 
members’ questions. 

The Convener: Thank you for keeping your 
statement short so that we can have the maximum 
time for questions. You said that the bill will fulfil a 

manifesto commitment from the new Government. 
What is the policy intention of the bill? 

Alex Young: Other than simply the removal of 
the graduate endowment, there is a wider policy to 
reduce student debt. 

The Convener: Is the belief that students have 
been deterred from entering higher education 
because of the additional financial burden that the 
graduate endowment places on them the 
reasoning behind the bill? 

Alex Young: Yes. Research from the Joseph 
Rowntree Foundation shows that student debt is 
one of the biggest contributors to people not 
wanting to undertake higher education courses. 

The Convener: What evidence is there to 
suggest that the graduate endowment deters 
potential students from entering higher education? 

Alex Young: There is not any particular 
evidence on the graduate endowment. 

The Convener: So we have no evidence to 
prove that, if the bill is successful, the number of 
students entering higher education will increase. 

Alex Young: It is clear that abolishing the 
graduate endowment will reduce overall student 
debt. 

The Convener: It will reduce the amount that 
students have to spend, or the amount that they 
will have to pay back if they take out a student 
loan, but do you have any evidence that suggests 
that the endowment has deterred young people or 
mature students from entering higher education? 
Is its abolition likely to encourage those people to 
enter higher education? 

Alex Young: The evidence from the age 
participation index shows that the proportion of 
young Scots in higher education has fallen since 
the graduate endowment was introduced, between 
2001 and 2006. 

The Convener: Has any breakdown been done 
of the reasons why those young people might not 
have entered higher education? Is it possible that, 
due to growing employment in this country, some 
people might have decided to go straight into 
employment rather than on to university? Has 
there been any analysis of that information? 

Alex Young: I am not aware of any such 
analysis. 

The Convener: So it is just an assertion, rather 
than being based on any facts. 

Alex Young: It is based on the figures in the 
age participation index. 

The Convener: It is a fact that participation has 
decreased, but there is no explanation of the many 
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and varied reasons why that has happened. Is that 
correct? 

Alex Young: I am not aware of any evidence of 
that. 

The Convener: So there is no evidence to 
suggest that the abolition of the graduate 
endowment could lead to greater participation in 
higher education. 

Alex Young: The fact that it will reduce overall 
student debt—connected with the age participation 
figures—indicates that more people will want to 
enter. 

The Convener: In the calculation of those 
figures, were students asked directly what their 
reasons were for entering higher education? Has 
any assessment been done of the reasons why 
others chose not to go into higher education? 

Alex Young: The Joseph Rowntree Foundation 
survey is the evidence that is being used to 
support that. 

The Convener: So we have got one study, on 
which all this is based. 

Richard Baker (North East Scotland) (Lab): 
Regarding the evidence from the Joseph 
Rowntree Foundation—which is used in the policy 
memorandum—is it correct that that report 
predates the graduate endowment, and that it is a 
United Kingdom-wide report rather than a 
Scotland-specific report? 

Alex Young: Yes, that report was published in 
2003. 

The Convener: So we are basing the policy on 
evidence that is not only out of date, but does not 
reflect the position in Scotland. 

Alex Young: The figures from the age 
participation index show a drop. 

The Convener: We have covered that issue—
we might want to pursue it with the minister when 
she comes to the committee. 

Rob Gibson (Highlands and Islands) (SNP): I 
thank Alex Young for his opening statement and 
his view that the endowment is part of the 
mounting level of student debt. 

When you were drawing up your plans, did you 
think that taking a more free-to-all approach by 
reducing student debt—for higher education—
would be more equitable for those from 
disadvantaged backgrounds? 

Alex Young: The bill will potentially widen 
access to higher education by reducing overall 
student debt. Perhaps the Cabinet Secretary for 
Education and Lifelong Learning will want to 
discuss wider issues with the committee. 

However, one potential barrier to access will 
certainly be removed. 

Rob Gibson: It is clear from what you have said 
that student debt is a deterrent to accessing higher 
education and that the graduate endowment fee is 
part of that deterrent. The Student Awards Agency 
for Scotland has shown that the graduate 
endowment fee is often paid off through loans, so 
graduates require an extra loan to pay off their 
debts. Removing the graduate endowment fee will 
therefore remove the need for the vast majority of 
graduates to take out another loan. 

Alex Young: Yes. The average loan debt of 
£11,000 for a student on a four-year degree 
course is clearly a potential barrier to accessing 
higher education. 

Rob Gibson: Any reduction in that figure—by 
£2,200 or whatever, plus the interest that would 
have to be paid on any loan—would be a positive 
step for students. 

Alex Young: Yes. You could argue that. 

Rob Gibson: Some people have suggested that 
the option of charging a means-tested graduate 
endowment fee should have been considered. 
Was that option considered? 

Alex Young: We considered other options apart 
from abolishing the fee. Loan repayments 
themselves are means tested. 

Rob Gibson: Indeed. Obviously, we must 
support bursaries and so on. Some people have 
suggested that the means-tested graduate 
endowment should have been linked to that, but I 
presume that that is being ruled out in the bill and 
that bursaries will be dealt with separately. 

Alex Young: We are ruling out a direct link. 
However, the abolition of graduate endowment 
fees will not have any effect on the provision of 
bursaries. 

Rob Gibson: Fine. Thank you very much. 

Jeremy Purvis (Tweeddale, Ettrick and 
Lauderdale) (LD): If I heard you correctly, Mr 
Young, you said that a number of other options 
have been considered. Is that correct? 

Alex Young: I should have said that no other 
options have been considered. I apologise. 

Jeremy Purvis: We must be very careful with 
our language, as it will be on the record. The 
Official Report of the meeting will show that you 
said in answer to a previous question that other 
options were considered. I see that you are now 
reading the policy memorandum, which you have 
seen that I have been reading from. 

Alex Young: I apologise. 
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Jeremy Purvis: Okay. You said that no other 
options were considered and that part of the 
purpose of the bill is to relieve students’ debt 
burdens. I have a practical question. Why should 
students with a liability to pay the fee in 2005, 
2006 and 2007 remain liable if part of the policy 
intention is to relieve graduate debt? 

Alex Young: The cabinet secretary took that 
decision. Perhaps she will want to answer that 
question when she appears before the committee. 

Jeremy Purvis: Did you give advice on what the 
cost would be if students’ liability to pay the fee in 
2005, 2006 and 2007 were cancelled? 

Alex Young: I am not aware what the cost of 
that would be, but my colleague Chris McCrone 
might know. 

Chris McCrone (Scottish Government 
Finance Directorate): The cost would be around 
£13 million, given that the actual cash that has 
been paid to date would have to be paid back. As 
far as I am aware, that would be about £12 million, 
plus the £57,000 repaid in loans. 

Jeremy Purvis: So the figure would be £13 
million. 

Chris McCrone: Around £13 million. 

Jeremy Purvis: That would be the cost of 
removing the liability of all students. 

Chris McCrone: As you know, there is a liability 
of approximately £41 million at the moment, as 
people have been given loans. We would also 
have to cancel the loan debt, for which there 
would be a cost. 

Jeremy Purvis: So what would the overall cost 
be? 

09:45 
Chris McCrone: It would be £41 million, 

because the Scottish Government has accounted 
for that income already. In fact, the actual cash 
repayment would be £13 million to people who 
had paid cash, but the Scottish Government would 
have to bear the full cost of the £41 million 
because we have already accounted for that 
income in normal accounting practices in the year 
in which it arises. 

Jeremy Purvis: Would it be fair to say that the 
number of students who have deferred their 
graduate endowments on to their loans and have 
not started paying them back, or who have just 
started paying them back because they are at the 
earnings threshold, is lower than the number of 
students who have paid off the fee in one go? You 
said that the policy intention is to relieve the debt 
burden for students. There could well be students 
who have yet to pay because they are likely to be 

earning less than or just more than the £15,000 
threshold. 

Chris McCrone: The threshold for loan 
repayment is £15,000. As soon as a student earns 
more than £15,000, their loan repayment should 
come in—that is, if HM Revenue and Customs has 
indicated to their employer that a loan is 
repayable. There is sometimes a slight delay until 
HMRC tells the employer, then the employer 
works it into their payroll systems and 
automatically calculates what is repaid. 

Jeremy Purvis: I appreciate that; it is helpful. 
However, my point is that although a number of 
the students who are liable—is it approximately 
2,400?—do not yet earn that amount of money, 
the Government still says that they have the 
burden of paying back the graduate endowment, 
whereas there could be rich students who could 
quite easily pay back the fee but who will be 
exempt. 

Chris McCrone: I do not have the figures for 
that, but I have the total number of people who are 
liable for the graduate endowment to date, which 
is approximately 21,000. 

Jeremy Purvis: Ah. My apologies—I was about 
tenfold out. So the figure for those who are not yet 
earning £15,000 is 21,000. 

Chris McCrone: I cannot say how many are 
repaying. 

Jeremy Purvis: Right. So you do not know how 
many students who are now liable are repaying. 

Chris McCrone: Correct. You would have to 
ask the Student Loans Company, which will give 
evidence today. 

Jeremy Purvis: Has the Government not asked 
the Student Loans Company? You ask us to ask it, 
but one would have thought that you might have 
asked it when you were drawing up the financial 
memorandum and policy memorandum. 

Chris McCrone: We asked it how much of the 
graduate endowment had been repaid in loans, 
and the answer was £57,000. We did not ascertain 
the total number because we have £1.8 billion-
worth of loans outstanding in Scotland. 

Jeremy Purvis: You did not ask how many 
students. 

Chris McCrone: No. 

Jeremy Purvis: Okay. Is there any guarantee 
that the access bursaries for which funds will be 
raised will continue? 

Alex Young: Yes, there is. We can guarantee 
that they will continue. 

Jeremy Purvis: Will that be reflected in the bill? 
The current statute means that funds are raised 
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for access bursaries, but there is provision in law 
to guarantee that funding. You said that you can 
guarantee their continuation, but you cannot 
guarantee what the next Government will do. The 
bill makes no legal provision to guarantee that 
access bursaries will be funded. Is that correct? 

Alex Young: Paragraph 24 of the financial 
memorandum states: 

“abolishing the GE will not affect budget baselines such 
as those for the Young Students Bursary”. 

Jeremy Purvis: That is helpful, but you have 
answered a question that I did not ask. What 
provision will there be in law to ensure funding for 
access bursaries for poorer students? 

Chris McCrone: There is nothing in law to make 
any Administration fund anything at a certain level. 
It is up to each Administration at each funding 
review to decide what it funds. 

Jeremy Purvis: The current legislation means 
that, by law, money is raised and spent on access 
bursaries. Is that correct? 

Chris McCrone: The money is used to provide 
and pay for loans, as given by the legislation. 

Jeremy Purvis: So it is paid for— 

Chris McCrone: The current income is applied 
to the cost of student loans. The budgets for the 
young student bursaries were already pump 
primed when the legislation was introduced. 

Jeremy Purvis: So there was, previously, no 
provision in law for access bursaries to be funded 
by the graduate endowment. 

Andrew Campbell (Scottish Government 
Legal Directorate): Section 2(2) of the Education 
(Graduate Endowment and Student Support) 
(Scotland) Act 2001 makes provision in respect of 
student support and says where the funding that is 
brought in from GE is meant to go, which is to the 
funding of student support. That section defines 
student support as 

“(a) allowances for living costs; and 

(b) loans, 

under section 73(f)(i) of the Education (Scotland) Act 
1980”. 

That is as specific as the law gets. To pin down 
the issue to access bursaries per se would be to 
introduce a degree of specification that is not 
already there. 

Jeremy Purvis: If that section of the 2001 act is 
repealed, there will be no statutory provision for 
funding to be raised for student support. Is that 
correct? 

Andrew Campbell: Yes, section 1(1) of the bill 
repeals section 2 of the 2001 act. However, at 
present there is no such provision for funding to be 

raised for student support. Section 2(1) of the 
2001 act says only that Scottish ministers are 
obliged to bring forward a budget bill with a 
provision that provides for hypothecation. If the 
Parliament wishes to throw that out when it is 
dealing with the budget bill, that would be entirely 
possible. 

Jeremy Purvis: But Parliament would have to 
decide that that would happen. 

Andrew Campbell: Yes. 

Jeremy Purvis: Currently, the law says that the 
funds that are raised can be used only for student 
support and cannot go to institutions. That 
provision is being repealed. 

Andrew Campbell: It is up to the Parliament, in 
relation to the way in which it deals with the 
budget bill. 

The Convener: May I offer a point of 
clarification? The budget bill cannot be amended. 
There is no scope for the Parliament to amend the 
budget bill and it is inaccurate to suggest that 
there is. 

Jeremy Purvis: Why were graduates who are 
facing debt recovery not included in the calculation 
of those who would have liability? Is it likely that 
some of the additional £1.95 million income would, 
in fact, be collected? 

Chris McCrone: The 949 people who are 
described as being “In debt recovery” are not yet 
in debt recovery and their liability has yet to be 
confirmed. In preparing the bill, the prudent 
approach was taken that it may be that none of 
those 949 would be liable. That is why the £2 
million was not included in the calculation. 

During the collection of the graduate endowment 
in 2005-06 and 2006-07, most of the persons in 
the “Liable - In debt recovery” column proved not 
to be liable. In reality, their liability had not yet 
been determined and they were not yet in debt 
recovery. That is why the prudent approach—not 
to include the possible £2 million income—was 
taken to the bill. The same approach would be 
taken in setting the budget for the next year. 

Jeremy Purvis: Would not the prudent thing 
have been to include it? You have just said that 
you cannot guarantee that they will not be liable. 

Chris McCrone: Because they are not liable, I 
would not include the possible £2 million income. 

Jeremy Purvis: Forgive me, but this is still not 
clear to me. You say that they may not be liable. 
They are currently under debt recovery 
procedures, or are likely to be, but you said that 
people in that category are not liable to pay 
back— 
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Chris McCrone: I said that the name of the “In 
debt recovery” column is incorrect, because those 
people are not yet in debt recovery. Their debt and 
liability have still to be confirmed. 

Jeremy Purvis: So is it a typographical error? 

Chris McCrone: I would say that the description 
is slightly misleading. 

Aileen Campbell (South of Scotland) (SNP): 
Jeremy Purvis asked about funds from the 
graduate endowment going towards student 
support. Are you saying that that did not happen, 
even though the graduate endowment was 
supposed to support students? 

Chris McCrone: The bill states that moneys can 
be applied only to two items, as set out in section 
2(2) of the 2001 act, which makes it clear that the 
income can be applied to student support by 
means of either allowances for living costs or by 
loans. It was applied to the cost of providing 
student loans, because the 2001 act places 
restrictions on what that money can be used for. 
Income collected by the Scottish Government is 
not usually as tightly controlled as that which is 
collected under the 2001 act, so the income was 
applied to providing loans to students. 

Mary Mulligan (Linlithgow) (Lab): Your 
answers to Jeremy Purvis’s questions have 
strayed into the areas that I was going to pursue, 
but I have two specific points to raise. You may 
already have answered this question; if you have, 
please bear with me. Exactly how much will the 
Scottish Government accrue from those students 
who are presently liable, or who will become liable 
at some stage, to pay the graduate endowment? 

Chris McCrone: The total income, as described 
in the Scottish Parliament information centre 
paper, is £41 million, including the £2 million that 
was mentioned. Discounting that sum, the total will 
be £39 million. The Scottish Government’s 
accounts recognise the income in the year in 
which it arises, in accordance with the generally 
accepted principles of resource accounting. 
Therefore, if any income arises, the liability will 
usually be met either by cash or by loan. If 
someone goes into debt recovery, that sum will go 
into the debtor’s balance until it is ascertained how 
the person will pay—either by loan or cash, or by 
court settlement. 

Mary Mulligan: Are you saying that that £41 
million will come to the Scottish Government in 
different years? 

Chris McCrone: No, that £41 million will come 
in the years in which it is due and payable. 

Mary Mulligan: Which year is that? 

Chris McCrone: That will be 2005-06, 2006-07 
and 2007-08. In the years in which persons 

become liable on 1 April, that income is taken into 
the accounts of the Scottish Government. The 
other side of the equation is like normal business 
accounting. If a person does not pay, they become 
a debtor. In our case, a debtor is either a debtor or 
a loan, which is also shown as a debtor in the 
Scottish Government’s accounts. 

Mary Mulligan: To be clear, is it the case that 
that money has already been accounted for and 
would not therefore be available in the future? 

Chris McCrone: That is correct. 

Mary Mulligan: Given that the aim of the 
Scottish Government was to encourage people to 
come into higher education, is there a provision 
anywhere in the bill to give financial assistance to 
students who wish to come into higher education 
but who may be deterred because of financial 
difficulties? I suppose that that is the last stage of 
Jeremy Purvis’s previous question. 

Alex Young: As far as I am aware, there is 
nothing in the bill to assist those people, but 
abolishing the graduate endowment fee would 
assist them by lowering overall student debt. 

Mary Mulligan: I think that we have established 
from the convener’s questions at the beginning 
that you do not have much to substantiate that 
statement, but we will let that lie at the moment. 

10:00 
Elizabeth Smith (Mid Scotland and Fife) 

(Con): I want to direct attention to the financial 
memorandum and pick up on what the convener 
said at the beginning and what Mary Mulligan has 
just said.  

The bill’s main purpose is, I hope, to ensure that 
more people have access to higher education, but 
frankly what you have told us today does not 
inspire confidence that thorough consideration has 
been given to either evidence gained by looking at 
other options or the financial constrictions under 
which the bill will be placed. Will you give us more 
detail about the financial memorandum and the 
implications for the costs of providing student 
loans once the fee from the graduate endowment 
is lost? A lot hinges on the financial integrity of the 
bill and whether we feel as a committee that we 
can recommend to Parliament that it is the best 
possible policy. 

Chris McCrone: The budget for the cost of 
providing student loans—the departmental 
expenditure limit cost—was already set at the full 
cost of providing all loans apart from the graduate 
endowment loans. Therefore, the removal of the 
endowment will not remove the ability to provide 
loans to students, as the total value of the cost of 
providing loans has already been provided for in 
the budget. 
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Aileen Campbell: Will you give further details of 
how the graduate endowment fee has been used? 
I am looking for examples of what has been 
funded by it, and what impact there might be on 
them once it has gone. 

Chris McCrone: The graduate endowment fee 
can be used for only two purposes, one of which is 
to fund loans, which I have mentioned.  

The budget has also always been allowed for in 
the loans expenditure section against the actual 
income collected. If £15 million net of graduate 
endowment is collected, that releases £15 million 
of the cost of student loans already provided. That 
money is used as flexibility to fund other 
developments that do not have baseline budgets, 
including English for speakers of other languages 
and the Scottish screen academy. The money 
funds pilots, but they are determined over the 
spending review period, so it will be decided at the 
spending review whether any of the items that 
were funded by the flexibility will continue as 
Government policy. The flexibility is used for such 
developments. 

Richard Baker: I want to ask briefly about 
finance. Already in the financial memorandum, we 
have seen the estimated costs rise from £15 
million to £17 million per annum. How can you be 
confident that your estimates of future numbers of 
liable students are accurate? The costs have 
already been revised up, so is it possible that in 
future the potential lost income could be much 
higher than £17 million? 

Chris McCrone: The £17 million estimate is 
based on the figures for the 2007-08 financial year 
and is the best estimate available. We think that it 
reflects the steady state of the graduate 
endowment. There is no expectation that more 
than £17 million will be due next year. 

Richard Baker: It is the “best estimate”, so in 
theory it could go up. 

On the approach to the bill, a number of us are 
concerned about why the issue has been 
considered in isolation. The policy memorandum 
talks about a more general approach to student 
support. Why has the bill been considered in 
advance of the Government’s other pledges, such 
as that on removing all graduate debt? 

Alex Young: The bill is part of a wider raft of 
potential work on student debt. Obviously, the 
spending review will determine where we go with 
other student debt proposals. 

Richard Baker: So we will know from the 
spending review announcement what the rest of 
the Government’s policy on graduate debt will be.  

Alex Young: That is perhaps a question for the 
cabinet secretary to answer. 

Richard Baker: It was a question about 
process. 

The Convener: I remind Mr Baker that there is a 
distinction between the questions that we can put 
to Government officials and those that we can put 
to the minister. We should not stray into areas of 
Government policy, for which the minister is 
accountable. I ask you to reflect on that carefully 
when you put questions to the officials. 

Richard Baker: I accept that, convener, and I 
apologise. 

The Government estimates that the average 
student debt is £11,000. Where does that figure 
come from? Is that question in line, convener? 

The Convener indicated agreement.  

Richard Baker: Has there been a breakdown of 
how that debt forms? For example, what 
percentage of it results from the graduate 
endowment—for which poor students are not 
liable anyway? How much of the debt is credit 
card debt? That could be affected by increasing 
the young students bursary, to make people less 
reliant on credit—although that is not a question 
for you. 

Alex Young: I am not aware of the breakdown 
of the figure, but it comes from the Student Loans 
Company. 

Richard Baker: So there has been no 
breakdown. 

Alex Young: Not that I am aware of, although 
the Student Loans Company may be able to 
provide more information. 

Elizabeth Smith: You gave the impression that, 
when you took evidence from people about the 
principle of the bill, the overwhelming majority 
were in favour of it. However, will you say a little 
about the concerns of those who were not in 
favour, who were probably a small minority? Were 
those concerns about the fact that other options 
had not been considered? 

Alex Young: Nobody was not in favour of the 
principle. The additional people were those who 
did not answer the question whether the 
endowment should be abolished and those who 
thought that it was inappropriate for them to 
respond to that question. 

Elizabeth Smith: Can you remind us how wide 
the net was when you took evidence? 

Alex Young: We consulted widely and received 
44 responses to the consultation. We also offered 
and held face-to-face meetings with several 
organisations. 

Elizabeth Smith: In any of those meetings, did 
the question of the funding of higher education 
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arise? That is a separate issue, but it is 
nonetheless connected, because the bill will take 
money out of the sector and there is concern 
about whether money will go back in for teaching 
and research. Did anyone comment on that? 

Alex Young: As you can imagine, some higher 
education institutions raised a general point on 
that. 

Elizabeth Smith: Which institutions raised that 
issue? 

Alex Young: That is contained in the 
consultation responses. I cannot remember which 
institutions raised the issue. However, it is fair to 
say that they were satisfied that the bill will not 
lead to a reduction in general university funding. 

Elizabeth Smith: What about the effect on the 
numbers who take up further and higher education 
places? 

Alex Young: Do you mean who commented on 
that? 

Elizabeth Smith: Yes. 

Alex Young: The student organisations were 
heavily in favour of the bill because it will 
potentially attract more students. 

Ken Macintosh (Eastwood) (Lab): I return to 
the issue of widening access and participation. 
Does the Government have figures on how 
student access and participation have increased 
or decreased over the years? 

Alex Young: Figures have been published on 
widening access, which I have in front of me. As 
part of the general higher education statistics 
publication, there are figures on widening access. 
For example, figures are held on entrants from 
deprived areas. I am not sure whether you want 
me to quote them to you now. 

Ken Macintosh: I am interested in whether the 
figures support the theory that the endowment has 
been a barrier. 

Alex Young: The figures that I have in front of 
me cover only 2005-06. From the table, it would 
be impossible to say what happened in the 
intervening years. 

Ken Macintosh: Do you have figures that go 
further back in time? 

Alex Young: I am sure that there will be figures 
from further back, but I do not have them in front 
of me. 

Ken Macintosh: Do the figures show a 
decrease? Is participation decreasing or 
increasing? 

Alex Young: Is participation— 

Ken Macintosh: Are we managing to widen 
access to and participation in higher education, or 
is participation decreasing? 

Alex Young: As I said, I cannot tell that from the 
figures in front of me, as they are from 2005-06.  

Ken Macintosh: The figures are from just one 
year.  

Alex Young: Yes, the ones in front of me are, 
but I am happy to provide more figures should you 
require them. 

Ken Macintosh: Would that be all right, 
convener? 

The Convener: If Scottish Executive officials 
are happy to do that, it would be helpful. 

Ken Macintosh: The figures would be 
particularly welcome in helping us to see what the 
trend in widening access has been. Obviously, it 
would be particularly beneficial to go back to the 
period before the introduction of the graduate 
endowment. I am not sure whether that would be 
possible, but, if so, it would be helpful. Ideally, we 
should go back to pre-1997 figures, before tuition 
fees. 

Alex Young: We will see whether the figures 
are available. 

The Convener: Thank you. 

Jeremy Purvis: My question follows on from 
that point. Just so that we are clear, the figures 
from which you are quoting are to be found in 
“Students in Higher Education at Scottish 
Institutions 2005-06”, which the Government 
published in May 2007. You would have assessed 
the figures in drawing up your policy 
memorandum, which is explicit about the graduate 
endowment being a barrier. It does not say that it 
is only part of the problem; it is explicit. Paragraph 
12 says that 
“The policy’s failure to contribute to widening access is also 
clear.” 

You have to hand only the 2005-06 figures for 
Scotland-domiciled entrants from deprived areas 
to higher education. You cannot provide the 
figures for previous years, and yet you assessed 
them as part of your consideration in drawing up 
the policy memorandum. Is that not the case? 

Alex Young: That paragraph goes on to talk 
about the  
“average loan debt for a student”  

and the overall burden of student debt, which will 
be reduced by students not paying the graduate 
endowment fee. 

Jeremy Purvis: I will come on to that in a 
moment, but I would be grateful for an answer to 
my question. Before you drew up the policy 
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memorandum, did you, or did you not, analyse 
and interrogate the figures from before 2005-06 for 
Scotland-domiciled entrants from deprived areas 
to higher education? 

Alex Young: Yes, but I do not have those 
figures in front of me right now. 

Jeremy Purvis: If you analysed the figures, 
what did the information tell you? 

Alex Young: As I said, I do not have the 
information in front of me. 

Jeremy Purvis: You cannot recall your 
interrogation of those figures. 

Alex Young: I personally did not interrogate 
them. 

Jeremy Purvis: I wonder whether you might be 
able to speak to the person who did and come 
back to the committee with the information. 

Alex Young: Yes. 

Jeremy Purvis: On age participation, I note that 
the policy memorandum says—as we all know—
that students who finished their courses in 2004 
became liable for the graduate endowment in 
2005. What is the accurate baseline year from 
which we can consider the impact on the age 
participation rate? One would think that the year 
when students became liable would be the year in 
which you could measure realistically the impact of 
the graduate endowment on the on-going burden, 
as you put it, of debt on graduates and their 
families and on students’ decisions whether to 
apply to university. Would that not be the 
appropriate baseline year from which to look at the 
impact on the age participation rate? 

Alex Young: Yes. That was the year before 
students started paying the graduate endowment 
fee—they started to pay it in 2005-06. 

Jeremy Purvis: So you would have looked at 
the impact from 2004-05. 

10:15 
Alex Young: Yes, but I presume that from 2001-

02 people knew that they would become liable in 
future. 

Jeremy Purvis: Right. What baseline did you 
use to consider the impact? You seem a bit 
unclear. 

Alex Young: The age participation index for 
2001-02. 

Jeremy Purvis: Before graduates started to pay 
the fee. 

Alex Young: Yes. It is obvious that there might 
have been other factors, but we used the index for 
2001-02. 

Jeremy Purvis: Why were participation rates for 
that year, when students first learned that they 
would have to pay the fee, up nearly 3 per cent on 
1999? 

Alex Young: I do not know. We would need— 

Jeremy Purvis: You quoted the figures to the 
committee. 

Alex Young: Do you mean the 51 per cent 
figure? 

Jeremy Purvis: Yes, the 51.5 per cent figure. 
Do you have the statistics publication notice “The 
Age Participation Index (API) for Scotland 2005-
06” to hand? 

Alex Young: Yes. 

Jeremy Purvis: The notice was published in 
June. According to table 1, the total age 
participation rate was 48.9 per cent in 1999-2000 
and 51.5 per cent in 2001-02. Why was there an 
increase, when students knew that they would 
have to pay the graduate endowment? 

Alex Young: I am not sure. Multiple factors are 
involved in students’ decisions. 

Jeremy Purvis: Am I asking the right person? 
Your team drew up the policy memorandum, did it 
not? 

Alex Young: That is correct. 

Jeremy Purvis: You said in paragraph 12 of the 
policy memorandum: 

“The policy’s failure to contribute to widening access is 
also clear.” 

There is no doubt in the policy memorandum, but 
now you cannot say why the age participation 
index went up by nearly 3 per cent. You might 
want to reflect on that and come back to us. 

Alex Young: Okay. 

Jeremy Purvis: Why, if the policy is a “failure”, 
did the age participation index go up by 0.7 per 
cent between 2004-05 and 2005-06? Indeed, 
participation by female students went up by nearly 
2 per cent in that period. 

Alex Young: Other factors are probably 
involved in that increase. 

Jeremy Purvis: What are they? 

Alex Young: Any number of factors could affect 
whether students want to attend university. 

Jeremy Purvis: Is it true that the evidence in 
your policy memorandum of a barrier to entering 
higher education is based on the age participation 
index? 

Alex Young: The evidence is based on the age 
participation index and on average student debt. 
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Jeremy Purvis: You just said that any number 
of factors could contribute. 

Alex Young: Other factors could contribute. 

Jeremy Purvis: Why did you not say that in the 
policy memorandum? You said in the policy 
memorandum: 

“The policy’s failure to contribute to widening access is 
also clear”, 

and you cited the age participation index as 
evidence. 

Alex Young: We would be quite happy to take 
another look at the policy memorandum if the 
committee thinks that that is appropriate. 

Jeremy Purvis: Do you think that the policy 
memorandum is still valid? 

Alex Young: Yes, it is still valid. There is 
evidence that the age participation index has fallen 
and there is evidence of average student debt. 

Jeremy Purvis: In the year that you took as a 
baseline there was an increase in the age 
participation index, but you do not know why that 
was the case. In 2005-06 there was another 
increase, but in the intervening years there was a 
decrease. You do not know why there was a 
decrease, but in the policy memorandum you cited 
the decrease as evidence of the impact of the 
graduate endowment. 

Alex Young: As I said, we would be quite happy 
to take another look at it if you think that that 
would be appropriate. 

The Convener: Before you make that 
commitment, may I counsel you on what you can 
and cannot do? It is my understanding that you 
cannot amend the policy memorandum. If you 
were to give that commitment—and such a 
commitment should be made by the minister—my 
understanding is that we would have to start this 
process at the very beginning again, and the 
Government would need to consult on a new bill 
proposal. You cannot change the policy 
memorandum now, just because a committee of 
the Parliament has, in its early evidence taking, 
highlighted discrepancies—some of which should 
have been thought through before you came to the 
Parliament in the first place.  

Mr Purvis, can you make these your final 
questions? 

Jeremy Purvis: Yes. 

The Scottish Government states clearly in the 
documentation that has been supplied to 
committee members that there would be nil impact 
on the Government’s budget as a result of the 
change. Can you explain why that would be the 
case? 

Chris McCrone: The reason why there is nil 
impact is that when the graduate endowment was 
first brought in at the spending review in 2004, the 
budget was set at zero. The Government allowed 
for the cost of all loans, apart from graduate 
endowment loans, and when the income from the 
graduate endowment was introduced, expenditure 
on student loans was also increased above the 
amount required to match the graduate 
endowment income, because at that time it was 
unclear how much income the graduate 
endowment would raise each year. It was prudent 
to have the budget set at zero—that is, income 
matching expenditure—so that any income that 
was gained would give flexibility in that spending 
review period, as opposed to being applied and 
then not being gained, which would have put 
pressure on the other higher and further education 
budgets and student support measures, which 
would have to make up for the deficiency.  

Because income equalled expenditure and 
therefore there was a nil baseline, we have a 
degree of additional flexibility to release what was 
actually budgeted for student loans by the 
Government: every pound of graduate endowment 
net income gained released a pound of the 
amount of income. That is why there will be no 
loss of baseline when the abolition is introduced in 
this spending review period. 

Jeremy Purvis: Is there any further flexibility 
within that—for example, if the provisions of the 
bill were amended to extend its scope to cover 
previous students who are still liable for the 
endowment? Would withdrawing their liability fit 
within the flexibility that exists within the budgeting 
process? 

Chris McCrone: No, that would not fit. As I said 
earlier, the income is taken in the year in which it 
is earned, so repayment of that income would 
incur a direct cost to the Scottish Government of 
the full amount. 

Jeremy Purvis: That is helpful—thank you. 

Aileen Campbell: My question is 
supplementary to Jeremy Purvis’s previous line of 
questioning. I am interested in some of the 
evidence that you took during the consultation, 
particularly from the student bodies, whose 
members are directly affected by the graduate 
endowment. Can you say a bit more about the 
benefits of abolishing the graduate endowment 
that were included in the consultation responses, 
and how the respondents considered that the 
measure will positively impact on students’ lives?  

Alex Young: Their general line was that the 
measure will reduce overall student debt and will 
potentially open up access to more students. They 
did not really go any further than that; they were 
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just—understandably—happy that debt would be 
reduced.  

Aileen Campbell: So they see the measure as 
a key element of relieving the debt burden.  

Alex Young: They see it as a contributing factor 
to relieving the debt burden. 

Rob Gibson: I want to establish some ballpark 
figures. It appears that the graduate endowment 
costs at least £2,000. If it is paid off by a loan, that 
will be at the going rate of interest. That makes the 
graduate endowment about a fifth of total student 
debt, which is around £11,000. Is that correct?  

Alex Young: Yes, I think so.  

Rob Gibson: In your review, was there any 
inference that poorer, part-time and older students 
were being particularly badly hit by having to make 
the repayments? 

Alex Young: I am sorry—do you mean during 
the consultation? 

Rob Gibson: Yes.  

Alex Young: There are certain exemptions from 
the graduate endowment fee: certain groups do 
not pay it anyway. Some comments were made 
about part-time students. In any case, we are 
conducting a review of funding for part-time 
students.  

Rob Gibson: There is always a threshold for 
such things. During the summer, the Universities 
and Colleges Admissions Service produced an 
important report for the whole of Britain that shows 
the drop-out rates in science, languages, maths 
and so on. That is particularly relevant for the 
categories that I have been discussing. I posit that, 
in Scotland, those rates must be taken into 
account in any assessment of overall student debt. 
Is that correct? 

Alex Young: I am sorry—what is the question? 

Rob Gibson: When we are talking about 
attracting students, widening access to university 
and so on, the possibility of falling within the 
mischief—as they say—of graduate endowment 
law is a deterrent, as it is an important part of 
student debt overall.  

Alex Young: Yes. 

Ken Macintosh: I want to clarify the issue of 
part-time students. Is it true that part-time students 
do not pay the graduate endowment?  

Alex Young: That is correct, yes.  

Ken Macintosh: Is it true that you have 
received evidence that, by abolishing the graduate 
endowment, you are in fact widening the gap 
between part-time students and full-time students? 

Alex Young: Some comments about part-time 
students were made during the consultation. 
However, we are undertaking a review of support 
for part-time students.  

Ken Macintosh: The bill does not help part-time 
students in any way, does it?  

Alex Young: Part-time students do not pay the 
graduate endowment anyway. The bill means that 
nobody will pay the graduate endowment fee, so 
everyone will be in the same position. 

Ken Macintosh: Therefore, the bill will be no 
help for part-time students, as they do not pay it in 
the first place. Is that correct? 

Alex Young: Yes.  

Richard Baker: Following on from Mr Gibson’s 
questions, it is right to say that only half of 
students were liable for the endowment and that 
students from poorer backgrounds were exempt.  

Alex Young: That is correct. 

The Convener: That concludes our evidence 
taking from you this morning. I thank you for your 
attendance, but I point out that this is the 
beginning of a process of engagement involving 
the committee, the Scottish Government and 
officials. I hope that, when you come before the 
committee on future occasions, you are better 
prepared and have a full understanding of the 
policy memorandum. I do not think that it is helpful 
if bill team members do not have a very clear 
understanding of what has been written in the 
policy memorandum.  

10:29 
Meeting suspended.  

10:32 
On resuming— 

The Convener: I welcome our second panel of 
witnesses: Graham Philp is finance and fraud 
team leader and Audrey Clark is customer 
services section leader at the Student Awards 
Agency for Scotland; and Ralph Seymour-Jackson 
is chief executive of the Student Loans Company. 
Thank you for joining us this morning. Unless you 
want to make a brief opening statement, we will go 
straight to questions, which I will start. 

As the panel will be aware, the policy 
memorandum to the bill cites the failure to 
encourage additional students, especially those 
from deprived backgrounds, to enter higher and 
further education as one reason for abolishing the 
graduate endowment. From your professional 
dealings with the subject, do you agree that the 
graduate endowment has reduced the number of 
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students entering higher education? Will the bill 
make a difference to that? 

Audrey Clark (Student Awards Agency for 
Scotland): I am sorry, but I do not think that we 
can comment on that. 

Ralph Seymour-Jackson (Student Loans 
Company): I agree. Our role is to administer 
student loans according to policies that have been 
set by the Scottish Parliament. We can comment 
only on that. 

The Convener: Do you have any anecdotal 
evidence that students raise the additional burden 
of the graduate endowment as an issue when they 
contact the Student Loans Company when they 
are encountering repayment difficulties or when 
they want to postpone repayment because they 
are unable to find employment? Are you not in a 
position to tell us that either? 

Ralph Seymour-Jackson: I can certainly say 
that, if students were asked whether they would 
prefer to receive everything as a Government 
grant rather than as a loan, they would say yes. 
However, the division between how much should 
be paid directly in grant and how much should be 
paid by student contributions through loans is a 
legitimate decision for Parliament rather than for 
us. 

Elizabeth Smith: Is it a fair assessment to say 
that you anticipate that your job will become easier 
if the bill successfully proceeds through 
Parliament, because some of the administrative 
pressures that you have undoubtedly faced in the 
past will be removed? 

Audrey Clark: We have customer services staff 
who deal with the graduate endowment. They will 
just be redeployed within the agency, so our job 
will not become easier, as such; there will be no 
major change in that respect. 

Elizabeth Smith: How will that redeployment 
take place? Are you confident that those staff will 
be redeployed successfully in other areas? 

Audrey Clark: Yes, we have on-going 
vacancies. 

Ralph Seymour-Jackson: From the Student 
Loans Company’s point of view, we are talking 
about a small reduction in workload. We will still 
need to administer all the other student loans for 
Scottish students. Although there will be a small 
reduction in the burden on us and in the 
accompanying costs, I foresee no staffing issues 
in accommodating it. 

Rob Gibson: How would you describe the job of 
recovering the graduate endowment fee? Has it 
been difficult to get people to decide whether to 
pay in cash or through loans, for example? Has it 

been a greater burden than the work that you do in 
administering student loans in general? 

Audrey Clark: From a customer service angle, 
the processing of the loan is basically the same. 
We get a lot of complaints—we have to deal with 
people who are not happy that they have to pay 
the graduate endowment. However, the fact that 
people are now more understanding of its 
existence and their liability to pay it makes the 
administration side of things slightly easier. 

Rob Gibson: Has the involvement of HM 
Revenue and Customs made it easier to track 
people down in recent years? 

Ralph Seymour-Jackson: That is a question 
for me to deal with. Using HM Revenue and 
Customs as the prime collection method certainly 
makes things easier. It means that we do not have 
to ask graduates to set up direct debits and so on, 
because deductions are made directly from their 
pay when they are in normal salaried jobs. The 
fact that repayments change in real time—if 
someone’s salary drops in one month, their 
repayment also drops—definitely removes some 
of the issues that arose under the old loans 
scheme, whereby the use of flat monthly 
repayments meant that if someone’s income 
suddenly dropped, they could genuinely find it 
difficult to make a repayment. The use of HM 
Revenue and Customs has provided a better way 
of administering collections and has removed the 
problem of people’s incomes fluctuating and their 
loan repayments not fluctuating, which arose 
under the old scheme. 

Rob Gibson: The Scottish Parliament 
information centre briefing mentions a gross 
graduate endowment fee income of £23.4 million 
in April 2007. Is the debt recovery figure of about 
£1.95 million roughly what you would expect or is 
it lower or higher than you would have hoped? 

Ralph Seymour-Jackson: To explain that, I will 
have to delve into the bowels of how the income 
collection repayment mechanism works. It must be 
understood that a graduate has a flat liability to 
repay, which is not linked to a particular product. 
In effect, they must make a repayment of 9 per 
cent of their income that is in excess of £15,000, 
which goes towards repaying all their debts. 
Alongside a graduate endowment loan, a graduate 
might have a maintenance loan to repay. If you 
look at a repayment for a particular product, you 
get only a partial view of the situation. As far as I 
am concerned, the figures are what we would 
expect, but working out what we would expect is 
quite a complicated process. 

Ken Macintosh: Have the debt recovery figures 
risen over the years? What is the trend? As 
regards the proportion of the total amount that 

 

41

63



257  7 NOVEMBER 2007  258 

students owe that you recover, are the figures 
going up or down? Is there a perceivable trend? 

Ralph Seymour-Jackson: There are two 
aspects to that. Debt recovery, which has already 
been discussed, is handled by SAAS. 

Graham Philp (Student Awards Agency for 
Scotland): The number of cases that go to our 
debt recovery team to be handled by our solicitors 
remains fairly static year on year: we have not 
seen it increase or decrease. This year, we have 
tried to ascertain liability with the institutions 
before we pass cases to our debt recovery team, 
which is why we are slightly behind our normal 
timeframe for passing cases to the team. The 949 
cases that were mentioned earlier have not been 
passed to the team because we are still speaking 
to the institutions to ascertain whether those 
students have graduated and are therefore liable. 

Ken Macintosh: When the graduate 
endowment was introduced, did it have a marked 
impact? Did your debt recovery problems 
increase? 

Graham Philp: The number of cases going to 
the debt recovery team obviously increased, but 
we have the capability to handle them. 

Ken Macintosh: I am just trying to work out 
whether the endowment is part of a trend of 
growing debt or whether there is a particular 
problem with it. You said that the number of cases 
going to the debt recovery team has been static. 
Did the graduate endowment cause an increase in 
such cases, or did it just top up the numbers by 
one or two? 

Graham Philp: Our debt recovery department 
deals with people who have withdrawn from their 
course but have been paid maintenance, which we 
have to recover. There has been an increase in 
the department’s workload because of the 
graduate endowment, but the level of graduate 
endowment cases that have been passed on year 
on year has remained about the same. 

Ken Macintosh: Right. 

Aileen Campbell: Can you tell us the exact 
costs involved for both organisations? We were 
given the figures of £225,000 for one-off 
operational costs for SAAS and £63,000 for the 
Student Loans Company for the process of 
abolishing the graduate endowment. How will any 
savings that you make be redeployed? 

Graham Philp: The £225,000 is purely a write-
off for our information technology system that was 
developed for the graduate endowment. Any 
savings are going to be used for other projects, 
such as providing greater information to our 
institutions and school leavers about the student 
support that is available. 

Jeremy Purvis: I want to ask about the students 
who are not going to have their liability cancelled 
but who have deferred their endowment charges 
on to their loans. How many students are 
involved? The Government did not ask you that 
question, so I thought that I would. 

Ralph Seymour-Jackson: Over the past three 
years—2005, 2006 and 2007—about 13,000 
students out of 23,000 have elected to meet their 
graduate endowment liability via a loan. 

Jeremy Purvis: That is more than half. 

Ralph Seymour-Jackson: Yes. I am wary of 
doing mental arithmetic, but I think that you are 
right. 

Jeremy Purvis: What would be the implications 
for your organisations if those students’ liabilities 
were removed as well? 

Ralph Seymour-Jackson: That would be a 
much more complex project for us. In broad terms, 
turning off the process that creates new graduate 
endowment loans would be relatively simple for 
us, so the implementation costs would be quite 
low. However, writing off all liabilities would be 
more complex. In particular, there would need to 
be a clear definition of what we would write off. If 
somebody evaded their liabilities by going to work 
overseas and did not repay their debt, would we 
write off what they should have repaid to put them 
on the same footing as someone who had repaid 
their debt? The definition of what should be written 
off would be complex: we would have to apply 
complex tests to work out what to write off. It 
would be a doable project administratively, but it 
would be much more complex and time 
consuming than the current one. 

10:45 
Audrey Clark: The same applies to SAAS: it 

would be a huge administrative task, on which we 
would need to work with the SLC. 

Jeremy Purvis: What would it involve? Would it 
simply require an extension of the process that 
you are going to have to carry out or would it be 
different? 

Ralph Seymour-Jackson: We will have to 
ensure that we do not create new graduate 
endowment loans. It is relatively simple to close 
the door on the process and not let any more 
people through. However, writing off would mean 
looking back at the history, which would involve 
much more work. 

Jeremy Purvis: Forgive me, but the SLC 
submission said that you will need to put in place 
project management, system testing, and training 
and support. It also said that you will have to 
change your IT system and work differently with 
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SAAS; update communication materials that you 
issue to higher education institutions and 
stakeholders; and contact students who have 
already requested the graduate endowment. 
Would writing off liability be an extension of those 
processes? 

Ralph Seymour-Jackson: Yes, but I am 
telegraphing to you that it would not add 50 per 
cent to the cost; it would cost much more and 
involve much more work. The areas of activity that 
you highlighted would remain the same, but each 
would require many more man days of work. 

Jeremy Purvis: I have a further brief question. 
You may have heard earlier questioning about 
students facing debt recovery. There was slight 
confusion about the number of students involved. 
A figure of £1.95 million was quoted for the total 
debt recovery. Do you have information about 
those students and about whether that figure is 
accurate? You will have heard what the 
Government said. 

Ralph Seymour-Jackson: SAAS operates that 
process. 

Graham Philp: We agree with the Government 
on that point. We are not 100 per cent sure 
whether the students are fully liable. We have had 
no contact with them whatsoever; they have not 
responded to any of our letters. They may not be 
liable to pay the endowment debt. 

Jeremy Purvis: Are they not liable because you 
will write off the debt or because they should not 
be liable? 

Graham Philp: They should not be liable. 

Jeremy Purvis: Right. So you cannot contact 
them, but they should not be liable anyway, and 
you have made errors to the tune of about £2 
million. 

Audrey Clark: No. They may meet one of our 
exemption criteria, but they have not told us 
whether that is the case. Until they do so, we do 
not know. 

Jeremy Purvis: But is it prudent to take out the 
figure for the anticipated income, or is it prudent to 
retain that figure because the students may be 
liable? 

Audrey Clark: But they may not be. 

Jeremy Purvis: So what is the most prudent 
thing to do? You can anticipate what the potential 
income would be, but if it is not going to come to 
the Government you can cancel it. You either 
include the liability of those students or you do not. 
What kind of category do you put them in? Do you 
estimate the liability as income that you are not 
likely to receive, or do you still have it on your 
books as potential money because current 

information tells you that that liability money may 
come in? 

Graham Philp: Prudence requires that we do 
not include those students until their liability is 
realised, so we will exclude them. 

Richard Baker: Correct me if I am wrong, Mr 
Philp, but in response to questions from, I think, 
Ken Macintosh you talked about an increase in 
debt recovery. The questions were on the 
graduate endowment, but I think that you spoke 
about students who had withdrawn from their 
courses. I think that I am right in saying that such 
students would not be liable to pay the graduate 
endowment, so that would not affect their debt 
situation. 

Graham Philp: No. I was talking about our debt 
recovery team’s normal daily work. Their main 
workload deals with people who have been 
overpaid because they have withdrawn from their 
courses. That is nothing to do with the graduate 
endowment, which is an extra part of the 
workload. 

Richard Baker: That is helpful clarification. 

In your submission, you say that the figures on 
page 2 are different from those used in earlier 
announcements by the Cabinet Secretary for 
Education and Lifelong Learning. To what extent 
are they different? 

Graham Philp: The cabinet secretary asked me 
to prepare a paper on that, which I am in the 
middle of doing. The figures changed slightly 
because some students responded and some who 
were in debt recovery opted to pay in full or take 
out a student loan. The numbers change on a 
daily basis as students contact us, so we expect 
some movement in them over three months. 

Jeremy Purvis: As we are deliberating this 
matter, it would be helpful if you furnished us, 
through the convener, with that paper. 

The Convener: I hope that Mr Philp can supply 
the committee with his paper once he has supplied 
it to the cabinet secretary, who should have first 
sight of it. 

There are no further questions, so that 
concludes our evidence taking. Thank you for your 
attendance. 

I suspend the meeting briefly to allow a 
changeover of witnesses. 

10:51 
Meeting suspended. 
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Graduate Endowment Abolition 
(Scotland) Bill: Stage 1 

The Convener: Agenda item 2 is the taking of 
oral evidence as part of our stage 1 consideration 
of the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) 
Bill. Following the evidence that the committee 
received from Scottish Government officials at last 
week’s meeting, I decided to write to the Cabinet 
Secretary for Education and Lifelong Learning in 
advance of her appearance in front of the 
committee on 28 November to seek clarification on 
a number of issues that had been raised. The 
cabinet secretary’s reply was received this 
morning and has been circulated to members by 
the clerks. A copy of it has also been put on one of 
the committee’s pages on the Parliament’s 
website. 

I welcome our first witness, Peter Syme, who is 
the director of the Open University in Scotland. 
Thank you very much for joining us. I understand 
that you would like to make a short opening 
statement, after which we will move to questions. 

Peter Syme (Open University): It will be brief. 

The Open University’s position has always been 
that, ultimately, decisions about how higher 
education is funded and who pays are political 
decisions—although, in general, one would expect 
an institution with the mission of the Open 
University to welcome any initiative that made it 
easier for people to enter higher education. 

In the present context, we have one simple point 
to make: regardless of the merits of the bill, when 
it is passed, students who are classed as full time, 
whether they are rich or poor, will not pay tuition 
fees and students who are classed as part time, 
whether they are rich or poor, will pay tuition fees, 
unless they are in the very poorest category. 

In our view, that proposal is open to objection on 
four grounds. It is unjust because it bases financial 
support not on the ability to pay, but on the choice 
of mode of study; it is not sustainable, because the 
distinction between what we call full-time study 
and what we call part-time study is crumbling 
under the pressure of flexible provision, modular 
structures and new technologies; it distorts the 
market, because, in the end, we cannot compete 
with free provision; and it sits extremely 
uncomfortably with the public policy imperative—I 
think that it is shared by everyone—of upskilling 
and reskilling not just new entrants to the labour 
force, but people who are already in it. That goal 
will be achieved not by taking people out of the 
workforce and putting them on full-time courses, 
but by encouraging them to study part time. 

There are signs that part-time higher education 
in Scotland is under pressure, so to us it seems 
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essential that abolition of the graduate 
endowment—if that is what the Parliament decides 
to proceed with—must be accompanied by 
substantially improved support for the part-time 
sector. At this point, I confess a little difficulty to 
the committee, given the timing of the meeting, 
because I read in the Government’s economic 
strategy, which was published yesterday, a 
commitment to 
“reduce financial barriers to people across Scotland 
accessing higher education”. 

I am aware that, later today, there will be a public 
spending review statement and that the cabinet 
secretary is committed to a statement on the 
outcome of the funding for learners review. I do 
not know what will be in those statements, which 
poses a certain difficulty for me in answering your 
questions. 

The Convener: Thank you, Mr Syme. I am sure 
that we do not expect you to tell us what will be in 
the mind of the cabinet secretary today; 
nevertheless, you can tell us what you would like 
him to say this afternoon. Hopefully, that will be 
reflected in his statement. 

You say that there are signs that part-time 
higher education is under pressure in Scotland. 
What do you mean by that? 

Peter Syme: It is always difficult to get concrete 
evidence to prove why people are not doing 
something, but I can give you three indicators. 
First, our recruitment figures—for recruitment to 
the largest provider of part-time higher education 
in Scotland—have fallen since 2003-04 in a way 
that is not reflected in other parts of the United 
Kingdom. There is something different about the 
position in Scotland. Secondly, we have 
conducted market research of various kinds and 
there is no doubt that the cost of study is a factor 
in the decisions that people make early on. They 
may not even get to us, so we cannot discuss with 
them the options for financial support. There is a 
perception that studying will cost more than they 
are prepared to pay. Thirdly, although it is not in 
my territory, I note with interest the concerns about 
recruitment to higher national qualifications in one 
way or another and the place of part-time study 
within that. There is evidence that part-time higher 
education is under pressure. 

The Convener: Is there a difference in the level 
of support that is offered to students who embark 
on part-time higher education in Scotland 
compared with the rest of the United Kingdom, 
which might account for the difference in Scotland, 
or is the situation more complex than that? 

Peter Syme: I will answer that in two parts. 
First, yes, there is a difference. In Scotland, 
students may benefit from the Scottish Further and 
Higher Education Funding Council’s fee-waiver 

scheme, which is an excellent scheme and 
something that I hope will be kept in being. 
However, the scheme has quite limited 
thresholds—basically, it covers people who are on 
benefits of various kinds. In addition, students in 
Scotland who are eligible can take advantage of 
individual learning accounts, the threshold for 
which was increased this year to individual 
incomes of £18,000. That would cover most forms 
of Open University undergraduate study to the 
level of £200 support. 

In England and Wales, there are separate 
structures. Financial support on a tapering basis is 
provided through the access to learning funds that 
are available in England and is available to 
students with a household income of up to 
£30,000 or so. In Wales, a new structure came 
into place following the Graham review there; it is 
a little more complex than I would like to set out 
here, but it could easily be looked at. It provides a 
more generous level of support than is provided in 
Scotland. In the UK context, therefore, support in 
Scotland has fallen behind. 

Secondly, yes, I think that the situation is 
complex. There are a range of factors to consider. 
It is not just a matter of the basic cost and the 
financial support; there is an issue of perceptions 
and getting the message across. Our market 
research finds that, even when financial support is 
available, people are not aware that it is available. 
Any news, good or bad, that comes out of a public 
spending review must be accompanied by a 
campaign—which I hope that the committee would 
endorse—that is in favour of learning and which 
explains to people what is available to them. 

Other elements are involved. They can be quite 
small, but an important one is what is sometimes 
called the digital divide—that is, people’s ability or 
inability to access computers and the internet in 
order to take full advantage of what the OU is 
uniquely able to offer through our tremendous 
open library, which provides access to sources 
and resources of all kinds. That is an issue as 
well. 

The picture is quite complex but, basically, 
Scotland has fallen behind. 

The Convener: Is it your view that the new 
Administration needs to address that issue to 
ensure that potential Scottish students who want 
to enter part-time education are not disadvantaged 
because they live in Scotland rather than in 
another part of the United Kingdom? 

Peter Syme: You will not be surprised to learn 
that my answer to that question is yes. 

Rob Gibson (Highlands and Islands) (SNP): Is 
there any indication that there has been a greater 
lack of knowledge about the support systems for 
students, which you have just described, in the 
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past two or three years? Has the problem become 
worse? 

Peter Syme: I do not think that it is down to 
anything that anyone has done, and I am not sure 
that I have strictly comparable information. There 
is a problem, however, in the fact that there has 
been a lot of noise around top-up fees in England, 
student debt and various types of financial support 
that might or might not be available. It is quite a 
confusing picture for people. For that reason, 
people can pull back at an early stage either 
because the system seems too complicated or 
because they do not think that the financial 
support is available. 

Rob Gibson: Are you suggesting that there is a 
growing fear of student debt and the cost of taking 
up higher education in any form? 

Peter Syme: There is no doubt that there is debt 
aversion among our students who come from 
areas in which there are financial pressures. 

Rob Gibson: Are you aware that the Scottish 
National Party’s election manifesto said that it 
would review the situation of part-time and 
postgraduate students and that it would support 
efforts to attract more international students? 

Peter Syme: We took great heart from that. 

Rob Gibson: Therefore, you would expect that 
something will be done about that. 

Peter Syme: I would very much welcome that. 

Rob Gibson: That would set a tone for 
expecting that the anomaly that you have raised 
will begin to be dealt with. Of course, the Graduate 
Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill is nothing to 
do with that directly. 

Peter Syme: No. I can operate only on what is 
in front of me at the moment, and I take great 
heart both from what was in the manifesto and 
from what I read in the economic strategy 
yesterday. 

The Convener: Do part-time students perceive 
debt any differently from full-time students? Has 
any research been conducted into debt aversion 
and the different impacts that it has on those who 
enter full-time and part-time courses? 

Peter Syme: I know of no research that makes 
that direct comparison. It is difficult to sort the 
issue of debt aversion from attitudes towards price 
in one way or another. All that I can tell you is that 
a price that may involve people in indebtedness is 
a deterrent. 

The Convener: I am sure that the Open 
University paid close attention to everything that 
was said in all the parties’ election manifestos, but 
you will be particularly keen to look at the new 
Scottish Government’s manifesto. Am I right in 

believing that, if the commitments in the present 
Government’s manifesto are not fulfilled, that will 
be a cause for concern for the Open University? 

10:15 
Peter Syme: We would welcome any step 

forward in the support for part-time learners, from 
whatever party or source. 

The Convener: Absolutely. Thank you. 

Hugh O’Donnell (Central Scotland) (LD): In 
your opening remarks, you said that decisions on 
funding are clearly political decisions. The 
graduate endowment issue is a small component 
of that. Has the Open University considered how it 
would wish part-time students to be dealt with? 
What support mechanisms beyond the proposed 
abolition of the graduate endowment would you 
like to see in place? 

Peter Syme: We have argued consistently to all 
parties and Administrations over several years 
that, in practice, the distinction between full-time 
students and part-time students is disappearing. 
The logic of the argument is therefore that 
students should be treated the same, pro rata, 
whether that involves paying the graduate 
endowment, not paying it, or whatever. They 
should be treated on an equivalent basis. If the bill 
is passed, the objective should be that part-time 
students should be treated on the same basis as 
full-time students, so they would also not pay a 
tuition fee. 

However, we are nothing if not realists and 
democrats. Because politicians of all parties have 
told us so, we understand perfectly that that might 
not be an immediately achievable or affordable 
objective. We want to see a step forward and 
there are several mechanisms that the 
Government could use to move things on; one of 
those measures would be improved support 
through the ILA system, for example. Any support 
mechanism would have to be reasonably 
substantial to make a difference; that is all I am 
saying. 

Mary Mulligan (Linlithgow) (Lab): You said 
that recruitment to part-time courses has fallen 
since 2003-04. Apart from facing what might be 
perceived as a financial cost, many part-time 
students are in employment. Has anything 
changed amongst employers that would bring 
about a reduction in the number of part-time 
students? Could employers do anything to 
encourage people to take up their studies? 

Peter Syme: Yes. How long have you got? 

Mary Mulligan: As long as you need. 

Peter Syme: I will take one step back here. 
Much of the discussion about part-time higher 
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education flows back to the Dearing report of 10 
years ago. That report said a variety of things 
about the partnership between the employer, the 
individual and the state, in relation to part-time 
higher education in particular. It also took on board 
a range of figures and statistics that it had 
collected. By and large, the Dearing report was a 
disappointment to those of us who are engaged in 
adult learning and part-time higher education. 

I am delighted to draw to the committee’s 
attention an article in The Guardian earlier this 
year, in which Lord Dearing got as close as he is 
likely to get to a recantation on that report. When 
he was asked if there was anything that he 
regretted, he said that the first thing was that the 
report had not done more for part-time learners; 
he said that it was wrong about that. There was an 
assumption that the ideal employer would invest in 
the long-term, full-time employee. I do not have to 
tell the committee that the world is not always like 
that, and that a beneficent employer will not come 
along for someone who is temporarily out of the 
labour market, working at home, or juggling a 
family and a part-time job. For someone who is in 
part-time employment—whether they are on a 
supermarket checkout or a production line—the 
chances of getting employer support to pay fees 
are vanishingly thin. 

We have noticed a general and slow decline in 
the extent to which employers are prepared to pay 
the fees of part-time students at the Open 
University. Support is not universal, although there 
are some noble and notable exceptions. The 
majority of students in employment are not 
financially supported by their employer. However, 
in some cases financial support may not be all that 
matters. Some people may get moral support from 
their employer—for example, a bit of time off for 
an exam, or encouragement from a manager. 

Mary Mulligan: I think that you have answered 
a point that I wanted to get at. You have answered 
questions on financial issues, but I wondered 
whether other things were encouraging or 
discouraging people. If we want to widen access, 
we have to ensure that there are no barriers. 

Peter Syme: Employers have a very important 
role. They must give positive and encouraging 
signals that are backed up with tangible action—
such as encouraging groups to discuss their 
studies, providing time off for exams, giving moral 
support through appraisal processes, and saying, 
“Yes, we want you to do this.” They should also 
offer recognition in the form of reward and 
promotion. There are lots of things that employers 
can do. 

Mary Mulligan: The trade unions clearly have a 
role in encouraging people. 

Peter Syme: Yes. I am pleased that earlier this 
year we signed a memorandum of understanding 
with the Scottish Trades Union Congress at the 
Rolls-Royce plant at Inchinnan. We are very 
enthusiastic about the possibilities there. 

Christina McKelvie (Central Scotland) (SNP): 
Good morning, Mr Syme. Were you aware that the 
Scottish Government’s skills strategy has a 
section on improving the support that is given to 
people in the workforce who are studying part 
time, and on increasing participation in learning 
among the workforce? Does that address some of 
the concerns that you have raised? Does the 
strategy offer a way forward? 

Peter Syme: Do not get me wrong: everything 
that I have seen—from the manifesto commitment 
to the economic strategy and the statement on the 
skills strategy—is extremely welcome. However, 
you will forgive me, because we have not yet seen 
the statement on the funding for learners review. I 
am in quite a difficult position: I cannot pre-empt 
the statement because I do not know what it will 
say. 

All the signs are positive that people understand 
the issues that we have been raising for some 
time, so we look forward to the outcome. That is 
all that I can say at this stage. 

Richard Baker (North East Scotland) (Lab): I 
want to follow up on the convener’s final question. 
You say that part-time study is falling, and we do 
not know what other measures the Government 
will provide to support part-time study. Call me 
cynical, but if those measures were inadequate, 
could the passing of the Graduate Endowment 
Abolition (Scotland) Bill not result in an even 
greater impact on your potential to recruit? Could 
recruitment fall further? 

Peter Syme: The Open University does not do 
cynicism. 

Richard Baker: Of course not, but I do, 
unfortunately. If we could enter into the hypothesis 
it would be useful. 

Peter Syme: I am optimistic that something will 
come, although I cannot be drawn on that. If 
nothing happened and the bill were to be passed, 
the consequence would be a wider gap between 
the support that is available to full-time students 
and the support that is available to part-time 
students. 

Richard Baker: Would that impact on 
recruitment? 

Peter Syme: Yes. 

Richard Baker: In the policy memorandum, we 
are told that no options to widen access other than 
the bill were considered, although there has been 
talk of providing a wider package to address 
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student support. Do you think that other options 
should have been considered at the same time as 
the bill, and what measures should have been 
brought forward? 

Peter Syme: How do I address that question? If 
you will excuse me, I will rephrase it and ask: 
could the money be spent in a different way with a 
different effect on widening participation? In the 
end, I cannot assess competing claims on public 
expenditure. Fortunately, that is your job, not 
mine. 

I am well aware that the political parties that are 
represented round this table put forward in their 
manifestos commitments on the graduate 
endowment and that they are now seeking to 
deliver on them. Whatever private view I might 
take one way or another, I respect that process 
and would not wish to dispute it. That is how the 
world should be in a democratic society. 

In that sense, I will not be drawn on the position 
on the graduate endowment. However, I have 
lived and worked for the past 20 years in adult 
learning. I am passionate about what part-time 
higher education can do for social justice and the 
economy. If you asked me whether it would be a 
good idea to invest public expenditure in part-time 
higher education, I think you know what my 
answer would be. 

Richard Baker: If you were being partisan, you 
would say that £17 million could be better spent 
elsewhere, but you are not being partisan in this 
committee. 

Peter Syme: I am not evading the question: I 
honestly think that it is an issue of our position in a 
democratic society. Something has been put to the 
electorate, and the electorate has responded. We 
respect that, as we are realists and democrats. 

Elizabeth Smith (Mid Scotland and Fife) 
(Con): I want to ask about the Open University 
statistics and the numbers of students who are 
taking up places. There has been a slight 
downturn in Scotland in the past couple of years, 
which seems to be more extensive in 
undergraduate rather than postgraduate courses. 
Is there any reason for that? 

Peter Syme: We can pinpoint the downturn 
pretty precisely. Broadly, it is coming from men, 
rather than women, in computing and technology 
subjects—there are others, but those are seeing 
the strongest downturn—and in the middle years 
of life. Relatively speaking, we are increasing 
numbers at either end of the age spectrum. The 
downturn involves people who are vocationally 
oriented and whose family incomes might be 
under severe pressure, so it is a question not just 
of overall income but of the calls on that income. 

Elizabeth Smith: That must be an area of 
concern, particularly as computing and technology 
industries have a high profile in the economy, and 
you mentioned the importance of the skill factor. 
Do you have any suggestions about how that 
specific issue could be addressed? 

Peter Syme: The answer to that question could 
be quite lengthy; factors on both the supply and 
demand sides are involved. Those factors include 
the signals that are coming from the employment 
market and the relative cost to the individual of 
investing in their own training. In this context, I 
would say simply that placing barriers in the way 
of people who are in work to prevent them from 
improving or upskilling in those areas does not 
seem congruent with the skills strategy. 

Elizabeth Smith: Are some of those barriers 
more significant than the barrier that someone 
might feel because part-time students are not 
getting the same level of financial support? Are the 
economic barriers more extensive? 

Peter Syme: Do you mean the barriers from 
employment signals and so forth? 

Elizabeth Smith: Yes. 

Peter Syme: I do not know how such factors 
could be weighed up. 

Elizabeth Smith: You have no evidence on that. 

Peter Syme: I have no specific evidence on 
that, but we have little doubt that employment 
market signals are playing a part. 

10:30 
Mary Mulligan: I am always suspicious of 

statistics. I wonder whether the decrease that you 
mentioned in the number of middle-aged men who 
are applying to do computing and technology 
courses is because there may have been a 
sudden surge in those areas in the previous 10 
years, when the situation was changing quite 
quickly. Rather than a drop, might we be seeing a 
levelling off of the figures? Is that possible? 

Peter Syme: That might be the case in 
computing, but I am less clear that it is true in 
technology, in which the employment market is 
shifting from areas such as oil and engineering to 
environmental and other areas. I do not think that 
what you suggest is necessarily the case. 

However, I share your suspicion of statistics. I 
am slightly reluctant to comment because, as I 
said to one of your colleagues, such matters are 
not simple. We cannot simply draw a graph. 

Aileen Campbell (South of Scotland) (SNP): 
How is the Open University actively targeting or 
engaging with the sectors of society in which 
people might once have taken Open University 
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part-time courses but no longer do so? We have 
seen a decline in certain areas—Mary Mulligan 
mentioned computing and technology. As an 
organisation, are you doing anything to counteract 
that? 

Peter Syme: Part of that is about a shift. As 
economic signals and the employment market 
shift, so too must our provision shift. One of the 
jobs with which we can rightly be charged is 
keeping our curriculum alert to changes. That is 
something that we watch regularly. 

The principal targeting that we have been doing 
relates to widening participation. As a proportion of 
our student population, the number of students in 
the lowest quintile of the Scottish index of multiple 
deprivation has grown proportionately over the 
past few years. That is the result of deliberate 
policies on our part, together with the benefit that 
we can get from the Scottish funding council’s fee-
waiver scheme, which is undoubtedly a help in 
that regard. 

We do a great deal in the territory of widening 
participation, much of which we do in partnership 
with other people. As an organisation, we are 
unique in being a member of all four of the 
regional wider access forums in Scotland. We 
have led a major project called diverse routes, 
which is aimed at black and minority ethnic 
communities and new immigrant communities in 
Scotland. I am delighted to say that we are back 
working on widening participation projects in 
Dumfries and Galloway, where we like to work. 
That was where the open road project—which is 
one of the best bits of educational development 
that I have seen—ran for four years; we are now 
picking up some of the threads of that work. We 
do a lot of work in that territory, which is where we 
belong. 

The Convener: I thank Mr Syme very much for 
his attendance at today’s meeting. I am sure that 
committee members will reflect carefully on the 
points that he has made. 

I suspend the meeting to allow for the 
changeover of witnesses. 

10:33 
Meeting suspended. 

10:35 
On resuming— 

The Convener: I reconvene the meeting and 
welcome our second panel of the morning. We 
have been joined by James Alexander, who is 
president of the National Union of Students 
Scotland, and Tom D’Ardenne, who is president of 

the Coalition of Higher Education Students in 
Scotland. Thank you for joining for us. 

I am grateful to you for waiving your right to 
make a short opening statement, as that will allow 
committee members to move straight to questions. 
I thought that it might be helpful if the first 
questions were to find out who you are, whom you 
represent and how you reach your policy 
decisions. I invite Mr Alexander to go first. 

James Alexander (National Union of 
Students Scotland): I thank the committee for 
once again having me before it. I am president of 
the National Union of Students in Scotland. We 
represent 600,000 students in colleges and 
universities across the country. The vast majority 
of college and university student associations are 
affiliated to NUS Scotland through the NUS in the 
United Kingdom. 

We set policy at democratic conferences, which 
are held every six months. A council event took 
place just last weekend. We also hold an annual 
NUS Scotland conference every March, at which 
officers—my office and members of our executive 
committee—are elected, our policy is passed and 
motions are voted on that have been tabled by 
students and student associations from across 
Scotland. Any student who is a member of a 
student association that is part of the NUS can 
stand to be a delegate at the conference; the only 
restriction is that there is a maximum number of 
delegates from each institution. In that way, our 
policy processes represent every part of the 
student movement in Scotland that is affiliated to 
the NUS. 

Tom D’Ardenne (Coalition of Higher 
Education Students in Scotland): I thank the 
committee for inviting me before it for the first time. 
I am president of the University of St Andrews 
students association and the chairman of CHESS, 
which stands for the Coalition of Higher Education 
Students in Scotland. CHESS represents students 
at the University of Strathclyde, the University of 
Dundee, the University of St Andrews, the 
University of Aberdeen and the Open University, 
as well as students who are represented by the 
University of Glasgow students representative 
council. In total, that amounts to just under 
100,000 students. It is important to say that the 
organisation represents three student bodies that 
are not currently in the NUS—those of the 
universities of St Andrews, Dundee and Glasgow. 

The Convener: The previous witness gave 
specific evidence on part-time students. As 
organisations, do you believe that student debt 
affects full-time and part-time students differently 
or is it an issue for all students? 

James Alexander: Mr Syme was absolutely 
correct when he said that the boundaries that have 
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traditionally existed between those who are 
regarded as full-time students and those who are 
regarded as part-time students are becoming quite 
blurred. A part-time student might attend their 
course for three days a week and work the other 
two days, but that is similar to the pattern of study 
for people who might be regarded as full-time 
students, when one takes into account tuition and 
the number of additional hours that it is expected 
will be spent on revision, essay writing and 
studying. Although full-time students are expected 
to fill their hours in that way, they often have to 
take on part-time jobs to make up the shortfall 
between the income that they receive through the 
student loans and grants system and what they 
require to be a student. 

The same issues apply for part-time students, 
for whom there is also a shortfall. Indeed, the fact 
that part-time students have to pay fees means 
that they almost have to pay a premium to be part 
time. However, people often choose to become 
part-time students out of necessity rather than 
because of a desire to be a part-time student. 
They may have caring responsibilities, for 
example, or they may have to pay a mortgage or 
look after their family. People cannot do such 
things under the current funding arrangements for 
full-time students. Debt and hardship levels 
therefore apply equally to part-time students and 
full-time students, and there is the additional 
burden for part-time students of the problem of 
tuition fees. However, I understand that a review is 
under way in which that matter is being 
considered. 

Tom D'Ardenne: I concur with pretty much 
everything that James Alexander has just said. I 
think that a recent HBOS survey showed that just 
over two thirds of undergraduate students are 
engaged in some sort of part-time work to fund 
their time at university and their working time is 
often in excess of 20 hours a week. The 
differences between part-time students and full-
time students who must take on part-time jobs to 
complete their courses are therefore becoming 
increasingly blurred, as James Alexander said. 

Richard Baker: I have a question for James 
Alexander. Obviously, as a democratic 
organisation that represents the vast majority of 
students in Scotland, NUS Scotland sees the 
financial pressures that students face all the time. 
During last week’s committee meeting, there was 
a great debate on the bill’s policy memorandum, 
which says that the graduate endowment fee and 
debt are barriers to widening access. What is your 
view on the evidence base for that? 

James Alexander: We see struggling students 
all the time; in fact, our members have reported 
that student association welfare services are 
inundated with requests for small hardship loans 

and short-term bridging loans, and that they are 
inundated with various other financial concerns 
that students regularly face. However, there is a 
major problem with evidence. 

I would like the committee to consider ways of 
developing a stronger evidence base for many 
different issues. There are, for example, currently 
very few statistics that relate to why students drop 
out of universities, although a lot of anecdotal 
evidence suggests that the racking up of huge 
credit card debts, their having to work as many 
hours as they possibly can when they should be 
trying to study, and their finding that they are 
putting their academic careers in jeopardy 
because they work so much can cause students to 
seriously consider dropping out of their courses. 
However, there is no structured or strong 
evidence-gathering process to find out about such 
things. Similarly, there has been no strong 
evidence for the Government on the effect of debt 
on students. There is a host of bodies that deal 
with widening access throughout Scotland, but 
none has a Scotland-wide remit. They do a lot of 
good work in different areas of Scotland, but they 
often reinvent the wheel in an area, as there is no 
joined-up approach. 

In the education manifesto that we produced 
prior to the elections, we called for the 
development of a widening access unit. I continue 
to call for that. Such a unit would have a formal 
role in considering and developing evidence on all 
the issues that students face—it would, for 
example, consider hardship issues, why students 
drop out of courses and why people do not go on 
courses in the first place. It would also have roles 
that the smaller bodies have. Things would be 
brought together and there would be a Scotland-
wide focus. People would go into schools and 
speak to young people. They would speak to 
people who are not going into education—single 
parents, for example—people in what was 
formerly described as the not in education, 
employment or training group, and mature 
students who want to go back into education. They 
would come back with reasons why people are not 
going into education and try to encourage people 
to go into it. They could come back with policy 
options that perhaps the committee and the 
Government could progress. I urge the committee 
to consider the creation of a body that would have 
such an impact and perform such a function. 

Richard Baker: Your points on other measures 
to widen access and on research are well made. 
However, the bill’s policy memorandum states: 

“No options other than abolishing the GE have been 
considered.” 

Do you think that it would have been better—if not, 
indeed, necessary—for other options to have been 
considered and suggested? You have mentioned 
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a range of areas that affect issues such as 
widening of access and retention of students in 
higher and further education, but we do not have a 
wider package of support measures in front of us 
today. Should that have been considered at the 
same time? 

10:45 
James Alexander: There is a need to address 

many different issues around the student funding 
system. Students currently get a maximum of 
£4,000 a year, although we know that it costs far 
more than £4,000 to study. The poverty line in 
Scotland is at about £7,000 a year, so we are 
talking about a minimum income for students of 
£7,000 a year to alleviate the problems of student 
hardship. Many students do not get prescriptions 
that they need and often can barely afford to buy 
course books and other things that they need. We 
need a wider range of packages to address issues 
around student hardship, debt and support as well 
as wider student access. 

The Government’s manifesto before the election 
contained a promise of £236 million in additional 
funding to be invested in student support—that 
was the Government’s own figure. I hope that, in 
this afternoon’s spending review announcement, 
we will hear of some moves towards that and 
some figures that demonstrate that the additional 
funding will be given. I do not agree that it should 
be used to pay off the debts of graduates who 
have already been through the funding system, 
albeit that it was a bad system. Instead, we should 
focus on current and future students and ensure 
that they have the money to take them out of 
hardship. People must have the money to enable 
them to access education and, crucially, once they 
are in education, to stay there. 

Rob Gibson: Your submission states: 
“The Graduate Endowment has increased the debt 

burden of graduates and has compounded issues affecting 
graduates because of their debt.” 

We all agree—I hope. However, the policy aim of 
the bill seems to be to address only the small 
part—maybe a fifth, on average—of each 
student’s debt that the graduate endowment 
represents. Therefore, it has a limited purpose. 

James Alexander: I see the bill as being a 
small step in a long process towards the large 
package of measures that are required to address 
the funding problems that students currently face. I 
argue that the graduate endowment is not a fifth of 
the debt that students get into. The Student 
Awards Agency for Scotland and Student Loans 
Company debt is only a small proportion of the 
total debt, which includes credit card loans and 
bank loans that almost all students have to get to 
cover basic living expenses. Students are, for 

example, buying bread with credit cards, which is 
a worrying state of affairs. Our figures suggest 
that, on average, students have debts of £14,000 
to £16,000 by the end of their studies. The 
graduate endowment is only a small proportion of 
that. 

We welcome the bill as being the start of a host 
of measures. It will make education completely 
free for students in Scotland—we believe that 
education is a right. People should not be barred 
access to education because of financial burdens 
and debt. The bill is a positive step towards 
making education accessible for people from all 
backgrounds and all walks of life, but it is only a 
small part of what is required. 

Rob Gibson: We agree that the bill is just the 
start. 

You will be aware that the cabinet secretary has 
announced that no money will be lost from student 
support as a result of the bill. Do you agree? 
Either of you is welcome to answer that question. 

James Alexander: I certainly hope so. In this 
afternoon’s statement on the spending review, I 
expect to hear promises being delivered on 
funding for student support. I am looking for new 
money to be announced in the spending review to 
cover the cost of the bill and the additional 
promises that the Government has made. 

Rob Gibson: The annual contribution of the 
graduate endowment would be around £15 million; 
therefore, you would expect the Government to 
match that if the bill were passed. 

James Alexander: Yes. 

Hugh O’Donnell: You mentioned widening of 
access several times. The initial graduate 
endowment funding stream was intended to 
support those who are on low incomes or a variety 
of different benefits. From memory, I think that the 
figure was £13 million or £14 million. If that funding 
stream is removed, will it have a negative impact 
on the widening access agenda? If you think that it 
will, how would you like to see the funding used? 

James Alexander: I would be very concerned if 
the bill had a negative impact on the widening 
access agenda when it is intended to do exactly 
the opposite and to alleviate some of the burden of 
debt that puts a lot of people off going into 
education in the first place. When the cabinet 
secretary refers to the bill having no net cost, or 
the costs being covered, as we have just 
discussed, that is what I expect to happen. If there 
is a negative effect on widening access, I expect 
the funding shortfall to be covered from other 
funds. 

Mary Mulligan: Do you expect student 
recruitment to increase following withdrawal of the 
graduate endowment? 
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James Alexander: I want everyone who can go 
into higher and further education not to be put off 
because of possible debt or because of the cost. 
The bill will have a particular impact on students 
from the poorest backgrounds. We talked a lot 
about widening access because the bill will have 
an impact on access. 

It would be positive to be able to say that 
education in Scotland is free, irrespective of 
students’ backgrounds and the school that they 
went to, and that students in Scotland have the 
opportunity to meet their higher education 
aspirations. That must be backed up and 
continued along with a range of other policies to 
ensure that once aspirations have been raised and 
we have told people that they have the opportunity 
to access education free from debt, they get that 
opportunity without being forced to drop out part 
way through a course, or having to avoid going 
into it because the available support package does 
not cover what they need. 

Mary Mulligan: Mr D'Ardenne, do you want to 
add anything to that? 

Tom D’Ardenne: You asked whether there 
would be an increase in the number of students. I 
certainly hope that there will be an increase in 
students from poorer backgrounds who might 
otherwise have been discouraged by incurring 
debt. However, even if tuition debt is removed, 
other costs, such as accommodation, general 
living expenses, and social and recreational stuff, 
will all increase and I am not entirely sure whether 
they will increase to the same level as the burden 
that is to be removed. In the short term, the bill will 
mean more applicants, but in the long term, 
consideration will have to be given to addressing 
all the issues that James Alexander has 
mentioned around student support. 

Mary Mulligan: Given that poorer students are 
exempt from the graduate endowment, why do 
you expect to see more of them coming forward 
after its removal? 

Tom D’Ardenne: It would show the Scottish 
Executive’s well-publicised commitment to doing 
its very best to getting people from all 
backgrounds in. 

Mary Mulligan: Does not that really mean that 
we are talking about perception rather than reality, 
given that those students are not paying the 
graduate endowment? 

Tom D’Ardenne: I would have thought that that 
is part of it, yes. 

Mary Mulligan: What other measures would we 
need to take to ensure that people are fully 
informed? The matter came up when we were 
speaking to the representative from the Open 
University. We need to ensure that students 

recognise the support that already exists for them. 
How can we do that? What would go beyond 
removing the graduate endowment, which will 
probably not help the poorer students anyway? 

James Alexander: The problem that we have at 
the moment is that we do not have a 
comprehensive student funding system that meets 
the needs of students—certainly, not one that 
meets the needs of students from the poorest 
backgrounds. The bill is a positive step towards 
making education free for students in Scotland. 
The next issue for us to consider is student 
support, which is about guaranteeing a minimum 
income for students. For students from the poorest 
backgrounds, I fully expect that income to be 
provided in the form of grants. Students need an 
income of £7,000 a year to be able to afford 
accommodation, transport, medicine if they are ill, 
textbooks, art materials and musical instruments—
depending on their course. Such a grant would 
mean that students would be able to cover all the 
costs that are associated with being a student 
without having to find alternative sources of 
income. Currently, students get into jeopardy in 
trying to find other sources of income. 

Tom D’Ardenne talked a moment ago about 
rising costs. On 12 December, we will launch the 
results of our student housing survey, which looks 
at the cost of student accommodation. I hope that 
the committee will take an interest in the figures. 
We are finding that the cost of accommodation 
more than swallows the total amount of a student 
loan. If only accommodation was required, a 
student loan would be adequate. However, it is 
not: students need to pay for food, textbooks, 
medicine and so on. Student accommodation is a 
major factor in the cost of student living. 

Mary Mulligan: It is a novel idea that students 
need to eat. 

I have a final question. Given what you have just 
said, should there be a review of student finance? 

James Alexander: We have had as many 
reviews as we need. We know what issues 
students face. To call for another review would be 
again to stall taking action on the problems that 
students face, so I would be concerned about any 
further review. We and the committee are aware of 
the issues: the financial problems that students 
face and the costs of being a student not matching 
the level of student funding. What is required is 
action on the issues that have been identified. The 
graduate endowment is part of that, but we need 
more policy measures to alleviate the problems 
once and for all. We know what the problems are. 

Elizabeth Smith: I direct you back to the issue 
of students from deprived areas. In your answer to 
Mary Mulligan and in your submission, you have 
made it clear that you are concerned that there is 
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a huge need to attract more people from socially 
deprived backgrounds. Mary Mulligan was right to 
say that a lot of students are not liable for the 
graduate endowment. In identifying the other 
financial costs that you feel are a real burden, 
apart from the cost of accommodation, what would 
you single out as being one of the biggest barriers 
to people from deprived areas? 

James Alexander: Students on art courses 
have to pay for all their paints, canvases and 
materials. Those who study music have to pay for 
instruments and for having them repaired and 
tuned. I took a maths course and one of the 
textbooks for a module cost £100. That was just 
one module out of about 50 that I took throughout 
my course, and every module had a textbook 
associated with it. If we want students from all 
backgrounds to be able to access education, we 
must ensure that the funding that they receive 
covers the cost of the materials that they will need 
for their courses. 

In addition, transport costs are high for students 
who need to travel to and from courses. On top of 
that, there is the cost of prescriptions, which I have 
talked about. On the whole, students are eligible 
for free prescriptions, but they have to fill in a 40-
page booklet in order to get them free. A far more 
pragmatic way to solve that problem would be just 
to give students free prescriptions. 

An income and expenditure survey was carried 
out by the previous Executive into the costs 
associated with student life, which revealed that 
there is a significant shortfall in funding. The single 
biggest cost is accommodation but, along with 
other living costs, there is the additional burden of 
having to buy textbooks, art materials, musical 
instruments, and so on. 

Elizabeth Smith: You speak to school leavers 
and young people who are likely to enter higher 
education. Do you have anything other than 
anecdotal evidence? Has either association 
undertaken definitive studies of what those young 
people are saying about your evidence? Is such 
evidence available, or are you relying on national 
statistics? 

11:00 
James Alexander: I would like a widening 

access unit to be responsible for gathering such 
evidence. The Parliament and the Government 
have a responsibility for gathering that evidence 
when they make such policy decisions. If that 
evidence is not available, the Government has a 
responsibility to put resources into gathering it. We 
try our best, with limited resources—I stress that 
the NUS has very limited resources—to gather as 
much evidence as possible, but that evidence can 

only be anecdotal given our other resource 
commitments. 

We are not just targeting school leavers, 
although they are certainly important. Someone 
from a school in a deprived area is much less 
likely to go to university than someone who has 
gone to a private school, for example. Such policy 
considerations are serious and have to be dealt 
with. 

However, there are potential students from all 
sorts of backgrounds. For example, someone who 
left school and worked for a few years might 
realise that they want to go back into education. 
Some students are parents; some have other 
caring responsibilities; and some might have been 
made redundant and want to re-skill. A host of 
different groups of people would like to go into 
education, and this committee, the Parliament and 
the Government are responsible for ensuring that, 
whatever a person’s background and 
circumstances, there are options for them to raise 
their aspirations and realise that they can achieve 
those aspirations within education. 

Elizabeth Smith: Thank you for that very 
comprehensive answer.  

I want to go back to young people who are 
thinking about entering tertiary education for the 
first time. For whatever reason, they often get put 
off at an early age. Could things be done in 
schools or colleges to prepare people better and 
to open up new opportunities? Are we doing 
enough in that area? 

James Alexander: Not enough is being done in 
that area at the moment. Young people, 
particularly those from deprived backgrounds or 
schools in deprived areas, are losing, at the age of 
10 or 11, the aspiration to go into further learning, 
and it is far too late to intervene when they are 16, 
or even when they are 13 or 14. We need to 
intervene very early on and tell those people that 
they can achieve whatever they want to achieve, 
and then ask what they want to do and how they 
will go about doing it. We need to raise young 
people’s aspirations, and then give them options, 
routes and pathways so that they can achieve 
those aspirations within the education system. 

Elizabeth Smith: That is a very young age for 
people to be thinking about those things. I do not 
think that you have considered the financial 
elements. Do other non-financial issues need to 
be addressed in connection with people’s 
aspirations? Perhaps they are put off education 
because they think that it is not for them as not 
many people in their area have been to university 
or college. Do you accept that we need to think 
about those matters very carefully? 

James Alexander: That is a huge area to 
consider. I hate to keep going back to this but 
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those are all things for which a widening access 
unit would be responsible across Scotland. In 
families in which there is no tradition of people 
going into higher education—in which neither 
parent has been through university, for example—
it can be very difficult. Potential students can find 
their family discouraging, especially if their parents 
say that they need to get a job and earn money. 
Those potential students have no experience of 
the value of going to university, and it is hugely 
important to demonstrate that value to young 
people. More of that needs to be done. 

Christina McKelvie: My questions are for Tom 
D’Ardenne specifically. We have a heard a lot 
about the NUS’s perceptions of what is happening. 
What are your views on widening access, student 
poverty and the fear of debt, and what would be 
the positive impact of abolishing the graduate 
endowment? 

Tom D'Ardenne: CHESS suggests that, 
although the scrapping of the graduate 
endowment is a step in the right direction, it is only 
one step in a process that still has a long way to 
go. We hope that it will open up education to 
students who would not otherwise have 
considered university education. Therefore, it is a 
step that should be applauded. 

As has been mentioned, however, there are 
many other aspects of being a student that need 
to be addressed immediately. I ask you to 
consider accommodation as the next big issue. At 
St Andrews, the cost of certain accommodation in 
the university exceeds £5,500 for a 36-week 
period. That is just one of a host of issues. If you 
are serious about encouraging people from all 
backgrounds—including backgrounds that are 
perhaps not traditionally associated with going to 
university—to attend university, you must consider 
implementing a host of measures. Whether 
through the committee or through other means, 
such as another review—although I do not know 
about that—we could be looking at a lot of things 
that would make a real contribution to encouraging 
people to enter higher education in this country. 

Christina McKelvie: Do you agree that, over 
the past eight years, student poverty and the fear 
of debt have increased? You say that the bill is a 
positive step, but £2,289 is a huge chunk of 
someone’s debt. 

Tom D’Ardenne: Originally, when people 
started racking up debts of £10,000 to £15,000, it 
almost became the thing to do. People expected 
to get into debt and recognised that having debts 
of £15,000 was something that they automatically 
took on when they became students. Over the 
past two years, however, students have become 
increasingly aware that it is an incredible 
responsibility to have to pay that amount back 
later in life. Such debt is now starting to 

discourage pupils of secondary school age, who 
no longer consider higher education a necessity 
and are looking at other options for their lives and 
career paths. They are being discouraged by the 
debt figure of £15,000 whereas, before, people 
simply considered debt part of being a student. 

Hugh O’Donnell: We keep coming back—
entirely legitimately—to the issue of widening 
access. You may both be aware of the greater 
opportunities for access to learning for schools—
GOALS—project, which is housed in the 
University of Paisley. Its funding is under serious 
consideration and serious threat. Do you agree 
that the project should be encouraged, given the 
fact that it deals with school pupils in deprived 
areas, which is where the resources should be 
targeted? If the bill is passed, might supporting 
such projects be one way in which to use funds to 
continue to sustain the widening access agenda 
for people from those communities? 

James Alexander: I fully endorse the GOALS 
project. In fact, my widening access unit proposal 
is based on the idea of extending throughout 
Scotland GOALS and its Edinburgh version, the 
Lothians equal access programme for schools. 
Those projects do extremely valuable work by 
going into schools, speaking to people who are not 
planning to enter higher education and 
encouraging them to do so. Crucially, however, 
because of their size and geographical proximity, 
they are not able to give a Scotland-wide 
perspective or carry out proper research into why 
people are not entering higher education or what 
can be done to help them to enter higher 
education. The projects need to be broadened out 
into a Scotland-wide body. 

Aileen Campbell: Good morning. I am 
interested to hear from both organisations of your 
fears when the graduate endowment was 
introduced. Did you make representations to the 
Executive? 

James Alexander: As far as I am aware, we 
made representations, but the person who did so 
was not me. 

Richard Baker: It was me. 

Aileen Campbell: Sorry. Perhaps we can hear 
from the two witnesses. 

James Alexander: Richard Baker may wish to 
speak on this. One of the issues that we had with 
the Cubie review of student finance was that it was 
not implemented in its entirety. As a whole 
package, Cubie’s recommendations would have 
delivered a lot for students in Scotland. However, 
as implemented, they did not and the graduate 
endowment did not deliver what was intended. 

Related to the graduate endowment was the 
proposal to achieve greater business involvement 
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in providing the costs of education. There is a role 
for Scotland’s large businesses in that respect. 
They could be more involved in providing the costs 
of education and could have much stronger links 
with the education sector. In a previous evidence 
session, I think that I said that, according to 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development statistics, the United Kingdom is 
quite far down the table when it comes to the 
money that businesses invest in the higher 
education system. That issue needs to be 
addressed. 

Tom D'Ardenne: CHESS was relaunched only 
recently—in its most recent guise, it is probably 
only six months old. As a result, I am afraid that I 
cannot give you any feedback on what CHESS 
believed when the Education (Graduate 
Endowment and Student Support) (Scotland) Act 
2001 was introduced. I am sorry. 

Aileen Campbell: That is okay. 

If NUS Scotland adopted a policy of abolishing 
graduate endowment fees in its manifesto before 
the parliamentary elections, what evidence did it 
use to reach its conclusion? What evidence was 
presented to its members? 

James Alexander: We used evidence that we 
came across by engaging with students, evidence 
from student associations that work with students 
and evidence that we gathered through our 
internal evidence-gathering mechanisms. 
Obviously, our policies are decided through 
democratic processes at our conferences. 

Aileen Campbell: So NUS Scotland is 
persuaded of the merits of abolishing the graduate 
endowment fee. 

James Alexander: We are certainly persuaded 
of the merits of scrapping it. In particular, we think 
that student hardship and debt are big issues for 
students. 

The Convener: Mr Baker wanted to ask a 
question. 

Richard Baker: I have a point of information. 

The Convener: Before you make that point, I 
remind you that this is an evidence-taking session 
and that you should keep any point of information 
short. You indicated an interest in asking about 
future student support. You may make your point 
of clarification during your question. 

Richard Baker: My questions on student 
support have already been asked. I supported the 
establishment of a graduate endowment scheme 
at the time and have therefore been entirely 
consistent. James Alexander accurately reflected 
the position of the NUS at the time, although it is 
not his job to do so. 

The Convener: As there are no other questions, 
I thank James Alexander and Tom D’Ardenne for 
attending the meeting and for their answers to our 
questions, which we will reflect on in our stage 1 
deliberations. 

There will be a brief suspension to allow the 
witnesses to leave the table. 

11:13 
Meeting suspended. 
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Graduate Endowment Abolition 
(Scotland) Bill: Stage 1 

10:03 
The Convener: Item 2 is stage 1 of the 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill. 
This is our final oral evidence-taking session at 
stage 1. 

I welcome the Cabinet Secretary for Education 
and Lifelong Learning, Fiona Hyslop. She is joined 
by Stephen Kerr, who is head of the higher 
education and learner support division of the 
lifelong learning directorate; Chris McCrone, who 
is the Glasgow finance team leader in the finance 
directorate; and Douglas Tullis, who is head of the 
solicitors education, enterprise and pensions 
division of the legal directorate. 

I understand that the minister would like to make 
some opening comments before we move to 
questions. 

The Cabinet Secretary for Education and 
Lifelong Learning (Fiona Hyslop): Just a few 
comments, if that is okay. 

We are pleased to be here to give oral evidence 
on the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) 
Bill. The bill will rid graduates of the burden of 
unsustainable debt, which can hold them back 
from fulfilling their social and economic potential, 
and will remove the fear of debt for many 
prospective students. 

Initially, the bill will benefit around 50,000 
students—those who graduated in the summer 
and those who are already in the system. We 
believe that it is an investment in our people and 
our economy, and that providing the opportunity 
for young people to access higher education 
based on their ability to learn and not their ability 
to pay is an important principle. 

The abolition of the graduate endowment fee will 
reduce overall student debt. Currently, the 
average student debt is £11,000. It is clear that 
debt or perception of debt plays a key part when 
young people are deciding whether to pursue 
higher education courses. 

The graduate endowment fee has failed to 
achieve its aims of improving access and raising 
resource to fund future generations of students. 
Therefore, our clear policy intent is to scrap the 
scheme. The failure of the graduate endowment to 
contribute to widening access is clear, as shown 
by figures from the Scottish Further and Higher 
Education Funding Council and the Higher 
Education Statistics Agency. I understand that 
there has been correspondence with the 
committee to provide additional information on 
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that. The consultation on the principle of 
abolishing the graduate endowment fee had a 
hugely positive response. Almost all the 44 
respondees were in favour and 23 of them 
specifically mentioned widening access or at least 
removing a perceived barrier to participation as 
one reason why they support the proposal. 

The graduate endowment fee has proved to be 
an inefficient way of providing funds to the 
taxpayer and has not raised the level of income 
that was initially predicted. In the three years for 
which the graduate endowment has been in 
operation, two thirds of those who are eligible to 
pay the fee have not paid it back directly but have 
simply added it to their student loan. That is where 
the aspect of debt becomes increasingly 
important. As the average time that is taken to 
repay an income-contingent loan is approximately 
13 years, the associated costs mean that the 
taxpayer loses about one third of all income that is 
collected anyway. 

Those comments should give members an 
indication of the parameters of our concerns about 
the graduate endowment fee and our rationale for 
introducing the bill. 

The Convener: I will begin the questions by 
asking about participation. One policy intent of the 
bill is that abolishing the graduate endowment 
should lead to increased participation. What 
evidence exists that the graduate endowment has 
deterred potential students from participating in 
higher education? 

Fiona Hyslop: On the widening access agenda, 
there has been no movement among those in the 
most deprived areas. When the bill to introduce 
the graduate endowment fee was published and 
then enacted, the intention was to widen 
participation among those from the most deprived 
areas. However, the correspondence that the 
committee has received from Stephen Kerr shows 
clearly that that has not happened. The age 
participation index, which relates to the numbers 
who go to university, has clearly reduced. 

The point is that, for most students, the graduate 
endowment fee becomes part of the loan debt—
two thirds of students add the fee to their loan 
after graduation. It is clear from research by the 
Joseph Rowntree Foundation and other research 
that the previous Executive commissioned that the 
fee has an adverse impact on those who want to 
pursue higher education. Fear of debt is 
particularly acute among those in more deprived 
areas. 

The Convener: Is it not the case that many 
young people who grow up in Scotland’s most 
deprived areas would qualify for an exemption 
from the graduate endowment? If so, perhaps the 
reasons why they do not enter higher education do 
not relate to the graduate endowment in any way. 

Fiona Hyslop: That would be the case if the 
graduate endowment fee was means tested for 
those from poorer backgrounds, but it is not. The 
exemptions from the graduate endowment fee are 
for mature students; lone parents who are entitled 
to the lone parents grant; those who are 
undertaking a higher national certificate or higher 
national diploma course; those who are on 
courses that take less than two years to complete; 
and those who are involved in courses that relate 
to matters such as nursery nursing, midwifery and 
health care. However, there is no means test for 
the exemption. The convener would be correct if 
graduate endowment fee exemptions were given 
on a means-tested basis, but that is not the case. 

The Convener: My experience is that those who 
enter further education often—but not always—
come from more disadvantaged communities. 
Therefore, a higher proportion of students in 
further education who choose to go on to higher 
education are likely to come from more deprived 
communities and will qualify for the exemption, 
whether or not it is means tested. 

Fiona Hyslop: Well, I would like to live in a 
country where there is parity of esteem between 
the colleges and universities and where access to 
both is based on people’s choices and ability to 
learn. I would be concerned if the idea that 
everything is okay because more people from 
deprived areas go to colleges were considered to 
be a reason for not changing the system. I want to 
have a system where those from more deprived 
backgrounds have the same choices as anybody 
else and can go on to university if that is their 
choice and they are able to. The fact that the 
graduate endowment fee is not means tested 
undermines your argument. 

The Convener: I was not suggesting for one 
minute that we should not have parity of esteem, 
but it is a fact that many people from deprived 
backgrounds find it easier to access higher 
education by first accessing further education 
when they leave school or perhaps later in life. We 
should encourage that because we want to have a 
highly skilled workforce. 

You said that research from the Joseph 
Rowntree Foundation suggests that there is a 
barrier to participation, but was that research not 
conducted prior to the introduction of the graduate 
endowment? 

Fiona Hyslop: That research was conducted by 
questioning 300 young Scots in 2000 and 2001 on 
issues relating to debt. Bear in mind that two thirds 
of students who are liable for the graduate 
endowment fee transfer their fee liability on to their 
student loans and that, according to the research, 
the fear of debt is very much part of the barriers 
that people perceive. The research revealed that a 
number of factors lie behind the concerns of young 
people from disadvantaged areas— 
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“a lack of familiarity with higher education … a lack of funds 
… a fear of debt … feelings of cultural isolation”— 

but fear of debt was key.  

I will quote from one of the participants in that 
research: 

“I did like it [university], but just no’ having any money, I 
didn’t like that …. I just kept thinking … I was going to be in 
what, £12,000 worth of debt if I stayed on”. 

That quotation, which is on page 39 of the Joseph 
Rowntree Foundation research, is from an 
interviewee called Jean, who ended up dropping 
out of university. We know clearly from the 
research on fear of debt that people from deprived 
areas are more likely to have concerns about 
participating in education if they have concerns 
about debt. The graduate endowment fee was 
introduced after the research was done, but fear of 
debt is the point of connection between the bill and 
concerns about going to university with an added 
fee of £2,000-plus for people from more deprived 
areas. It is clear that fear of debt has a serious 
impact on participation at university. 

There is also other, more recent research. 
London’s South Bank University, the Policy 
Studies Institute and NOP carried out a survey in 
spring 2005 for the previous Executive. In that 
research, which was published in September 
2005, a sizeable number of people—42 per cent—
said that they had friends who were deterred from 
going to university because they were worried 
about the debts that they would build up. 
Obviously, 2005 is some way into the period of the 
graduate endowment fee’s operation.  

The important thing to remember is that two 
thirds of students who are liable for the graduate 
endowment fee add it on to their loan, so loan debt 
and the fear of debt are pertinent to the 
consideration of the bill to abolish the graduate 
endowment fee. 

The Convener: You used a number of quotes 
and suggested that students had enjoyed 
university but had dropped out because they had 
no money. If such students have no money while 
undertaking their courses, how will abolishing the 
graduate endowment increase the amount of 
money that they have while undertaking 
education? 

Fiona Hyslop: Our main concern is the impact 
of the fear of debt on applying to university in the 
first place. Abolishing the graduate endowment fee 
will clearly have an impact for those who graduate, 
because students become liable to pay it on 
graduation. 

The Convener: It is not on graduation; they 
have to be in employment too. 

Fiona Hyslop: Yes. 

The Convener: They must be earning and have 
income that they perhaps did not have while they 
were students. 

Fiona Hyslop: Yes. 
The Convener: They will have an income on 

which they can rely before they are asked to repay 
that debt. The example that you highlighted was 
somebody who had dropped out of university 
because they had no money while at university. 
The motivation for the policy may be to stop 
students dropping out of education because of a 
lack of income, but the policy will do nothing to 
increase the income that students have during 
their higher education courses. 

10:15 
Fiona Hyslop: The important point is to 

encourage people to go into higher education in 
the first place. If people drop out because of debt 
or problems at university, their families and 
communities will perceive that. We should 
consider the impact of debt on the working 
patterns of students when they are at university. 
Currently, many students have to take part-time 
jobs to help to fund them through university, 
because they are conscious of the debt that is 
building up for when they graduate. That concern 
is not particularly relevant to the bill, which is not 
about students’ income levels while they are at 
university, but we must be aware that debt has an 
impact on students’ working patterns during their 
time at university, because they know that they are 
building up as much as £12,000 of debt. 

The Convener: You cited evidence on debt 
while people are at university and spoke about 
students taking on employment during their 
courses. What specific evidence is there that the 
graduate endowment is preventing students from 
entering higher education? 

Fiona Hyslop: The graduate endowment fee is 
part of the debt that lies across the land. Two 
thirds of those who are liable for the fee add it on 
to their loan debt. People know that they will have 
difficulty paying the fee; when families receive the 
bills, they are concerned about the amount that 
they are required to pay. The graduate 
endowment fee is closely connected to the issue 
of debt in Scotland. Part of our strategy for tackling 
debt in Scotland is to abolish the fee. 

The Convener: Will the bill abolish student debt 
in its entirety? 

Fiona Hyslop: No. The bill will tackle the legal 
liability to pay the graduate endowment fee that 
students acquire on graduation. If Parliament 
passes the bill, 50,000 students and graduates 
who graduated this summer will have their 
graduate endowment fee abolished. A 
considerable number of students will be affected. 
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The Convener: Is it correct to say that the bill 
will not abolish their debt? 

Fiona Hyslop: It will reduce their debt. The bill 
is the first step in our strategy for tackling the debt 
burden in Scotland. It will reduce by more than 
£2,000 the debt burden of many students in 
Scotland. 

Elizabeth Smith (Mid Scotland and Fife) 
(Con): You are aware that in England 
undergraduates who entered university from 2005-
06 pay a top-up fee of £3,000, which is greater 
than the fee burden in Scotland. However, over 
the past year, the number of students at English 
universities has risen. Why has that happened in 
England, when you are confident that in Scotland 
expensive higher education is putting people off? 

Fiona Hyslop: We must return to the central 
issue. We are seriously concerned about the 
impact of fear of debt on those from more deprived 
areas. You are correct to cite the current 
participation rates in England. I refer you to the 
letter that the committee received from Stephen 
Kerr, which goes through the participation figures 
for young full-time first-degree entrants to higher 
education from more deprived areas. We are 
concerned that, although the policy intention of the 
Education (Graduate Endowment and Student 
Support) (Scotland) Act 2001 was to improve 
those figures, they have remained static. My 
concern is less with the overall numbers in the age 
participation index than with the impact of the fear 
of debt on the participation levels of those from 
more deprived areas. It is more relevant for us to 
focus on widening access for those people. 

Elizabeth Smith: I accept that, up to a point, but 
there has not been a huge change. If many people 
in Scotland were being put off by the graduate 
endowment, we would have expected the number 
of students from deprived areas to have fallen by 
more than it has. I am interested in finding out why 
the trend in Scotland is different from that down 
south. The ability of different categories of student 
to access higher education is not the only reason 
for that. 

Fiona Hyslop: It is interesting that the overall 
figures for participation are going down in 
Scotland, which is of concern to a number of us. In 
England, the trend has been different but, at the 
moment, students become liable to pay the fees 
only at the end of their courses. It will be 
interesting to watch the trend in England when the 
liability becomes current, as opposed to payment 
being due by students in future. It is a case of wait 
and see. We are concerned with what is 
happening in Scotland specifically. In addition to 
the clear research on the fear of debt, more than 
half those who responded to your call for evidence 
said that the reason why they support the abolition 
of the graduate endowment is that they want to 

encourage wider participation by and access for 
students from deprived areas. 

Elizabeth Smith: Do you accept that it is a 
potential problem for the Government in Scotland 
that there are different trends north and south of 
the border? Many students from Scotland go to 
study in England and vice versa. There will be 
difficulties in maintaining a level playing field 
throughout the United Kingdom. 

Fiona Hyslop: We are responsible for what 
happens here in Scotland. We think that it is 
important that access to education is based on the 
ability to learn, not the ability to pay. I am not sure 
that anyone would argue that we should increase 
fees in Scotland because that has happened in 
England and there has been an increase in 
participation there. Fees have been increased 
there for income and resource reasons. We should 
consider our own agenda and try to improve 
participation levels in Scotland. We are 
experiencing a worrying trend. 

Elizabeth Smith: Are resources shifting south? 

Fiona Hyslop: I do not think that resources are 
shifting south. I do not think that more people are 
necessarily moving south for their education, if 
that is what you are implying. 

Elizabeth Smith: I am saying that there is a 
potential for resources to shift south if it is seen 
that more money is being pulled in there—if you 
are right about the trends in separate parts of the 
UK. 

Fiona Hyslop: As I said, it is more a case of 
waiting and seeing the trends in England. The full 
impact of top-up fees down south hits students on 
graduation, as opposed to when they first apply to 
university. That is why we have to keep an eye on 
the trends there. However, we are particularly 
interested in what is happening here. 

Elizabeth Smith: Do you accept that many 
people in the university sector find it difficult to 
accept that it is a case of wait and see? They want 
the problem to be addressed now, given what 
might happen 10 or 20 years down the line. 

Fiona Hyslop: Universities have not told me 
that they are concerned about participation rates 
in relation to income provision down south. They 
are probably more concerned about the fact that 
the age profile is different in England and that 
there is an increasing population trend there, 
whereas in Scotland there is a reduction. The 
challenge that we face relates to falling school 
rolls, which is where the future cohort will come 
from. That is why we need to work with the sector 
to encourage older people to return to education 
and encourage people to study part-time at 
university. I have started work on that and I intend 
to continue it. 
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Jeremy Purvis (Tweeddale, Ettrick and 
Lauderdale) (LD): Good morning, cabinet 
secretary. In your letter of 21 November, you say 
that, from the Government’s perspective, the 
baseline year for looking at comparison data is 
2001-02. As you know, we asked which year it 
would be most accurate to view the figures from. 

I am interested in the Government’s figures in 
“Students in Higher Education at Scottish 
Institutions 2005-06”. Table 14 in that document 
shows the differences between that year and 
previous years. There were more entrants into 
first-degree courses in Scotland in 2005-06 than 
there were in 2001-02. 

Fiona Hyslop: I am not sure about your 
reference. I have a statistical publication from 12 
June, which shows the age participation index for 
Scottish higher education institutions. The age 
participation index was 31.9 per cent in 2001-02, 
which is the year that we agree is the baseline, 
and 30.2 per cent in 2005-06. 

Jeremy Purvis: I was talking about entrants. 
Fiona Hyslop: Oh, entrants. 
Jeremy Purvis: I was referring to Government 

figures that were published on 16 May. I am not 
sure whether you have the figures to hand, but I 
was referring to table 14. 

In answering questions from the convener, you 
stated clearly the position with regard to student 
debt being a barrier to entry into higher education. 
I wonder whether that is the case. If, as you say, 
the graduate endowment has been a contributory 
factor in that, I would have thought that, in the two 
comparison years, the number of first-degree 
entrants would have decreased. However, the 
figure has gone up. 

Fiona Hyslop: I am more than happy to 
exchange statistical publications and come back to 
the committee on that. The figures from 12 June 
2007 are those that I cited, which show the 
movement down from 31.9 per cent in 2001-02 to 
30.2 per cent in 2005-06. 

I cannot comment on the paper that you are 
looking at, as I do not have a copy of it in front of 
me. There was a slight movement in 2005-06 
because there was an increase in the value of the 
young students bursary at that time. There was a 
slight improvement in that figure, although there 
was still a downward trend. If that is what you are 
referring to, we suspect that the previous 
Government’s enhancement of the young students 
bursary resulted in not a huge but a marginal 
improvement in the numbers. 

Jeremy Purvis: I was asking whether the 
number of entrants, from the year in which the 
graduate endowment started to last year, has 
gone up or down. It has gone up. 

Fiona Hyslop: If you look at the API for 2001-02 
from the Higher Education Statistics Agency, you 
will see that 51.5 per cent is the overall figure for 
2002. In 2005-06, the figure goes down to 47.1 per 
cent. There was a slight increase in 2005-06 on 
the figures for 2004-05—a marginal rise of 0.5 per 
cent—which we suspect was due to the impact of 
raising the level of the young students bursary. 

Jeremy Purvis: You are answering a question 
that I did not ask, cabinet secretary. Let us move 
on to the age participation index. Are you saying 
that, in your estimation, the change between 2004-
05 and 2005-06 was due to an increase in the 
bursary? 

Fiona Hyslop: Without further research, we can 
draw only generalised conclusions, but I suspect 
that that is the case. There was an increase of 0.5 
per cent. 

Jeremy Purvis: Would you say that the drop 
between 2001-02 and 2002-03 was due to the 
introduction of the graduate endowment? 

Fiona Hyslop: The graduate endowment fee 
added to the debt burden of students. We know, 
from the research to which we have referred, that 
fear of debt and debt itself can have an adverse 
impact on those from deprived areas who want to 
go to university. 

Jeremy Purvis: I am interested in that. It is 
important, and I am disappointed that you do not 
have a copy of “Students in Higher Education at 
Scottish Institutions 2005-06”, which shows a drop 
in the number of entrants into higher education 
between 2001-02 and 2002-03. It is interesting 
that that drop was in the number of entrants to 
other higher education institutions, not in the 
number of entrants to universities or to first-degree 
courses. Indeed, the drop that is reflected in the 
age participation index is a drop in the number of 
other HE students rather than a drop in the 
number of first-degree or postgraduate students. 
Over the period, there was a drop of about 8,000 
students. Those students were not liable to pay a 
graduate endowment. 

Fiona Hyslop: That is why I am keen to 
emphasise the importance of the wider access 
issues for students from deprived areas. The 
statistics from the Higher Education Statistics 
Agency, which you received in correspondence, 
make it clear that there is no impact on the 
number of students coming from deprived areas—
their number remains static. 

I refer you to the statistics that were published 
on 12 June, which I am more than happy to 
forward to the committee for your report. Table 3 
makes it clear that, even if we strip out students 
from further education colleges—you are making 
the point that the reduction in student numbers 
was more acute in those institutions, which I 
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acknowledge—there is still a downward trend. 
Between 2001-02 and 2005-06, the proportion of 
first-degree students entering Scottish higher 
education institutions went down from 31.9 per 
cent to 30.2 per cent. The reduction was more 
acute in colleges—you are right to identify that—
but there was also a downward trend in the 
number of first-degree students entering 
universities. 

Jeremy Purvis: Over the same period, the 
downward trend is even stronger in Scottish 
further education colleges. The figure for higher 
education institutions has improved, but it has 
continued to decline for further education 
institutions, to which the graduate endowment is 
not relevant. 

10:30 
Fiona Hyslop: I dispute that the figure is 

improving for universities. Our statistics show 
clearly that it is reducing. The figure for colleges is 
reducing at a higher rate. One reason why we are 
embarking on a review of the higher national 
diploma and the higher education experience in 
colleges is to find out why the figure has reduced 
more in colleges than it has elsewhere. 

You are right to identify the reduction in 
participation at colleges, but I am not sure whether 
that is relevant to the case for the graduate 
endowment fee, because the table to which I 
referred, which I will provide to the committee, also 
shows a clear reduction in the number of students 
who are taking first degrees at universities. 

Jeremy Purvis: I return to Elizabeth Smith’s 
question. I am not clear about why, if the cabinet 
secretary thinks that the graduate endowment fee 
has been a disincentive to entrants, the number of 
entrants would—according to the figures that were 
provided with the lifelong learning directorate’s 
letter—increase. You say that the numbers are 
part of a trend, but that you are most concerned 
about people from deprived areas. Over the same 
period, why has the percentage of entrants from 
deprived areas increased? 

Fiona Hyslop: Participation by people from 
deprived areas has not increased—the figures 
have been in a steady state at 14 or 15 per cent 
from 2002-03 to 2005-06. That evidence was 
provided to the committee in a letter from the 
Government to the convener, which I assume has 
been distributed. 

Jeremy Purvis: You must know that 1 per cent 
represents an increase of approximately 1,200 
students. Your information shows an increase 
from 2002-03 to 2005-06. 

Fiona Hyslop: I am not suggesting that the 
previous Administration had no impact on 

widening access. Much productive work has been 
done through wider access forums. The convener 
is familiar with the work of the greater opportunity 
of access and learning with schools—GOALS—
project in Lanarkshire, which has been mentioned 
in Parliament and which encourages people from 
non-traditional backgrounds to go into further or 
higher education. I am not saying that no impact 
has been made on countering problems and 
widening participation by people from deprived 
areas. However, if the graduate endowment fee’s 
purpose was to improve substantially participation 
from deprived areas, it has not had that impact. 
The good work that has taken place to widen 
access from deprived areas has probably 
compensated, although I cannot provide research 
on that. It would be wrong to deny that the 
previous Government did much good work to try to 
widen access. 

Jeremy Purvis: Has a negative impact been 
felt? 

Fiona Hyslop: The point was that the graduate 
endowment fee— 

Jeremy Purvis: Has the graduate endowment 
had a negative impact on widening access for 
entrants to degrees? 

Fiona Hyslop: All the research shows that fear 
of debt puts off people from more deprived areas. 
We can cite two research exercises that make it 
clear that increasing the burden of debt is likely to 
deter more people from more deprived areas. 

Jeremy Purvis: We all know that both those 
exercises predated the graduate endowment 
policy. Has the graduate endowment had a 
negative impact on the number of entrants to 
higher education from deprived areas? 

Fiona Hyslop: The research that the previous 
Scottish Executive conducted in 2005 points 
clearly to the fear of debt putting off people from 
more deprived areas. 

Jeremy Purvis: Has the graduate endowment 
put people off? 

Fiona Hyslop: The graduate endowment fee 
must be seen as part of the loan debt policy that 
affects many students. You are considering the 
fee in isolation, but students perceive it as part 
and parcel of their loan debt. 

Jeremy Purvis: I am still not sure whether that 
is a clear answer on whether the graduate 
endowment policy has had a negative impact on 
the number of entrants to higher education from 
deprived areas. In the period that the information 
that you have provided to the committee covers, 
the percentage of entrants from deprived areas 
has increased. 

 

63

85



359  28 NOVEMBER 2007  360 

Fiona Hyslop: Little impact has been made on 
the numbers from deprived areas—the change is 
less than 1 per cent. In the evidence that has been 
submitted to the committee, almost half of 
respondents have acknowledged that the graduate 
endowment fee has been a barrier to participation. 

When the British Medical Association wrote to 
the committee on 20 November, it said that the 
graduate endowment fee imposed a significant 
financial barrier to education. Perhaps there is a 
difference of perception between such 
respondents and the members of the committee 
who are concerned about the issue, but we know 
from the Joseph Rowntree Foundation and the 
NOP research that we quoted—which was 
conducted in 2005—that fear of debt puts off those 
from more deprived areas most. 

Christina McKelvie (Central Scotland) (SNP): 
You made the point about liability. Some scare 
stories that were printed over the weekend 
suggested that current students would be liable to 
pay the graduate endowment. Will you make the 
position on that clear, and perhaps reassure those 
students? 

Fiona Hyslop: I respect the will of Parliament: 
the graduate endowment fee will be abolished for 
those who graduated in the summer, and for those 
who will become liable over the coming years, if 
and when the Scottish Parliament—that means 
parties across the chamber—vote for abolition. I 
am confident that we can get the support of 
colleagues and win the case to do that, but the 
liability will be removed only when the Scottish 
Parliament approves the Graduate Endowment 
Abolition (Scotland) Bill. I encourage those who 
want the endowment to be removed to urge those 
who have a vote in the Parliament to use that vote, 
but abolition is still subject to the will of Parliament, 
and we cannot pre-empt the will of Parliament or 
of this committee. If the bill is passed, our intention 
is that, certainly by April 2008, those who 
graduated in the summer and those who are 
currently in the system will not have to pay the 
graduate endowment fee. 

Christina McKelvie: If there is any delay in 
getting the bill through Parliament, will the current 
group of students become liable? 

Fiona Hyslop: Our intention is that the bill will 
be passed in time for those who become liable on 
1 April 2008—that means those who have 
graduated this summer—to be covered by the 
legislation. We thank the committee for its co-
operation in moving forward, because to ensure 
that this year’s cohort and this summer’s 
graduates can benefit, we want the bill to reach 
stage 3 before that date. The bill has been drafted 
in such a way as to allow us some movement 
there, if necessary. Douglas Tullis, who is from the 

Scottish Government legal directorate, can explain 
what would happen if there was any delay. 

Douglas Tullis (Scottish Government Legal 
Directorate): That is not anticipated as a problem. 
The point in relation to possible retrospection 
arises in section 2 of the bill, which clearly 
provides that it applies to the graduate endowment 
liability, in relation to which the due date is 1 April 
2008. Even in the improbable event that the 
Parliament did not finalise its procedure in relation 
to the bill until after that date, there would be an 
element of retrospection. However, it is not 
thought that any legislative incompetence would 
arise through such retrospection in relation to the 
bill. 

Christina McKelvie: That will reassure some of 
the students who contacted me over the 
weekend—they were extremely worried about 
some of the things that they were reading in the 
media. Thank you. 

Richard Baker (North East Scotland) (Lab): 
You referred to fear of debt in general as a driver 
for the bill, but there are far more punitive aspects 
for students, such as credit card debt. Why have 
you chosen to invest the money in abolishing 
graduate contributions rather than in providing 
support for students while they are studying? 

Fiona Hyslop: The graduate endowment is 
something that we can act quickly to resolve—
doing that is within this Government’s 
competence, whereas legislation on credit cards is 
a reserved matter. The committee might want to 
consider the fact that the graduate endowment fee 
is part of state-sponsored debt. There are, quite 
rightly, concerns throughout the country about the 
growing debt and credit culture. We can try to 
reduce the amount of state-sponsored debt as we 
have responsibility for that area—the graduate 
endowment fee adds to that debt. That is why we 
can take early action to remove that aspect of the 
debt burden from our students and graduates. 

Richard Baker: State-sponsored debt is far less 
punitive for students than credit card debt is, for 
example in relation to interest rates. If students 
had more access to funding while they were 
studying, that would help them avoid credit card 
debt. The policy memorandum talks about 
developing an 
“adequately funded student support system.” 

Earlier, you referred to the young students 
bursary. Why is it not better to invest the money 
that is required for the bill in such schemes? By 
how much do you intend to increase the young 
students bursary? 

Fiona Hyslop: As you know from our 
programme for government, we intend to consult 
on our proposals for student support and wider 
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debt issues. That might be an opportunity for 
members to input into the wider concerns about 
issues such as the management of credit card 
debt. It is important that we improve support for 
students during their time at university, which is 
why we seek to develop proposals on that, 
particularly for part-time students, about whom I 
have particular concerns—we need to support 
them so that we level the playing field somewhat. 
We also have proposals to improve student 
support systems, which is why there is an 
allocation in the budget settlement that was 
announced two weeks ago that will allow us to do 
that. 

You are right to identify the issue as one on 
which improvement is needed, but the proposed 
abolition of the graduate endowment fee has been 
warmly welcomed by students throughout the 
country—they are supportive of it. The National 
Union of Students Scotland has stated: 

“We acknowledge and support the view that the 
Graduate Endowment has failed to achieve its aims of 
promoting social inclusion by reducing barriers to widening 
access and participation.” 

From the written evidence, you will see that 
students throughout Scotland think that abolishing 
the fee is the correct thing to do, which is why we 
are proposing that. However, you are right that we 
can take other measures and you are correct to 
identify the impact of the young students bursary. 
We will consider that aspect of policy as part of 
our consultation next year. However, we can and 
should do something about state-sponsored debt, 
which is why we are trying to tackle it by 
abolishing the graduate endowment fee. 

Richard Baker: On widening access, some 
organisations have raised a much broader 
concern about student funding. I want to press you 
on the issue. Why is the bill the first measure that 
you are taking, rather than measures to increase 
funding for students while they are studying? The 
bill will go through, but there will be no increase in 
the young students bursary prior to that. 

Fiona Hyslop: The bill is a measure that we can 
take within the competence of the Parliament. 

Richard Baker: You could increase the young 
students bursary. 

Fiona Hyslop: We can do a number of things. 
We are committed to tackling the debt burden—
that is a manifesto commitment and something 
that we said we would do. However, I remind the 
member that, to ensure that those who graduated 
in the past summer benefit from the abolition of 
the graduate endowment, we had to act quickly to 
introduce the bill, so that their liability will be 
removed come April 2008. We had to act within a 
fairly tight timescale to benefit those people. We 
could have made other decisions about where to 

put resources and delayed the bill, but we thought 
that it was important to introduce the bill quickly. 

Richard Baker: It could be argued that it is also 
important to increase resources for students who 
are studying now, not just for those who have just 
graduated. 

How will abolishing the graduate endowment fee 
widen access to university, if the effect of the 
spending review settlement is to freeze student 
numbers? 

Fiona Hyslop: The previous Administration had 
a cap on student numbers, so that situation exists 
now. Under the previous Administration, there was 
no proposed increase in student numbers. I 
acknowledge Universities Scotland’s view that the 
current position is that there is a cap on numbers. 

Richard Baker: There was no idea that that 
would be the future position—our manifesto states 
that we want to raise the cap on student numbers. 
The universities would be willing to engage in such 
an increase. I return to my question: if the effect of 
the spending review settlement is to freeze 
student numbers, how on earth can you increase 
access through the bill? 

Fiona Hyslop: The time for debating manifestos 
is during elections. At present, we are considering 
what the previous Administration did and what the 
new Administration is doing. A cap has been 
inherited from the previous Administration. You 
are right to identify the issue of widening access 
and participation. Tackling the fear of debt is an 
important part of that, although it is not the only 
part. In considering overall student numbers, the 
impact on those from more deprived areas is 
important. 

Interestingly, Andrew Cubie said in The 
Scotsman: 

“I do not grieve the passing of our carefully crafted 
Scottish Graduate Endowment scheme, as such. The 
Scottish Government, after all, has helpfully committed to 
substituting individual graduate contributions to the fund by 
public contribution—ie, from taxpayers. The target of our 
original support is, therefore, still addressed.” 

10:45 
Richard Baker: It seems to me that the effect of 

your spending review is to freeze student 
numbers, which defeats the very purpose of the 
bill to widen access. 

Mary Mulligan (Linlithgow) (Lab): I have a 
very quick supplementary to Christina McKelvie’s 
question about the timetable. Mr Tullis said that, if 
the bill’s passage is not completed by 1 April, 
retrospective legislation will be needed to cover 
any students who might be caught up in the 
overrun. Would you consider doing the same for 
students from previous years who had not been 
included in any such legislation? 
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Fiona Hyslop: Correct me if I am wrong but, as 
Douglas Tullis pointed out, section 2, which says 
“This section applies to graduate endowment liability in 
relation to which the due date is 1 April 2008 or after”, 

has been deliberately drafted to cover any 
slippage. However, if, with the committee’s co-
operation, we can have the stage 1 debate in 
December and stage 2 consideration in January 
and February, we should be able to have the 
stage 3 debate well in advance of the due date. 

I believe that your question is about 
retrospective legislation to cover people who are 
already liable to pay the fee. The Scottish National 
Party opposed the introduction of the graduate 
endowment fee and regrets the fact that people 
have had to meet that liability. In essence, you are 
asking us to pay the bills of those who paid in 
2005-06 and who became liable in April 2007. 
However, if we chose to do that, the accounting 
mechanism would require us to pay a bill of £41 
million in that one year. As we have pointed out, 
the settlement is tight and, returning to Richard 
Baker’s point, I suppose the question is whether it 
would be more appropriate to deal with that liability 
instead of, for example, providing support for part-
time students. Those are the decisions that a 
Government has to make. We can introduce 
legislation to deal with liabilities that are due in 
April 2008 because, as far as timescale is 
concerned, that date lies on the margins of when 
the bill might be approved. As I have said, if we 
did what you ask, we would immediately have to 
meet a £41 million liability from this year’s budget. 

Mary Mulligan: One of my colleagues will return 
to the question of retrospection, so I will not 
pursue it. I simply wanted to flag up the fact that 
different sets of students will get different 
treatment. 

My main question is about differences in 
treatment, particularly for part-time students. 
Although I fully support the aim to extend 
education to everyone regardless of their social 
background, I am concerned that abolishing the 
graduate endowment will not assist in widening 
access, especially to part-time students. 

Fiona Hyslop: That is correct. I share your 
concern that if we want to encourage back into 
education people from more deprived areas and, 
in particular, women returners or older members of 
the community who might have families, support 
for part-time students is important. We are 
introducing separate measures to address that 
issue. This policy intention is very important in 
allowing us to level the playing field. As much as 
we want education to be free and as much as we 
want access to university education to be driven 
by the ability to learn, not by the ability to pay, we 
must also realise that we have to tackle some of 

the inequalities between part-time and full-time 
study that are in the system that we inherited. 
Members of all parties recognise that. Indeed, that 
is one of the reasons why we included funding to 
help part-time students in our budget statement. 

Mary Mulligan: The bill will do nothing to 
encourage people into part-time courses. 

Fiona Hyslop: That is not its intention. 

Mary Mulligan: The intention of the bill is to 
extend access and to increase the number of 
applications. How many people do not apply for, or 
drop out of, courses because of the graduate 
endowment scheme? 

Fiona Hyslop: The graduate endowment fee 
adds to the debt burden. The fear of debt is 
considerable for those from more deprived areas, 
in particular. It is difficult to quantify how many 
people do not apply or drop out because of the 
graduate endowment, but it is clear even from the 
evidence that the committee has received so far 
that the graduate endowment legislation has done 
little to improve the situation. It has provided 
support in the form of the young students bursary, 
which will continue to be provided, but the 
graduate endowment fee offers no guaranteed 
income. The way in which both this and the 
previous Government have had to account for the 
fee has restricted its use. We are committed to 
continuing to provide the levels of support that the 
fund was meant to establish. I quoted Andrew 
Cubie because he recognises that we intend to 
continue supporting young students. 

Mary Mulligan: So you do not have specific 
figures to show how many people have been put 
off so far. I will turn the question round. How many 
people do you expect will apply once the graduate 
endowment has been abolished? 

Fiona Hyslop: I would like the current trend of a 
general reduction in the number of people who 
participate in higher education in Scotland to be 
reversed. We must look at the issue in the wider 
context of tackling debt. We live in a country in 
which there are concerns about the level of 
individual debt and household or family debt. It is 
important for us to do something to tackle state-
sponsored debt. 

Your question was about numbers. I anticipate 
that if we start to tackle the debt burden there will 
be an increase in the number of people from more 
deprived areas who apply to universities. The bill 
is only one step towards doing that, but it is an 
important step. 

Mary Mulligan: I will not return to the figures 
about which Mr Purvis was arguing. However, you 
have said that because of the bill you expect there 
to be an increase in the number of applications 
and a reduction in the number of drop-outs. 
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Fiona Hyslop: The focus must be on those from 
more deprived areas. It is in our interest to reverse 
the worrying downward trend in participation 
generally. We should all be concerned that the 
age participation index has decreased from more 
than 50 per cent to 46 or 47 per cent, but the fear 
of debt has a particular impact on those from more 
deprived areas. 

Mary Mulligan: Do you expect there to be an 
increase only in the number of students from 
deprived areas, rather than an increase across the 
board? 

Fiona Hyslop: I anticipate and hope that there 
will be both, although I cannot guarantee that the 
abolition of the graduate endowment fee will have 
that result. We expect that removing or tackling 
the debt burden will have a substantial influence 
on the number of people, especially from deprived 
areas, applying to university. However, members 
will not expect me to be able to say that the bill will 
have an absolute impact, because debt is not 
made up only of the graduate endowment fee. 
Even if we reduce that element of the debt burden, 
substantial debt will remain. It is difficult to 
extrapolate from the debt burden the role of the 
graduate endowment fee. 

The committee is trying to isolate the impact of 
the graduate endowment fee from that of the 
overall debt burden; I am trying to persuade 
members that the fee is a fundamental part of the 
debt burden that students and graduates bear, but 
that it is not the total burden. For that reason, it is 
difficult to estimate what impact removal of the fee 
will have on total numbers in the future. However, 
the consultations that have taken place, the written 
evidence that the committee has received, NOP 
research and the work of the Joseph Rowntree 
Foundation make clear that debt and the fear of 
debt have an adverse effect. It would be remiss of 
us not to try to tackle that. 

Mary Mulligan: We do not have precise figures 
either for those who have not applied or for those 
who are more likely to apply. However, if you did 
not expect there to be an increase in applications, 
you would not have introduced the bill. I do not 
want to get into next week’s discussion of the 
budget, but where has provision for additional 
students been made? 

Fiona Hyslop: The participation rate per head 
of population is going down, and we need to 
reverse that trend. However, as I have indicated, 
we need to widen access for those from more 
deprived areas, not just to increase the total 
number of people in the population who attend 
university. You are talking about the percentage 
figures, and the downward trend is certainly of 
concern. 

Mary Mulligan: That is helpful. Thank you. 

Aileen Campbell (South of Scotland) (SNP): 
Good morning, cabinet secretary. Just to pick up 
on some of the points that were made by Mary 
Mulligan, you are responsible for all students, and 
those who teach part-time students have 
welcomed the bill as a means to assist students. 
Part-time students do not have to pay the 
graduate endowment anyway. 

Fiona Hyslop: That is correct. 

Aileen Campbell: I imagine that the 
Government has proactive plans to help part-time 
students. 

Fiona Hyslop: That is what I have indicated. It 
might be helpful to say that, not only do part-time 
students not have to pay the graduate endowment 
fee, students from England do not have to pay it 
either. Those myths about the bill have come not 
from the committee, but from some of the 
coverage of the bill. There are people who are not 
affected. However, that does not mean that we 
cannot do things in other policy areas to help part-
time students. We intend to do such things. 

Richard Baker: Abolishing the graduate 
endowment will make studying here a financially 
more attractive option for students from the 
European Union as well. If more students come 
from the rest of the EU to study in Scotland, where 
you say there will be a cap on student numbers or 
a de facto freeze, students from poorer 
backgrounds in Scotland who want to go to 
university here will face more competition. Might 
the policy end up working against itself? 

Fiona Hyslop: I suppose the argument must be 
that we need to do the right thing by students and 
their families and tackle the fear of debt. I do not 
want Scotland to have any policies that provide a 
fortress approach. Indeed, that is one of the 
concerns that we had about the increase in 
variable top-up fees for English students that was 
introduced by the previous Administration. I think 
that we should have an engaging, international 
outlook to our higher education system, and that is 
exactly what we are embarking on in our 
discussions with the universities about where we 
want the sector to be in 20 years’ time. I would 
rather have an expansive, outward-looking system 
than one that looks inward. 

Richard Baker: I accept that, but you have not 
really answered my question, which was quite 
specific. My understanding is that the stated aim of 
the bill is to widen access. That is its fundamental 
basis. However, the bill might make it more difficult 
for students from poorer backgrounds in Scotland 
to go to university, because more EU students 
might come and study here. To what extent have 
you factored that into your approach to the bill? 

Fiona Hyslop: We constantly monitor the 
number of EU students who come to Scotland. 

 

67

89



367  28 NOVEMBER 2007  368 

They make a welcome contribution. We want 
many EU students not only to come and study 
here but to stay here and bring up their families 
here, precisely because we have that reduction in 
the number of young people coming forward. 

If you take the view that you expressed, you 
should also consider the potential impact of falling 
rolls. Elizabeth Smith mentioned the increase in 
England, which relates to the fact that there are 
more young people there who can apply to go to 
university in the first place. We have the reverse 
situation and we have to try to address it. 

I do not want to see a fortress Scotland by any 
means. The institutions themselves have a 
responsibility to ensure that there are places 
available for Scottish students and, increasingly, 
many of them do so. It would be wrong to try to 
find an excuse for not abolishing the graduate 
endowment fee. If the excuse was fear of EU 
students, that would be a worrying message for 
the Parliament to send out to our international 
partners. 

The Convener: Mr Purvis, I ask you to be 
succinct so that we can move to the next line of 
questioning. 

Jeremy Purvis: Absolutely, convener. 

Cabinet secretary, given your answers to Mary 
Mulligan’s questions on expansion for those from 
deprived areas, are you saying that there is 
capacity within the funded places at the moment? 

Fiona Hyslop: There is certainly capacity within 
places at universities to have wider participation 
from those from more deprived areas. If you ask 
universities, as I am sure you will, whether they 
can do more to ensure that those who have the 
ability can participate at university, every one of 
them would say, “Yes, we could improve our rates 
of participation of those from more deprived 
areas.” Many of them are doing great work in 
trying to do that, but I think that that is a generally 
accepted point. 

Jeremy Purvis: So there is capacity in funded 
places. There is no unmet demand. 

11:00 
Fiona Hyslop: The situation in Scotland is that, 

despite the on-going projects, such as GOALS in 
Lanarkshire, to which I referred, to encourage 
people from more deprived areas to go to 
university, there is still a difficulty and we have 
some way to go. It is a big challenge for 
universities to make that difference. 

Recently, I spoke to the University of Glasgow 
about what it is doing to widen participation in 
subjects such as medicine and veterinary studies, 
which have been particularly difficult in the past for 

those from more deprived areas to access. It is 
making major inroads on that compared with the 
previous situation. The University of Edinburgh 
has also taken great steps to try to address the 
situation. I attended the local employment action 
plans in Scotland project—LEAPS—graduation in 
the summer. That project is about encouraging 
those who may not have gone to university, and 
whose families did not go to university, to do so. If 
we ask whether there is room in the system for a 
greater percentage of those from more deprived 
areas to go to university, the answer is yes. 

Rob Gibson (Highlands and Islands) (SNP): 
You have underlined the good news that we are 
starting to tackle the issue that puts people off 
going to university: the fear of debt. The bill’s 
policy memorandum claims that abolishing the 
graduate endowment fee should 
“be a contributing factor in opening up access to higher 
education on a more equitable basis.” 

It also states that abolishing the graduate 
endowment is the first step towards meeting the 
Scottish Government’s 
“aspiration of having a higher education system in Scotland 
that is free for all.” 

To what extent are those two claims compatible? 
Can a system that is free for all and which is more 
equitable be of advantage to those from 
disadvantaged backgrounds? 

Fiona Hyslop: Scotland has a long tradition of 
free education over the centuries. Part of our 
history and heritage is that we were the first to 
embark on free education, with a school in every 
parish. Access to university that is based on ability 
is important. A system that is free for all does not 
mean that everyone has access, because access 
must be based on ability. 

That brings us into a different philosophical 
realm, because if we are to address the access 
agenda, we require more than just wider 
participation schemes for school pupils or people 
returning to education. Worrying statistics lower 
down the educational line, at school level, indicate 
that, of the countries in the Organisation for 
Economic Co-operation and Development, we 
have some of the widest gaps between the top-
performing pupils and the bottom-performing 
pupils. The challenge of widening access and 
participation is as much about closing the 
educational gap at school level so that more pupils 
perform well and have the opportunity to access 
free education. It is not as simple and crude as 
saying that one piece of legislation will have an 
impact on the situation. The abolition of the 
graduate endowment fee is the right thing to do, 
because it tackles state-sponsored debt. However, 
it will not on its own close the serious gap in 
educational performance from primary school right 
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through to secondary school, which the 
Government intends to tackle, between people 
who live in poverty and those who do not. 

Rob Gibson: I want to develop the discussion a 
little, because the points that you have made 
probably confirm that in deprived areas there is a 
greater gap between the poor performers and the 
really good performers. You said that the 
Government will deal with that problem by other 
means, but I presume that, because the poor 
performers in deprived areas are the most 
vulnerable group, you are saying that, as a start, 
the fear of debt has to be at least reduced by the 
bill. The policy memorandum indicates that that is 
one of the key issues, which must be addressed in 
order to encourage people to apply to go to 
university. 

Fiona Hyslop: It would be wrong to say that 
there is a magic bullet that can solve the problem, 
because there is not. A range of issues must be 
addressed. It is necessary to tackle poverty 
generally and to close the educational gap from 
the early years on. We know that going to nursery 
has a bigger impact for three and four-year-olds 
from more deprived areas than it does for other 
children. We have identified that the barriers to 
participation start from a very early age. We can 
address the issue through the abolition of the 
graduate endowment and tackling the fear of debt, 
which is one barrier to participation. 

It is important that we as a country close the gap 
between those who have opportunities and those 
who are denied them. The policy for younger 
people in “More Choices, More Chances” is 
designed to ensure that we do not have such 
record levels of 16 to 19-year-olds not in 
education, employment or training. That is a wider 
issue. It is the duty and responsibility of 
Government to take action if it can do so. Within 
100 days of coming into power, we published the 
bill in order to do exactly that. 

Richard Baker: I want to press the point about 
whether the bill will result in more equitable 
access. Access will be provided on the basis of 
ability, and nobody would want to put up walls to 
make us fortress Scotland. Students from outwith 
Scotland, including those from EU countries, might 
find studying in Scotland a more attractive option if 
the endowment is scrapped. Has any research 
been done on the potential impact of the bill on the 
number of students from outwith Scotland who 
come to study here? 

Fiona Hyslop: That has not been a major 
consideration in the development of the bill. 
However, there is on-going analysis of the number 
of students who come here from EU countries to 
allow us to address any potential effects. The 
students from the EU who study here make a 
favourable contribution, because, in common with 

many students who come from England, many of 
them stay and bring up their families here, so 
there is a wider economic impact. 

Richard Baker: I fully accept those benefits, but 
we are talking about widening access for poorer 
students. You do not know how many extra 
students from outwith Scotland could come here. If 
that leads to a situation in which there is in effect a 
freeze on student numbers, access to higher 
education for students from poorer backgrounds 
might be limited. 

Fiona Hyslop: We know that there was not a 
big increase in the number of EU students coming 
here when tuition fees were introduced in the first 
place. Universities have advised us that many EU 
students come here because of the quality of our 
education, not the price of it. You expressed 
concerns about EU students suddenly flocking to 
Scotland, but the evidence is that when tuition 
fees came in, they did not put off EU students. The 
fact that many of them find Scotland an attractive 
place to study is a good thing in itself. You are 
right to raise the issue, but I do not think that it is 
of major concern. The evidence is that the biggest 
issue for EU students who come to Scotland is not 
cost but the good quality of the education that they 
receive. In recent surveys of the experience of 
international students, Scottish universities were 
rated highly in comparison with universities in 
England and elsewhere in Europe. We should be 
pleased about that, not fearful. 

Elizabeth Smith: You have flagged up the 
policy of abolishing the graduate endowment as 
an important step in beginning to restore the 
principle of free education in Scotland, reducing 
the fear of debt and ensuring that there is wider 
access to education. When the bill team came 
before the committee a few weeks ago, we raised 
two concerns. One was that the evidence on 
which the policy was based was a little bit shaky—
you have addressed some of that in your answers 
to previous questions. The other concern was that 
some of the possible policy alternatives had not 
been examined. Were policy alternatives 
considered? 

Fiona Hyslop: We have a manifesto 
commitment to abolish the graduate endowment 
fee. In “It’s time to look forward: The first 100 days 
of an SNP government”, we said that we would 
introduce a bill to abolish that fee within the first 
100 days, and we did so. That does not mean that 
there are not other things that we might want to 
tackle to address some of the issues to which the 
policy memorandum refers. That is why we will 
have a consultation next year on other measures 
to do with student support and tackling debt. That 
is part of our commitment, too. 

Elizabeth Smith: Might it have been better to 
consider the alternatives and carry out a cost-
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benefit analysis of them alongside the policy to 
abolish the graduate endowment—which you have 
obviously decided is the better policy—before 
saying that you think that that policy is definitely 
the right one? 

Fiona Hyslop: You could argue that, and it is up 
to the committee to take a view. However, had we 
done such an exercise, more than 10,000 
graduates who have benefited this year would not 
have benefited, as those who graduated this 
summer would not have been able to benefit from 
the legislation that we are introducing. We made it 
clear that we wanted to maximise the number of 
students who would benefit from the abolition of 
the graduate endowment fee. We could have 
delayed the bill for a year or two, but every time 
that we did so, there would have been greater 
difficulty in providing the finance for it. As I have 
said, retrospectivity with regard to the three 
cohorts would cost £41 million. If we had added 
another year, 10,000 graduates could have lost 
out. 

We have acted promptly and in accordance with 
what we said that we would do, and we are going 
ahead with the bill. More reflective contemplation 
can be the hallmark of any Government, but we 
are trying to take action when we can. Because 
the bill is quite straightforward, we felt that we 
could move forward with it fairly swiftly and have a 
major impact on the 50,000 students who will 
benefit if the Parliament passes the bill. 

Elizabeth Smith: The policy is fairly 
controversial for all sorts of reasons. If you wanted 
to persuade the committee and, more important, 
Parliament—you have acknowledged the 
importance of the will of Parliament in this—it 
might have been better if we had been able to look 
at other options and measure them against the 
policy. 

Fiona Hyslop: That is perhaps the case. 
However, as you can see from the written 
evidence that you have received, there is a lot of 
strong support for the bill from Universities 
Scotland, individual institutions, the students 
themselves and—I know this from my own 
mailbag—parents throughout Scotland, who 
recognise the bill as a major step forward. They 
are hoping that Parliament, through its committees 
and when it comes to votes in the chamber, will 
support a piece of legislation that will have a major 
impact on 50,000 families throughout Scotland. 

Elizabeth Smith: Many people are in favour of 
some of the policy proposals that you have on the 
table just now, but many people are also critical of 
the fact that the bill does not address some of the 
key issues regarding access and what is best for 
higher education in the country. I return to the 
point that, if you wanted to persuade us of the 

value of the policy, it would have been better if you 
had presented us with some alternatives. 

Fiona Hyslop: The responses to the 
committee’s stage 1 consultation are available for 
people to view. You say that people find the policy 
controversial, but that is not what has been 
articulated to the Parliament so far, unless you 
have now received evidence from people who do 
not want the bill to go ahead. I would be interested 
to know where that critical written evidence is. We 
did not receive such a response to our 
consultation. Your stage 1 report will be able to 
reflect where that criticism and controversy have 
been identified. Just as you are asking me to 
produce evidence for the policy that I am putting 
forward, it is incumbent on the committee to 
provide evidence of people’s opposition to the bill. 

Aileen Campbell: I want to continue Elizabeth 
Smith’s line of questioning. Could a means-tested 
graduate endowment be another barrier to access 
and make access to education less equitable? 

Fiona Hyslop: That is perhaps a point that other 
members have alluded to—whether we 
considered something else or what else might be 
possible. The argument could be made for a 
means-tested graduate endowment fee. I think 
that that is where the convener was going when 
she suggested that means testing already exists. 
Means testing does not exist, but certain 
categories of graduate can become exempt. 
However, if half of graduates were not liable for 
the graduate endowment fee and we then 
introduced another administrative, means-testing 
system, very few graduates would be liable for the 
fee at all. There might then be an argument for just 
abolishing it anyway. 

I return to the critical point that the graduate 
endowment fee is an inefficient way of raising the 
money that is necessary to fund student support. 
In fact, the majority of student support—the young 
students bursary and so on—comes from outwith 
graduate endowment fee provisions. Only a third 
of the bill is paid up front in cash. Two thirds of it is 
added on to the loan—that is quantified at about 
£27 million, I think, although somebody can 
correct me if I am wrong about that figure. Of the 
amount that is added to the loan, in the past three 
years, only £57,000 has come back to the 
taxpayer. Because the graduate endowment fee is 
so tied up with the student loans system, a third of 
what comes in from the graduate endowment fee 
is lost—it does not even go back to students. 

By abolishing the graduate endowment fee, we 
can ensure that the money goes straight to 
students and bypasses the middle man, which 
was an inefficient way of finding resources. That, 
in itself, is a strong argument. There must be 
better ways of providing support to those from 
more deprived backgrounds than the student 
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support bursary, which was not an effective or 
efficient way to deliver the policy intention in the 
first place. Many people, including the NUS, say 
that it has not delivered what it was supposed to 
deliver. 

11:15 
Aileen Campbell: The bill seeks to repeal 

sections 1 and 2 of the 2001 act. However, it 
provides for section 1 to remain in place in respect 
of students who are already liable to pay the 
graduate endowment fee so that they will still pay 
it. You gave a brief answer on this point earlier, 
but why was it decided that students who became 
liable to pay the fee on 1 April 2005, 2006 or 2007 
should remain liable to pay it? I think that you 
mentioned a figure of £41 million. Is the money the 
only reason, or are there others? 

Fiona Hyslop: First, there are issues about 
applying legislation retrospectively, which is not 
regarded as the best approach. We should 
legislate from our point in time. It is not necessarily 
appropriate to legislate retrospectively. 

Secondly, as I said, all the liability would have to 
be met in one year. Given a budget settlement 
with an increase of 0.5 per cent in the first year, it 
would be difficult to find £41 million for the 
retrospective amount. That is why the bill 
continues that liability. Many students have 
already added the fee to their loans. We regret 
that we cannot tackle that. The problem is that the 
Parliament previously voted in favour of the 
measure and it is in place, so those students still 
have a legal liability, which will continue. 

Aileen Campbell: Are there any legal 
implications of section 2 of the 2001 act not 
continuing to have effect in respect of the income 
received from graduates who will continue to be 
liable to pay? Does that mean that that money will 
not go towards student support? 

Fiona Hyslop: I ask my officials to comment on 
that. 

Chris McCrone (Scottish Government 
Finance Directorate): As I have explained 
previously, the income that is still due to be paid is 
on our balance sheet, as the actual income was 
taken in and applied in the year in which it was 
due. Therefore, the income that will come in has 
been funded already. The income is not still to be 
applied; it has been applied already. 

Mary Mulligan: I acknowledge that you have 
taken the matter into account in previous budget 
lines, but it strikes me that, to a lot of people, it will 
seem unfair that they will continue to pay for 
something that no longer exists. Do you really 
expect that they will continue to pay? How much 
do you actually expect to take in? 

Fiona Hyslop: We should remember that the 
funding is income forgone. That is the basis of our 
funding in the budget. 

I return to the position that two wrongs do not 
make a right. If we did not do anything, we would 
continue with something that we think is wrong. 
We have a state-sponsored debt that we can do 
something about. Is it unfair? I think that it is unfair 
that students were asked to pay the fee in the first 
place. That is our position, and we have been 
consistent on that. 

Mary Mulligan: It was a democratic decision. 

Fiona Hyslop: Absolutely. I acknowledge that it 
was the will of Parliament. I happen to think that it 
was unfair, but the Parliament as a whole did not. 
We have to respect the will of Parliament in 
introducing the graduate endowment fee. 

Would it have been desirable to do something 
about it? The answer is yes. Can we do something 
about it? It would be difficult, within a tight 
settlement, to say that, in the first year, we would 
not only forgo the £17 million from the graduate 
endowment fee but find the £41 million as well. 
That is one of the difficulties. However, it should 
not hold us back from doing the right thing for the 
50,000 students who will benefit and for future 
generations of students. 

We are not changing the position of people who 
were liable before—I regret that they were put in 
that position in the first place, but that is where we 
are. If we asked most people whether they and 
their younger brothers and sisters who are in the 
system should not benefit because it would be 
unfair on one group, what would they say? 
Sometimes, we just have to do the right thing. Part 
of our proposal is about doing the right thing by 
those who are currently in the system and those 
who will be in the system in future. 

Mary Mulligan: I just want to register my 
concern that we do not end up spending more 
money chasing bad debt than getting a benefit to 
the public purse. 

Fiona Hyslop: Your concerns about pursuing 
bad debt are well made—that is one problem with 
the loans system. If one looks at the Government’s 
accounts, one finds that it has to write off a 
substantial chunk of the money—more than a third 
and as much as 40 per cent—because it does not 
anticipate that that chunk will come back. As I 
said, loans can take 13 years to be repaid. Your 
concern about the effort that is exercised in 
pursuing loan debt is well made. However, most of 
the debt is from loan that was not generated by 
the graduate endowment fee, although it 
contributes to it. The debt is pursued and collected 
by HM Revenue and Customs. We have concerns 
about the entire student loans system because a 
lot of time, effort and resources are put into loan 
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subsidy, which is extensive expenditure for 
Government, and because much of the loan is 
never paid back and a lot of time and effort are 
spent on pursuing bad loan debt. 

Jeremy Purvis: I seek clarification on Mr 
McCrone’s response to Aileen Campbell’s 
question. Am I correct in understanding that there 
will be no legal requirement for the money that is 
still owed by about 13,000 students—the money 
that will come to the Government subsequent to 
the passage of the bill—to be used for student 
support? 

Fiona Hyslop: The legal liability will remain. The 
important point is to remember the terms of the 
original legislation—the money was to be used for 
student support. However, the previous 
Administration, in its operation of that legislation, 
used the money by and large to provide for 
student loan subsidy, because it classed that as 
part of student support. 

Jeremy Purvis: That is helpful. Can you point to 
where in the bill it states that the liability will 
continue? 

Fiona Hyslop: I think that it is in section 1. 

Douglas Tullis: The way in which to consider 
the matter is that section 3 contains no specific 
saving of the provision in the 2001 act that 
provides for the hypothecation—that is section 2, 
under the heading “Graduate endowment: use of 
income”. There is no specific saving of that 
provision, which accordingly flies away. 

Jeremy Purvis: So that legal liability will not 
continue under the bill. Did you say that the legal 
requirement in relation to the funds that will be 
raised will no longer exist? 

Douglas Tullis: Section 2 of the 2001 act will no 
longer have effect. That is the position. 

Fiona Hyslop: We need to read the bill in 
connection with the original legislation. 

Jeremy Purvis: What is the amount of the 
liabilities that are now outstanding? 

Fiona Hyslop: The amount that is due to come 
in has already been accounted for, partly because 
the system must be related to the loans. A very 
complicated system of accounting lies behind the 
matter, not least because the graduate 
endowment is so tied up with the student loans 
system. That is one of the concerns, which you 
have probably seen from the Finance Committee’s 
report. 

Jeremy Purvis: Colleagues will come on to the 
Finance Committee report. For clarification, if the 
legal requirement for the money to go to student 
support will be repealed, where in the budget line 
will we see that that money is protected? Where in 
the budget will the committee see that the sum of 

money that you anticipate coming in from the 
existing liabilities that are not being repealed—
which you have accounted for—is dedicated to 
student support? 

Chris McCrone: It is clear that, in our 
Government accounts this year, we will account 
for the fully expected income from the graduate 
endowment for 2007-08, which will be the end of 
the graduate endowment. That income will be 
applied as if it had been collected. The real bit that 
is not cash goes into our balance sheet either as a 
normal debt or as a loan, if people take out loans. 
Effectively, that income is applied in full in the year 
in which it is generated, and it is recognised in the 
year in which it is payable, not in the year in which 
someone pays £1 to us. That is normal accounting 
practice. 

Jeremy Purvis: So we would not see in the 
budget what the anticipated income would be from 
the existing liabilities of graduates who still have to 
pay. 

Chris McCrone: You do not need to. What you 
will see is on the balance sheet of our accounts. 
We have taken that income in as it has arisen 
every year since 2005-06, and we have shown 
that in our accounts as income and, therefore, 
applied it. 

Jeremy Purvis: I am not sure that you 
understand why I am asking about this. I am sure 
that you will have the figures to hand. The existing 
debt—the debt that is still outstanding and that 
graduates still have to pay—relates to about 
13,000 students. That money, which will 
subsequently come in, is no longer legally required 
to go to student support. 

Fiona Hyslop: It is already being used—that is 
the point. It is accounted for in the year in which 
the students become liable, not when they pay it. 
You must remember that some of those people 
will not pay the graduate endowment fee for 13 
years, if it is added to their loans. This is where 
there are genuine difficulties with the student loans 
system, which is very complicated. A third is used 
up in resource account budgeting et cetera, and is 
lost to the taxpayer. For accounting purposes, it is 
used and applied in the year in which the graduate 
becomes liable to pay it, not in the year in which it 
is paid. 

Jeremy Purvis: That is helpful. If the convener 
allows, at the end of the session, when we are 
talking about the budget, I will come back to that. 

Is the figure of £1.926 million, which relates to 
graduates who are facing debt recovery action, 
written off by the Government? That is not 
reflected in the financial memorandum. 

Fiona Hyslop: That is the debt recovery figure. 
It is a liability to be confirmed. We are being 
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prudent and anticipating that amount as the 
maximum that will come back. Not everybody who 
is liable ends up needing to pay—they might have 
an exemption, such as those who enter 
postgraduate study. They become liable after their 
first degree, but the payment does not have to be 
made until later. There can be periods of 
exemption, people can drop out, or whatever. 
Basically, we have budgeted for that amount 
although we do not expect that to be the eventual 
figure. It is a prudent figure. 

Jeremy Purvis: On a number of occasions, you 
have cited the figure of £57,000 as having been 
paid by students who have deferred payment on 
their graduate endowment by adding it to their 
loan. I am looking at the Student Awards Agency 
for Scotland figures, which you will have seen. 
Can you explain the difference between the 
£57,000 that you have cited and the figures in the 
line headed “Paid by part payment part loan”, 
which are £411,000 for 2007, £248,000 for 2006 
and £50,000 for 2005? 

Fiona Hyslop: I do not have the figures that you 
have. Are you quoting the SAAS figures? 

Jeremy Purvis: They are in the submission on 
the bill from SAAS, which is dated 5 November. 

Fiona Hyslop: I will see whether one of my 
officials has a copy of that to hand. The £57,000 is 
what has been paid back through loan payments 
by about 2,000 students who have added the 
graduate endowment fee to their loan. That is how 
much has been paid back to the taxpayer, which 
shows how inefficient the system is. Two thirds of 
the graduate endowment fee is added on to the 
loan, and only £57,000 is coming back. 

I am trying to find the figure of £411,000. You 
are saying that SAAS has said how much has 
been paid in full. The information that I provided 
was accurate when we produced the financial 
memorandum. The figures that SAAS has 
produced in its submission cover 2005, 2006 and 
2007 and it is recognised that, during the period, 
people in the three cohorts will still be paying. The 
£498,000 has been paid in full—that is a cash 
payment up front. Is that what you are referring to, 
as opposed to what was added to loans? 

11:30 
Jeremy Purvis: I do not know whether you have 

the paper to which I am referring 

Fiona Hyslop: I have it now. 

Jeremy Purvis: It states: 
“Collection response performance of those students 

liable on 1st April 2007 is as follows”. 

The figure in the line headed “Paid by part 
payment part loan” is £411,000. 

Fiona Hyslop: That is the part payment, part 
loan figure. The income to the taxpayer from 
students who have paid up by loan—not as part of 
the scheme that puts the money back into the 
graduate endowment fee accounting system—will 
be different. All that I am saying is that the 
efficiency of the present system is such that two 
thirds of those who are liable add the graduate 
endowment fee to their student loan debt, and only 
£57,000 has been paid back through the tax 
system—the income-contingent loans system. 

Jeremy Purvis: But the procedure by which a 
student pays back their loan has changed, has it 
not? The figure could well be different since the 
change was made to monthly payments—is that 
not correct? 

Chris McCrone: Yes, the £57,000 could have 
increased since repayments to the Student Loans 
Company started to come through HM Revenue 
and Customs, which takes the money from a 
person’s salary on a monthly basis. However, it is 
only applied annually when HMRC gets the P35 
information and updates its records at the Student 
Loans Company. 

Fiona Hyslop: The fact that, of the £27 million 
that is put into the student loans system, less than 
£100,000 has been paid back shows how 
inefficient the system is, although income is 
coming in monthly from the three cohorts of 
students. 

Jeremy Purvis: I am not convinced by that, 
convener. 

Fiona Hyslop: I share the committee’s concern. 
It is a complicated system of accounting, and it is 
not very efficient for the taxpayer. The fact that a 
third of the income is lost—it does not go 
anywhere near students or student support—is of 
concern in itself. 

Jeremy Purvis: With respect, cabinet secretary, 
the concern is over the lack of clarity in the 
information that the Government has been 
providing to the committee; it is not concern about 
the policy. 

The Convener: That is the very issue on which 
Mr Baker would like to ask questions about the 
financial memorandum. 

Richard Baker: That leads neatly on to the 
report that we have received from the Finance 
Committee, which expresses concern about the 
quality of the financial memorandum. Indeed, that 
committee said that it found the Scottish 
Parliament information centre briefing more useful. 
For example, it has queried the uncertainty over 
the number of students who are liable, as it is 
described in the financial memorandum, and the 
absence from the financial memorandum of the 
impact of graduates in debt recovery. How do you 
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respond to the concerns that have been raised by 
the Finance Committee? 

Fiona Hyslop: I know, from sitting on 
committees, that there are concerns about the 
amount of information in financial memorandums. I 
understand that the Finance Committee is now 
satisfied that its concerns have been addressed by 
us either through evidence or in correspondence 
with the committee. I am glad that you appreciate 
the SPICe paper. My officials made a significant 
contribution in helping the SPICe researcher to 
draft the financial element of the paper, as it is a 
complex area. I am pleased that we were able to 
co-operate on that. It is a complicated area, 
particularly because of the interaction with the 
student loans system. The system that we have to 
work with is inefficient. We have tried to provide as 
much information as we can to the Finance 
Committee and I understand that all its points bar 
one have been addressed. I am happy to take 
questions on the Finance Committee’s report. 

Richard Baker: Those comments are helpful. 
You mentioned the level of repayment through 
loans. About £15 million has been paid up front. Is 
that correct? 

Fiona Hyslop: Yes. A third has been paid up 
front in cash, but that is nowhere near what the bill 
would be for the student support that it is meant to 
provide. 

Richard Baker: The Finance Committee’s 
report mentions the considerable difference 
between the presumed £17 million of income and 
the total if we include the SAAS figure in the 
SPICe briefing. That figure is almost £2 million, so 
the total is almost £19 million if we accept the 
analysis in the SPICe briefing. Are you confident 
that the £17 million figure in the financial 
memorandum is still appropriate? 

Fiona Hyslop: We should be in a steady state. 
Those who have been notified that they will be 
liable when they graduate have now come through 
the system. We think that the £17 million figure 
reflects a steady state of investment if nothing 
changes in the future. For a variety of reasons, 
however, some graduates who became liable will 
be exempt. They might go on to postgraduate 
study, for example. We have to anticipate how 
many such cases there will be in the future. 
Prudently, we recognise that the cost could be as 
much as the £1.9 million that was mentioned 
earlier, although we do not anticipate that it will be 
as much as that. We think that £17 million is an 
adequate figure. We should remember that, 
whether it is £1 million or £1.9 million, it is income 
forgone and not income generated. I know that 
that is a complex concept, but that is the 
accounting system that is operated because so 
much of the money is added on to loans. 

Richard Baker: I accept that. Obviously, income 
forgone is income that could have been spent 
elsewhere. 

So, you are saying that the £1.95 million figure 
for debt recovery is no longer accurate. 

Fiona Hyslop: We reckon that it might be £1.9 
million. That is the figure that we may need to 
recover, but we do not think that it will be as high 
as that. 

Richard Baker: For clarity, do you think that it is 
right that the sum was not included in the financial 
memorandum? The Finance Committee raised the 
matter in its report. 

Fiona Hyslop: We tried to include as much up-
to-date information as we could in the financial 
memorandum. We understand that there are 949 
individuals in debt recovery, but we do not yet 
know whether their liability is confirmed. If it was 
confirmed that all 949 were liable, the sum would 
be £1.9 million. Many of them will be defined by 
the rules as not liable, so we will not need to 
account for them. 

This is on the margins of where we are. It is 
important to highlight the differences. There could 
be another 949 people to be accounted for, but 
there might not be that number. The system that is 
in place for exemptions from the graduate 
endowment fee is quite complicated, and we still 
do not know whether the 949 people are liable for 
the fee. However, we were prudent and we 
included them in our proposals. If they become 
liable, the figure will be £1.9 million. 

Richard Baker: So £17 million remains the best 
estimate. 

Christina McKelvie: What impact, if any, will 
the loss of income from the abolition of the 
graduate endowment have on the budget for 
higher education? 

Fiona Hyslop: The 2001 act was explicit that 
the income was not to be used for tuition fees or 
for funding universities up front. It was a fee on 
education for those who were liable to pay it, and 
the income was to be used for student support. 

The previous Administration set up systems 
whereby the income was used to help to support 
the student loan subsidy element, which freed up 
income to deal with other issues that developed in-
year. For example, the entrepreneurial chairs that 
were promised and set up by the previous 
Administration were funded from that income, as 
were English for speakers of other languages 
provision and lifelong learning strategy work. The 
2001 act allowed the income to be used to deal 
with items of policy that came up during the year. 
Because we have now decided, as part of the 
spending review, which of those to baseline, we 
will continue with some and not with others. For 
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example, ESOL—which is an important part of 
what we do—is now baselined and funded 
elsewhere. Although there is income forgone, the 
types of thing that were funded previously are now 
going to be caught up with the general spending 
review budgeting. Therefore, that will not have a 
direct or immediate impact.  

Because the problem with the student loans 
system meant that the previous Administration 
could never anticipate how much income it would 
receive from the graduate endowment fee, it was 
difficult for it to use the graduate endowment fee 
as baseline funding for anything else—even 
though the 2001 act said that it should be used for 
student support and despite the fact that 
everybody thinks that its purpose is to pay for 
grants, bursaries and so on. Because the previous 
Administration felt that it was more important to 
provide secure funding for the young students 
bursary and other support measures that should 
have been funded by the graduate endowment, it 
baselined that funding in other funding streams. 
Therefore, I suspect that there will not be much in 
the way of lost projects, if that is what your 
concern is about. In reality, the difficulties of the 
funding system as set up under the graduate 
endowment fee were such that student support 
ended up being funded out of other taxpayers’ 
lines. 

Christina McKelvie: Would it be fair to say that, 
although the bill will have no impact on that 
funding, a positive impact will be that those budget 
lines will be more secure because they will be 
baselined? 

Fiona Hyslop: There will be no negative impact 
on student support proposals, and there was 
never any impact on university funding. Indeed, 
security of funding can now be achieved for the 
young students bursaries and other support 
schemes through a cleaner, simpler and more 
straightforward way of providing student support 
for those who need it. There is also the added 
benefit that 50,000 people currently—and many 
more in the future—will not have a £2,000-plus 
tuition fee to pay at the end of their university 
careers. 

Christina McKelvie: That will be another 
positive outcome of abolishing the graduate 
endowment. 

Fiona Hyslop: Yes, indeed, and it will establish 
an efficient way of funding. I stress to the 
committee that this is not just about tackling the 
moral issue of state-sponsored debt; it is also 
about creating a better and more efficient way of 
funding student support. 

The Convener: Three committee members 
want to speak. I will allow you all in, but I ask that 
you keep your questions short. 

Richard Baker: In that case, I will ask just one 
question. Given that the spending review is 
disappointing for universities in particular, is it not 
the case that the policy is having an impact on the 
overall budget settlement? Many of the 
submissions to the committee say that the bill is 
fine as long as it does not impact on the wider 
funding of universities. Indeed, we have recently 
received a submission from the Royal Society of 
Edinburgh regarding the poor funding settlement 
and the bill. How do you respond to those 
concerns within the sector? 

Fiona Hyslop: I reiterate that the bill will have 
no impact on the general funding of the university 
sector. It could not do so because, under the 
previous Administration, when the income from the 
graduate endowment fee came in, it had to be 
used for in-year flexibility. You will no doubt hear 
in your next evidence sessions that universities 
and colleges want regular and dependable 
sources of income. I do not think that they would 
thank us for saying that they had to rely on in-year 
flexibility and a graduate endowment scheme that 
was an unreliable source of funding. The fact that 
universities never received their income from the 
graduate endowment scheme means that they will 
be neither worse nor better off as a result of the 
bill. 

Jeremy Purvis: I would like some help in 
identifying the level of support for bursaries and 
grants in the budget for 2008-09, 2009-10 and 
2010-11. 

Fiona Hyslop: That continues under the 
existing lines, which will be under SAAS. There is 
a slight reduction in the SAAS figures, which is 
more to do with the number of students who are 
coming through. The level of support has not been 
changed at all. Should we decide, following our 
consultation, to improve the young students 
bursary—which is where Richard Baker might 
have been coming from in his questions—that 
would have an impact. However, there is basically 
no change there. We will continue to fund that on 
the same basis as before. 

11:45 
Jeremy Purvis: How much is that? I do not 

know whether you have the draft budget in front of 
you, but I note that there is a line for fees, grants 
and bursaries. The Cabinet Secretary for Finance 
and Sustainable Growth explains the increase by 
saying that there is £30 million for 
“a phased transition from student loans to grants”. 

What are the figures for grants and bursaries 
during the spending review period? 

Fiona Hyslop: I have the document here. The 
figures are given on page 112. The figures for 

 

75

97



383  28 NOVEMBER 2007  384 

fees, grants and bursaries are £274.7 million, 
£281.2 million, £279.5 million and £305.2 million. 

Jeremy Purvis: And no part of that is part of the 
transition from student loans to grants. 

Fiona Hyslop: The figures that are anticipated 
for that will continue. Any figures for any new 
initiatives will come on top, if that is what you are 
asking. Within the SAAS lines, there is a reduction 
because of anticipated changes in the population. 
It is anticipated that there will be fewer students 
because of the population figures. 

Jeremy Purvis: My question is relevant to the 
bill. The Cabinet Secretary for Finance and 
Sustainable Growth said: 

“We will consult on further student support and graduate 
debt proposals in 2008, with £30 million available in year 3 
to take forward the policy.”—[Official Report, 14 November 
2007; c 3326.] 

As far as I can see, that is not identified in the 
information that has been published, nor do I see 
a breakdown with regard to grants and bursaries 
in the amounts that you propose to provide for 
student support during the spending review period. 

Fiona Hyslop: Our additional funding of £300 
million for the transition from loans to grants is in 
addition to what we would continue— 

Jeremy Purvis: Is it £30 million? 

Fiona Hyslop: Yes—sorry. The £30 million is on 
top of the baseline figure, which will continue. We 
will continue to fund and support the young 
students bursary. The bill will have no impact on 
that. 

Jeremy Purvis: I hear that, but I want to know 
where that is in the document, so that the 
committee knows whether there is to be growth or 
stagnation. 

Let me ask the question in another way. What is 
the real-terms increase for student support in 
2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11? 

Fiona Hyslop: If you are asking about the 
grants that are currently paid out, they will 
continue to be paid out. The bill will have no 
impact on the level. However, you will find that, 
because we have the opportunity of the additional 
£30 million that is accounted for in that line, we 
can increase the amount that is available in 
grants. The line goes from £274.7 million up to 
£305.2 million. 

Jeremy Purvis: So the figures build up to that 
over the spending review period, and the £30 
million will be for additional grants. 

Fiona Hyslop: Yes. 

Elizabeth Smith: I ask for clarification. My 
colleague Derek Brownlee pointed out that the 
Government’s figure for administering the 

graduate endowment was £156,000 but that the 
financial memorandum projected administrative 
savings of £65,000. In response, he was assured 
that the difference was to do with on-going 
maintenance and depreciation costs. If something 
is about to be abolished, why would there be 
depreciation costs? 

Stephen Kerr (Scottish Government Lifelong 
Learning Directorate): The Student Awards 
Agency for Scotland sent a letter about that to the 
clerk to the Finance Committee yesterday. I have 
a copy to hand. It sets out the reconciliation of the 
figures. 

The Convener: Perhaps you could circulate that 
letter to the committee. 

Fiona Hyslop: Yes, we will ensure that that is 
done. 

The Convener: I say to Mr Baker that I allowed 
him to ask a supplementary question earlier. We 
have had extensive questioning and we have 
another large panel today. 

That concludes our questions, cabinet secretary. 
Thank you for your attendance. I reflected gladly 
on your comments to Christina McKelvie on the 
committee’s important role in scrutinising the bill. 
That, perhaps, helps to address the comments 
that you made to the media a few weeks ago, 
when you rebutted the committee for questioning 
your officials. I am glad to say that you were much 
better prepared than your officials were when they 
came before the committee a few weeks ago. 

The committee will be suspended for a five-
minute break. 

11:50 
Meeting suspended. 
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Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee, 3rd Report, 2007 
(Session 3) – Annexe D 

ANNEXE D: LIST OF OTHER WRITTEN EVIDENCE 
 
Copies of the written evidence received by the Committee can be found on 
the Scottish Parliament website (www.scottish.parliament.uk) or can be 
provided, on request, by the Clerk to the Committee. 
 
Submission from the Association of Teachers and Lecturers 
Submission from the Association of Scotland's Colleges  
Submission from the British Medical Association Scotland
Submission from Dr Alistair Duff  
Submission from Edinburgh College of Art
Submission from the Educational Institute of Scotland  
Submission from the General Medical Council  
Submission from Glasgow Caledonian University
Submission from Glasgow University Scottish Nationalists Association
Submission from The Robert Gordon University
Submission from The Royal Society of Edinburgh
Submission from the Scottish Funding Council
Submission from the Scottish Trades Union Congress  
Submission from Skill Scotland: National Bureau for Students with Disabilities 
Submission from the University and College Union Scotland 
Submission from the University of Aberdeen  
Submission from the University of Dundee  
Submission from the University of Glasgow
Submission from the University of St Andrews  
Submission from Universities Scotland
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Written evidence received by the Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture 

Committee 

 

Submissions associated with oral evidence 

Student Awards Agency for Scotland 
Student Loans Company  
Coalition of Higher Education Students in Scotland  
National Union of Students Scotland  
Open University in Scotland 
 

Supplementary evidence 

Correspondence between the Convener and the Cabinet Secretary for Education 
and Lifelong Learning 

Coalition of Higher Education Students in Scotland  
Scottish Government's Lifelong Learning Directorate 
National Union of Students Scotland  
Student Awards Agency for Scotland 
Letter from the Student Awards Agency for Scotland to the Clerk to the Finance 

Committee 
 

Other written evidence 

Association of Teachers and Lecturers 
Association of Scotland's Colleges  
British Medical Association Scotland 
Dr Alistair Duff  
Edinburgh College of Art  
Educational Institute of Scotland  
General Medical Council  
Glasgow Caledonian University  
Glasgow University Scottish Nationalists Association 
Robert Gordon University  
Royal Society of Edinburgh 
Scottish Funding Council 
Scottish Trades Union Congress  
Skill Scotland: National Bureau for Students with Disabilities  
University and College Union Scotland  
University of Aberdeen  
University of Dundee  
University of Glasgow 
University of St Andrews  
Universities Scotland   
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SUBMISSION FROM THE STUDENT AWARDS AGENCY FOR SCOTLAND – 5 NOVEMBER 2007 
 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 
 
The Graduate Endowment fee (GE) came about following wide ranging consultations by Scottish 
Ministers in the wake of the Cubie Committee’s report.  The GE was introduced to fund student support, in 
recognition of the advantages graduates gain from a publicly funded course of higher education in order to 
help fund future generations of students.  Ministers introduced legislation which received Royal Assent as 
The Education (Graduate Endowment and Student Support) (Scotland) Act 2001. 
 
As a result, most Scottish domiciled and EU students who commenced an undergraduate course of study 
from 2001 and subsequently graduated became liable to pay a fixed amount of £2,000 (increased each 
year by inflation), to contribute to the cost of future student support.  
 
The Student Awards Agency for Scotland (SAAS) was responsible for the operational aspects of the 
introduction and collection of the GE.  The Agency was given an additional £85,000 per annum to fund 
two members of staff at a cost of £32,000 to process the GE and cover all of the administrative costs.   
 
The IT system used to administer the GE cost £565,000 to develop.   
 
The figures below show the formal GE correspondence that SAAS has dealt with since its introduction.  It 
may be helpful to note that cases classified as complaints are about the handling of an individual's GE 
liability, not about the Graduate Endowment itself.  A high volume of general correspondence that has not 
been identified as ‘formal’ was also managed as part of our normal business. 
 

Year Complaints Appeals 
 

Official 
replies 

Ministerial 
Replies 

SPSO Total 

2005 4 7 4 6 1 22 
2006 16 8 0 1 2 27 
2007 15 10 0 0 0 25 
Total 35 25 4 7 3 74 

 
Students became liable to pay the GE on 1st April following their year of graduation.  Letters have been 
issued each year to all students potentially liable to pay the GE in the following April.  The students fell 
into three categories: 
 

1. Students who graduated became liable and were offered the option of paying the liability, or 
taking out a loan to pay the liability. 

2. Students who carried on to a fourth year of study to achieve an honours degree were able to 
carry the liability over to the following year. 

3. Students who failed to graduate or had a valid exemption had their liability cancelled.  The list of 
reasons for ‘exemption’ is noted at Annex A. 

 
The statistics that follow relate to the students in the first category who graduated and whose GE liability 
crystallised.  
 
Collection response performance of those students liable on 1st April 2005 is as follows:- 
 
  £’000
Paid in full 249 24.9% 498
Loan set up for payment 702 70.2% 1,404
Paid by part payment part loan 25 2.5% 50
Debt recovery action in progress 18 1.7% 36
Written off as not able to collect 7 0.7% 14

Total 1,001 100% 2,002
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Collection response performance of those students liable on 1st April 2006 is as follows:- 
 
  £’000
Paid in full 2,624 32.2% 5,254
Loan set up for payment 5,216 64.1% 10,453
Paid by part payment part loan 124 1.6% 248
Debt recovery action in progress 149 1.9% 298
Written off as not able to collect 12 0.2% 24

Total 8,125 100% 16,277
 
Collection response performance of those students liable on 1st April 2007 is as follows:- 
 
  £’000
Paid in full 3,419 29.6% 6,928
Loan set up for payment 6,987 60.3% 14,172
Paid by part payment part loan 203 1.8% 411
No. of graduates facing debt recovery. 949 8.3% 1,926

Total 11,563 100% 23,437
 
These figures are from a periodic report on the current position of the Graduate Endowment that was 
produced by SAAS in September 2007. They differ from the figures used by the Cabinet Secretary for 
Education and Lifelong Learning in her earlier announcements as she used the most up to date 
information available at that time. 
 
In addition to the above, there are a further 2,168 (£4.3 million approximate value) under-graduates 
whose April 2007 liability has crystallised but who have been allowed to defer their payment until now 
because they have been in post-graduate study.  The people concerned are aware of their liability and 
will have the option of taking out a loan if they choose. 
 
The collection procedures we follow are designed to be flexible to the graduates’ circumstances.  Before 
the graduate’s case is passed to the SAAS debt recovery team, a number of letters have already been 
issued to advise about the GE liability and when it will become due. These are issued in the July & 
October in the year of graduation and then in the February of the following year.  We give the students 
the opportunity to tell us whether they wish to pay by cash or loan and make it clear that the payment is 
due on 1st April, or the loan should be set up on 1st April.  We also give students the opportunity to let us 
know if they feel there are reasons why they should not become liable to pay the GE.   
 
When these procedures have been concluded and the student has not contacted us, despite our 
numerous requests to them, we then move to debt recovery action.  First, we confirm with the educational 
institution that the student has graduated.  Then, we pass the file of the graduate to the SAAS Debt 
Recovery team to take action. They will send out a letter giving the student a further opportunity to 
respond and make payment.  If no response is received within 28 days, we pass their case file to our 
solicitors to take action. Our solicitors will then send a formal letter giving the graduate a final option to 
make payment and warning that they will be served a summons if no response is received within fourteen 
days. Finally, if appropriate, the graduate will be served a summons and a Decree can then be granted 
which enables an earnings arrestment to be placed on the individual.  A Decree is a very serious step and 
will be noted on a persons credit file by the Registry Trust; this will affect their credit rating until the debt is 
paid in full. 
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Annex A 
 
Exemptions - you will not have to pay the endowment if you: 
 

• are assessed as being independent of your parents at the start of your course; 
• are eligible for the Lone Parents’ Grant at some point during your course; 
• are eligible for the Disabled Students’ Allowance at some point during your course; 
• are on an HNC or HND course; 
• transfer to your degree course directly from an HNC or HND started before 2001-2002; 
• take less than two academic sessions to complete your degree course after completing an HNC 

or HND; 
• take less than three academic sessions to complete your degree course in all other 

circumstances; 
• are taking certain degree courses that attract an income-assessed Scottish Executive Health 

Department bursary, such as nursing, midwifery and courses for the Allied Health Professions; 
• fail to meet the requirements to be accredited with a degree; 
• have completed a degree in a publicly-funded higher education institution before; 
• are studying at a UK institution outside Scotland; or 
• study part time 
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SUBMISSION FROM THE STUDENT LOANS COMPANY – 1 NOVEMBER 2007 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 

The Student Loans Company (SLC) welcomes the opportunity to give evidence to the Education, 
Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee. 

This written evidence is provided to support oral evidence to be given to the committee at the 
meeting on the 7th November. 

SLC’s Role 

Currently the SLC’s role in administering Graduate Endowment is as follows: 

The Student Awards Agency for Scotland (SAAS) is responsible for determining a student’s 
liability for the Graduate Endowment.  A student may elect not to pay the Graduate Endowment 
Liability directly and instead have it added to their Student Loan. 

In such circumstances the student applies to SAAS who will process the application and pass the 
required information to SLC who will then administer the loan alongside the student’s other 
Student Loan liabilities. 

This means that if the Scottish Parliament passes the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) 
Bill as currently drafted, then the SLC will need to:- 

i. Cancel any loan requests held by the SLC already made by students who have 
graduated on or after 1st April 2007 who will no longer be liable for the Graduate 
Endowment.

ii. Update Communication materials issued by the SLC to Higher Education Institutions and 
other Stakeholders. 

iii. Issue, in conjunction with SAAS, any communication needed to students to inform them 
of this change. 

iv. Make required changes to IT Systems and Management Information Systems to 
implement the Bill. 

v. Necessary project management, system testing and training to support these changes. 

The work required to implement these changes has been analysed and planned in conjunction 
with SAAS and officials from the Scottish Executive. 

The total implementation costs for this work are £54,000 and a business case and project plan 
have been approved by SAAS for this work. 

I am content that SLC has the required staff and skills to implement these changes in a timely 
and efficient manner if the Bill is passed by the Scottish Parliament and receives royal assent. 

Effect on SLC’s Ongoing Running Costs

If the Bill is passed the SLC will continue to administer the current portfolio of loans taken out to 
meet Graduate Endowment Liabilities from previous years. 

However the reduction in required administration is projected to reduce SLC’s costs by around 
£30,000 per annum from 2008-09 onwards. 
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SUBMISSION FROM THE COALITION OF HIGHER EDUCATION STUDENTS IN SCOTLAND 
– 7 NOVEMBER 2007  

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 

CHESS recognises that the question of funding Higher Education is difficult and expensive to 
answer. We do not pretend that we have all of the answers, however CHESS has compiled the 
following response to removing the Graduate Endowment while bearing in mind the opinions of 
the students at our institutions, as well remembering there is no easy solution to this issue. 

The Graduate Endowment however is only one piece of a bigger puzzle; that of Higher Education 
funding. Education, like justice, health and the economy to name a few are vital to the goal of 
making Scotland “the best country in the world”. Higher Education, plays a key role- today’s 
students are tomorrows economists and teachers, lawyers and doctors.  

Barriers to Entry 

Universities are attempting to enrol the best and the brightest minds from Scotland, the UK and 
beyond. However, institutions actively seeking such students are singled out for failing to admit 
enough students from a particular type of background. CHESS would propose that it is not the 
Universities that are at fault but a combination of factors – fear of student debt being the most 
pressing.  

“Student debt” or “the rising cost of being a student” are now accepted phrases in the mindset of 
young people and their parents. The important question to ask is, how does this affect the 
decision making process of school leavers thinking about the option of Higher Education. For 
middle class families, attending University can sometimes be a social question; “it’s what is 
expected of me”, but for a working class family it becomes a question of economics; “can I afford 
it? Do I want to spend the rest of my working life trying to clear debts incurred because I chose to 
study?”

With a government serious about a widening access agenda, more needs to be done to ensure 
this is a reality in Scottish education. Student Support is central to this. 

Another concern is one of equity. Scottish and EU students find themselves exempt from tuition 
fees. This obviously is the ideal scenario for these groups but how do we treat students from the 
other side of the border. English, Welsh and Northern Irish students are required to pay fees of 
£1700 (or £2700 for medicine). This is unfair and a solution must be found to tackle this.  

The Widening Access Agenda 

There are countless mechanisms across the HE sector that institutions are using to encourage 
local school pupils, who might dismiss HE as an option, to think about it seriously.  

Summer Schools, School visits, student shadowing and student tutor programmes to name a few. 
However, universities are right to accept students on the basis of academic merit. Ensuring that 
each and every school leaver is given the opportunity to progress and excel within the HE sector 
is important but under no circumstances would we propose or support social engineering within 
the university admission processes. The question should not be one of how can we make 
universities take more pupils from non-traditional backgrounds, but how can society encourage 
each and every young person to take the opportunities afford to them within their primary and 
secondary schooling and drive them onto success?  
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In it for the long haul?

We want our institutions to be world-leading centres of excellence in the fields of teaching and 
research. This does not come without serious investment- significantly greater than the levels of 
funding available at present. While we cannot say that Higher Education should be prioritised 
over other specific areas of spending, if universities are to survive and prosper beyond the next 
10 years additional funding needs to be found. We strongly believe that student’s are not the only 
solution to the funding crisis. The main beneficiaries of degrees are not just the students, society 
and business gain skills and expertise from our graduates.  

The Principal of the University of St Andrews, Dr Brian Lang has spoken out in the media recently 
and suggested a graduation tax, a means for graduates to repay society for providing the taxes 
that got them through university. They are the graduates who will work in the skilled professions 
society needs. They are the next generation of doctors and lawyers, economists and teachers. As 
graduates gain particular skills through their University education, they are able to partake in the 
economy at a higher level, therefore it is not only the graduate who gains from a degree, but the 
society as a whole, building a more successful Scotland. However, we should be careful not to 
impose over-taxation on graduates in case there is a decrease in new students and those 
graduates staying on in Scotland. 

Dr Lang stated at the Funding for Success – Higher Education and the Economy conference in 
May 2007, “We compete in an international market for the best staff, the best students, for 
research grants and for donations towards building projects for those new labs and libraries…Our 
young people deserve no less than the best and we should not compromise on that.  But we need 
urgently to look for more effective ways of supporting students and research.  The present 
structures and mechanisms carry a substantial risk of higher education in Scotland being left 
behind.” Sentiments that we completely agree with, however the mechanism of graduate tax that 
Dr Lang voiced we do not agree with. 

The Knowledge Economy 

We live in a society where knowledge is the key that opens many doors. The shape of that key, 
however, is changing. No longer do jobs require Highers or Standard Grades, but “Educated to 
degree level.” In some cases, jobs are requesting candidates who have gone beyond degree 
level to masters and Ph.D. programmes. The myth that a degree will get you a high paid job has 
gone, students need more than just their honours degrees. Scotland should be ensuring that our 
students, our graduates, have the ability to reach their knowledge potential- not because they can 
pay for it, but because they have the ability to do it. Students wishing to study higher degrees or 
second degrees in subjects which will lead to a professional career, e.g. medicine, law should be 
supported and indeed encouraged by government. The barrier to this at present is funding.   

Conclusion 

We support the abolition of the Graduate Endowment. However we do see three important goals 
for government. 

1) Working to end student debt and encouraging non-traditional students to move into 
Higher Education with the result of no longer requiring a Widening Access Agenda 

2) A review of University funding is required urgently. If we want our universities to excel 
and be world leaders they need greater financial resources. 

3) Students embarking on professional courses or higher study need to be supported 
adequately at all times – and procedures should be put in place to make sure this is 
happening. 

These are exciting times in Scotland. The new Scottish executive has a huge opportunity to make 
a difference. 
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SUBMISSION FROM THE NATIONAL UNION OF STUDENTS SCOTLAND – 8 NOVEMBER 2007  

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 

NUS Scotland is a federation of local student organisations in Scotland, comprising over 60 local 
campus student organisations that are affiliated to the National Union of Students of the United 
Kingdom (NUS). NUS Scotland is an autonomous, but integral, part of the National Union of Students. 
The students' associations in membership of NUS Scotland account for 85% of students in higher 
education and over 90% of students in further education in Scotland. 

Students' associations affiliated to NUS retain autonomy over all policy areas, and may choose 
to make individual students' association submissions based on local policy. NUS Scotland 
operates a democratic forum for policy and debate on national issues affecting students and 
NUS Scotland’s role is to reflect the collective position. 

Introduction 

NUS Scotland welcomes the proposed abolition of the Graduate Endowment. The announcement by 
the Cabinet Secretary in June 2007 to consult on this issue, and subsequent drafting of the Graduate 
Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill have been welcomed by NUS Scotland as important steps in the 
reduction of graduate debt. 

History 

Following the publication of Student Finance: Fairness for the Future, NUS Scotland called on the 
Scottish Government to fully implement the Independent Committee of Inquiry into Student Finance 
report, and argued that the Graduate Endowment as it was introduced did not achieve what was set out 
in the Cubie Report1. In fact, NUS Scotland campaigned against the introduction of the Graduate 
Endowment because the income threshold for payment did not reflect the financial benefit that 
graduates derived from their studies, nor did it provide funding back into student support to an adequate 
level to improve student funding. 

NUS Scotland described our dissatisfaction with the Graduate Endowment in our Education Manifesto, 
published ahead of the Scottish Parliament elections in May 2007. We pointed out that over the past 
fifteen years, the student loans scheme has meant that the average graduate contribution to higher 
education costs has increased from zero (other than income tax and other taxes) to thousands of 
pounds per graduate, over and above the standard taxation2.

The vast majority of students are forced to add the Graduate Endowment fee onto their total student 
loan debt, thus adding to the already crippling debt levels of graduates. The fact that just one third of 
the overall Graduate Endowment fee has been repaid and an additional graduate debt of £26.3M 
incurred3 suggests that the plan to expand student support to the poorest students from the Graduate 
Endowment income has been poorly thought out. Recent evidence confirms that participation from the 
most deprived areas is still poor. In 2004-05, people from the most advantaged areas were almost twice 
as likely to participate in further or higher education as people from the most deprived areas4.

Furthermore, recent evidence highlights the growing problem of graduate debt. NUS Scotland figures 
suggest that graduates leave university with a debt of £16,000. Of those at university, students who 
come from poorer backgrounds had 23%5 more debt than those from the more wealthy backgrounds. 
Clearly the policy of better bursary provision from the income of the Graduate Endowment is not 
working to support those who it had intended to help. 

                                         
1 NUS Scotland ‘Student Finance: Funding Futures’ August 2000 
2 NUS Scotland ‘Education Manifesto: Elections 2007’
3 Statement by Fiona Hyslop, Cabinet Secretary for Education and Lifelong Learning to the Scottish Parliament, 
13 June 2007 
4 Scottish Funding Council ‘Learning for All: Report on Measures of Success’ 2007
5 Scottish Executive ‘Higher and Further Education Students’ Income, Expenditure and Debt in Scotland 2004-05’ 
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These levels of debt prevent our graduates from buying their own home, starting a family or a pension. 
Ultimately, this prevents graduates from contributing to the economy and prevents Scotland from 
becoming a wealthier and fairer country. 

NUS Scotland’s represents 85% of students in higher education and 90% of students in further 
education. Through our democratic forums, our members have voted through policy to oppose 
student debt and hardship. Based on this and the above evidence, we fully support the abolition 
of the graduate endowment fee.

Concerns 

The Cabinet Secretary informed the Scottish Parliament that the Graduate Endowment fee has 
recouped nearly £13M in cash payments and loan repayments since it was introduced. It has always 
been the case that any income from the fee would be channelled back into student support funding for 
the purpose of student bursaries. With the loss of this income stream, NUS Scotland is concerned that 
student support payments will be affected. 

We are seeking assurances from the Scottish Government that student support levels will not be 
affected by the loss of this income and that the shortfall will be met by other means. Furthermore, NUS 
Scotland is concerned that the necessary increase to the student support purse as a result of the lost 
Graduate Endowment income will reduce the political will for greater investment in student support. 

NUS Scotland acknowledges the commitment the Scottish Government has made in tackling graduate 
debt, but we seek further commitment that it will tackle student hardship by investing more funds in 
student support. Although a welcome proposal, the removal of the Graduate Endowment is just a small 
step towards defeating hardship. 

How helpful do you find the policy memorandum and financial memorandum accompanying the 
Bill?

We acknowledge and support the view that the Graduate Endowment has failed to achieve its aims of 
promoting social inclusion by reducing barriers to widening access and participation. The figures and 
assessments contained within these memoranda closely support the views of NUS Scotland.  The 
Graduate Endowment has increased the debt burden of graduates and has compounded issues 
affecting graduates because of their debt. 

Do you have any comments on the consultation the Scottish Government carried out prior to the 
introduction of the Bill? 

The consultation process was straightforward and easily accessible. There were few issues of 
contention, as evidenced by all the supporting responses received by the Scottish Government.  

Conclusion 

NUS Scotland would like to take this opportunity to welcome the proposed reduction to graduate debt, 
while emphasising that the loss of income to the student support purse and the general poor levels of 
student funding remain issues of concerns for us. We are pleased that the Scottish Government is 
taking steps to reduce the financial burden on students in Scotland but believe much more must be 
done to ensure that students are not forced into living below the poverty line. 

NUS Scotland looks forward to working with the Scottish Government and the Education, Lifelong 
Learning and Culture Committee to ensure that lifelong learning becomes a reality in Scotland and that 
all students, no matter what their personal circumstances, are able to learn without facing hardship and 
poverty.
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SUBMISSION FROM THE OPEN UNIVERSITY IN SCOTLAND – 8 NOVEMBER 2007 
 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 
 

The Open University in Scotland welcomes the opportunity to submit evidence to the Education, Lifelong 
Learning and Culture Committee on the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill.  
 
The Open University is Scotland’s largest provider of part-time higher education and we are committed to 
ensuring that the position of part-time higher education students is represented in all relevant policy 
developments. 
 
This evidence is prepared in advance of the Scottish Government’s announcement of its spending plans 
in 2008-09 and subsequent years, and of any associated statement on support for part-time learners. 
 
As we highlighted in our response to the Scottish Government’s consultation on the abolition of the 
graduate endowment fee in August 2007, a consequence of the abolition will be to widen further the gap 
which already exists between support for full-time and part-time students in Scotland. 
 
Higher education for full-time students will effectively be free, irrespective of individual students’ ability to 
pay. The majority of part-time higher education students, however, will continue to pay tuition fees, with 
only those on the very lowest incomes currently receiving any financial support.  
 
In our view, this differing treatment is difficult to justify on objective grounds, is inequitable to individual 
students because it is not based on need, and is distorting the market in higher education. This is not only 
damaging for students and the higher education market, but also for the skill-set of Scotland and its 
prospects of sustained economic growth. 
 
General principles of the Bill 
 
While The Open University in Scotland has no specific objection to the over-riding principle behind the 
abolition of the graduate endowment, we believe it is important that it is seen within the context of the 
wider higher education landscape.  
 
In considering the general principles of the Bill therefore we would like to make four points: 
 
1. The abolition of the graduate endowment will in effect be a relatively small step towards the goal 

outlined in Section 13 of the policy memorandum accompanying the Bill.  
“It is a step towards ensuring that in a modern Scotland everyone can gain economic, social and 
personal fulfilment to the fullest possible extent and that everyone who has the ability has the 
opportunity to be involved in the higher education experience by removing the barriers which may 
prevent them from doing so.” 

Part-time students make up more than a third (38%) of the student body at Scottish higher education 
institutions. As the legislative changes will not affect them directly, a significant proportion of the 
student population will gain no benefit from the abolition. 
 

2. The Scottish Government’s skills strategy, Skills for Scotland, highlights the importance to Scotland’s 
economic and social development of a system for learning and skills which meets the needs of 
people of all ages. The policy memorandum focuses on the position of young people which, while of 
undoubted importance, again only addresses the needs of one part of Scotland’s potential learner 
base. Reducing the cost barrier for part-time students will also be essential if we are to meet the 
higher level skills needs of all sections of Scotland’s working age population. 

 
3. Section 14 of the policy memorandum cites evidence from the Joseph Rowntree Foundation on debt 

aversion as a disincentive to full-time education for young people. There is also a significant body of 
recent research evidence1 which highlights that cost is a considerable barrier to engagement with 
part-time study for people of all ages, including many of those likely to benefit from it the most. 

 
1 See for example: Exploring the work/life/study balance: the experience of higher education students in a 
further education college, Janet Lowe and Vernon Gayle, Journal of Further and Higher Education Vol 31, 
No3, August 2007; and Looking to Learn: Investigating the Motivations to Learn and the Barriers Faced 
by Adults Wishing to Undertake Part-Time Study, Ralf St Clair, Scottish Executive social research, No 
36/2006 109



  

 
4. Section 16 of the policy memorandum states that “Abolishing the GE is the first step for the Scottish 

Government towards its aspiration of having a higher education system in Scotland that is free for 
all”. The Open University in Scotland believes strongly that in order to address the needs of all 
potential learners, the logical next step must be to improve the position of Scotland’s part-time 
students. 

 
Policy memorandum and financial memorandum 
 
Other than the comments above, we have no specific points to make on the policy and financial 
memoranda accompanying the Bill. Both provide a clear and helpful outline of the principles behind the 
Bill and the financial picture. 
 
Scottish Government’s consultation on the abolition of the graduate endowment 
 
We have no specific comments on the handling of the consultation. We were pleased to see however that 
the report analysing responses acknowledged that a number of respondents had highlighted the part-time 
student position. 
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Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture 
Committee

Room T3.40
The Scottish Parliament

Edinburgh
EH99 1SP

karen.whitefield.msp@scottish.parliament.uk
9 November 2007

 
 
 
 
 
Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 
 
As you will be aware, Scottish Government officials gave evidence to the Education, 
Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee on Wednesday 7 November, at the start of 
the Committee’s Stage 1 scrutiny of the above Bill. 
 
Members were concerned that the officials were not able to cite evidence to support 
the claim in the Policy Memorandum that the Graduate Endowment (GE) had acted 
as a deterrent on those wishing to enter higher education. Officials were also unable 
to support the claim that the GE’s failure to contribute to widening access was ‘clear,’ 
and could not explain why, contrary to the claims in the Policy Memorandum, student 
numbers rose in some years during the period of the GE. For some members, 
concerns over these issues raised some questions about the policy intent of the bill 
and the extent to which this had been thought through by ministers. 
 
I appreciate you are due to attend the Committee’s meeting on 28 November, but I 
wanted to give you an opportunity, before the Committee goes on to take further 
evidence on the Bill, to clarify any matters which you might feel need further 
explanation in the light of the evidence given by officials this week. Should you wish 
to take this opportunity, it would be most helpful if your reply could be received 
before the Committee’s next meeting on Wednesday 14 November. I understand 
The Official Report of this week’s meeting is due for publication on Monday.  
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Karen Whitefield MSP 
Convener 
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Karen Whitefield 
Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee  
Room T3.40 
The Scottish Parliament 
Edinburgh 
EH99 1SP 
   
   

___ 
 
 13 November 2007 
 
 
Dear Ms Whitefield 
 
Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 
 
Thank you for your letter of 9 November 2007 regarding the evidence given by Scottish 
Government officials to the Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee in relation 
to this Bill. 
 
I am disappointed that the Committee feels that my officials were unable to fully articulate the 
evidence supporting the Policy Memorandum and the benefits that abolishing the Graduate 
Endowment fee will have. I would be happy to provide the Committee with some additional 
briefing on the matters you mention and will do so ahead of my appearance before you on 
28 November 2007. 
 
It is important to note that, according to the data provided by SAAS, two thirds of the 
Graduate Endowment fee is added to student loan debt.  The Graduate Endowment fee is 
very much part of the debt issue.  Debt, and the fear of debt, is a real and growing concern 
for many prospective students. Average student debt now stands at just under £11,000 and 
there is no doubt in my mind that this unfair fee creates a barrier.  As I am happy to explain 
when I appear before you, widening access to higher education is not about increasing 
participation in total numbers but about enabling people from non traditional backgrounds to 
go to university.  Fear of debt as evidenced in the Joseph Rowntree Foundation study affects 
those more from non traditional backgrounds in particular. 
 
Young people from areas of multiple deprivation should have wider access to higher 
education and, although efforts on this have increased recently, the proportion of entrants to 
university coming from deprived areas of Scotland has still not changed significantly in 
recent years.  I believe that debt, and the fear of debt, acts as a brake on the aspirations for 
those from our poorest and most disadvantaged communities in particular and moves us 
away from a Scottish education system that should be based on the ability to learn.  
 
 
 

St Andrew ’s House, Regent Road, Edinburgh  EH1 3DG 
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This is a view that was specifically highlighted by the majority of respondents to our 
consultation including student representative bodies such as the NUS and CHESS, a 
number of institutions, the STUC, EIS and Association of Teacher and Lecturers (ATL), the 
Scottish Funding Council and the BMA. 
 
I am aware that Jeremy Purvis asked about the repayment of Graduate Endowment that has 
been added to student loan debt.  The key figure here is that only £57,000 of £26 million of 
Graduate Endowment fees added to student loan debt has been returned to the tax payer, a 
tiny fraction.  The number of borrowers who make up the £57,000 is not central to this 
argument, but, in response to Mr Purvis’ request, my officials will obtain the information and 
forward it to you.   
 
I would like to assure you though that my officials and I are committed to continuing to work 
closely with the Committee to develop this essential piece of legislation and I look forward to 
answering all of your questions on the Bill on 28 November. 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
FIONA HYSLOP 
 

St Andrew ’s House, Regent Road, Edinburgh  EH1 3DG 
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SUPPLEMENTARY WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM THE COALITION OF HIGHER EDUCATION 
STUDENTS IN SCOTLAND – 30 NOVEMBER 2007 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 

Graduates from this year should not have to pay the GE fee, as they have been told that they are 
now exempt. There is already confusion as graduates have been sent letters from the SLC asking 
how they would like to pay the GE if it doesn't pass at Parliament - these students had previously 
been told this was not something they would not have to be concerned about.  
 
In relation to those who are paying off or have paid the GE already, whilst we understand the 
complications of students being given money back, they are now an anomaly as very few students 
will have actually met the criteria to be liable for this fee. 
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Convener 
Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee 
Scottish Parliament 
EDINBURGH 
EH99 1SP                                                                                                                 
 
21st November 07 
 
 
 
Dear Ms Whitefield 
 
GRADUATE ENDOWMENT ABOLITION (SCOTLAND) BILL 
 
At the Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee meeting on Wednesday 7 
November, my colleagues gave evidence on the above Bill.   
 
This letter addresses the points on which the Committee have requested further information 
from officials, as set out in the email of 13th November 2007 from the Committee’s Senior 
Assistant Clerk, Nick Hawthorne. These were: 
 
• on the issue of widening access and entrants from deprived areas, we said we would see 

if figures were available from before 2005-06 (the only figures my colleagues had at the 
meeting). Ideally your members were looking for figures that would extend to pre 1997. 
(Ken MacIntosh MSP)  

 
• on a related point, we said we would speak to the person who analysed and interrogated 

the figures from before 2005-06 and come back to the Committee on what that analysis 
showed. (Jeremy Purvis MSP) 

 
• in relation to the age participation index (API) figures, Jeremy Purvis MSP asked why, 

when the Policy Memorandum states "The policy's failure to contribute to widening 
access is also clear", there was a rise in the APR figures between 1999-00 (48.9) and 
2001-02 (51.5). My colleagues said we would reflect and come back to the Committee 
with further information. 

 
This letter also addresses the question asked by Jeremy Purvis about repayments of the 
Graduate Endowment fee that were added to student loan debt. In the Cabinet Secretary’s 
letter to the Committee of 13th November, Ms Hyslop indicated that officials would obtain the 
relevant information and forward it to you.   
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Entrants to higher education from deprived areas 
 
Annex A contains the relevant figures covering the period from 2002 to 2006. These show 
that there has been little increase in participation in higher education from students in 
deprived areas since 2002. Given that the Graduate Endowment fee was introduced in 2001-
02, this data provides a reflection of how the proportion of young people from deprived areas 
entering higher education has changed since then.  
 
You will wish to note that a different method was used to express this type of data prior to 
2002. As a result, earlier figures are not directly comparable. That said, data is available 
from the UK Funding Councils’ Key Performance Indicators that gives an idea of the trends 
in access leading up to this point.  I thought it would be helpful to include this material and a 
table containing these figures (as far back as 1997-98) is included at Annex B. 
 
In terms of our analysis, these figures show that progress in attracting more students from 
deprived backgrounds into higher education has been slow over the last decade. This is 
despite a number of initiatives over this time that were aimed at widening access. 
 
Age Participation Index (API) figures 
 
Jeremy Purvis asked about the API figures for 1999-00 and 2001-02, which show an 
increase from 48.9% to 51.5% over that period. However, the Graduate Endowment fee was 
first introduced for students who began their courses in 2001-02. In terms of the API data, 
and its relevance to the Policy Memorandum, the proper starting point is therefore 2001-02.  
 
The API figure for 2001-02 was, as I have said, 51.5%. The Policy Memorandum shows that 
by 2005-06 the API had fallen to 47.1% (or by just over 8.5%).   
 
A number of factors can affect participation in higher education, but since introducing the 
Graduate Endowment fee the trend in the API is a declining one.  During this period (2001-
2002 to 2005-06) there has been only one increase in the API – the index rose from 46.4% 
in 2004-05 to 47.1% in 2005-06 (or by just over 1.5%). The participation rate amongst men 
however continued to decline between those two years (the rise was accounted for solely by 
an increase in participation amongst women).  
 
Graduate endowment fee repayments added to student loan debt 
 
The Cabinet Secretary’s letter of 13 November explained that the key figure from her 
perspective was that only £57,000 of the £26 million of Graduate Endowment fees added to 
student loan debt has been returned to the taxpayer. 
 
Jeremy Purvis asked how many individual borrowers this represented.  According to the 
Student Loans Company, 2,058 graduates had made repayments to the value of £57,000 by 
the end of the financial year 2006-07. Of those students who are liable, 13,262 have chosen 
to pay back the GE fee by loan or part loan. The 2,058 figure represents just over 15.5% of 
this cohort. 
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Nick Hawthorne’s email appears to have crossed with Ms Hyslop’s letter of the same date. It 
would appear, however, that much of what I have been asked to cover in my letter touches 
on the same areas you mention in your letter of 9th November to the Cabinet Secretary. To 
the extent, however, that you feel you require any supplementary information from officials in 
advance of the Cabinet Secretary’s appearance on 28th November please let me know. 
 
I trust the Committee will find this information helpful in its consideration of the Graduate 
Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill. 

Stephen Kerr 
Deputy Director 
Lifelong Learning Directorate 
 

  
 117



Annex A  
 
Scottish domiciled entrants from Deprived Areas to Higher Education 2002 - 2006 
 
Scottish Domiciled Entrants from Deprived Areas to Higher Education in the UK: 2005-06 
     

Type of Institution All 
entrants 

Percentage of 
entrants from 

deprived 
areas1

Percentage of 
population in 

deprived 
areas1  

Percentage 
difference at 
institutions 

Colleges 38,220 22% 20% 2% 
Ancient Universities 17,970 8% 20% -12% 
Newer Universities 18,380 12% 20% -8% 
Post-92 HEIs 31,900 14% 20% -6% 
Specialised HEIs 1,155 8% 20% -12% 
      
Open University 7,855 13% 20% -7% 
Universities outside 
Scotland 6,120 7% 20% -13% 
All entrants 121,605 15% 20% -5% 
          

 
Scottish Domiciled Entrants from Deprived Areas to Higher Education in the UK: 2004-05 
     

Type of Institution All 
entrants 

Percentage of 
entrants from 

deprived 
areas1

Percentage of 
population in 

deprived 
areas1  

Percentage 
difference at 
institutions 

Colleges 39,965 21% 20% 1% 
Ancient Universities 17,810 8% 20% -12% 
Newer Universities 18,060 12% 20% -8% 
Post-92 HEIs 30,515 14% 20% -6% 
Specialised HEIs 1,145 8% 20% -12% 
      
Open University 7,955 13% 20% -7% 
Universities outside 
Scotland 6,100 6% 20% -14% 
All entrants 121,555 15% 20% -5% 
          

 
Scottish Domiciled Entrants from Deprived Areas to Higher Education in the UK: 2003-04 
     

Type of Institution All 
entrants 

Percentage of 
entrants from 

deprived 
areas1

Percentage of 
population in 

deprived 
areas1  

Percentage 
difference at 
institutions 

Colleges 40,200 20% 20% 0% 
Ancient Universities 18,970 7% 20% -13% 
Newer Universities 19,515 11% 20% -9% 
Post-92 HEIs 28,725 13% 20% -7% 
Specialised HEIs 1,325 8% 20% -12% 
      
Open University 8,335 13% 20% -7% 
Universities outside 
Scotland 6,520 6% 20% -14% 
All entrants 123,590 14% 20% -6% 
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Scottish Domiciled Entrants from Deprived Areas to Higher Education in the UK: 2002-03 
     

Type of Institution All 
entrants 

Percentage of 
entrants from 

deprived 
areas1

Percentage of 
population in 

deprived 
areas1  

Percentage 
difference at 
institutions 

Colleges 43,505 20% 20% 0% 
Ancient Universities 18,340 7% 20% -13% 
Newer Universities 17,095 11% 20% -9% 
Post-92 HEIs 26,430 13% 20% -7% 
Specialised HEIs 1,105 9% 20% -11% 
      
Open University 7,020 13% 20% -7% 
Universities outside 
Scotland 6,590 6% 20% -14% 
All entrants 120,085 14% 20% -6% 
          

 
Sources: Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA) & Scottish Funding Council. 
Numbers in these tables have been rounded to the nearest 5.  0, 1, 2 are rounded to 0. 
Numbers may not sum exactly to totals due to rounding. 
Note: The last column shows the surplus/deficit compared to a situation in which deprived and non-deprived 
areas would have equal participation rates. 
1. Deprived areas are taken to be the 20% lowest ranked areas in the Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation 
2004. 
2. Deprived areas are taken to be the 20% lowest ranked areas in the Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation 
2006. 
 
Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation 
 
The Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation (SIMD) provides a relative ranking of the data zones in Scotland from 
1 (most deprived) to 6505 (least deprived) based on a weighted combination of data in the domains of Current 
Income, Housing, Health, Education, Skills and Training, Employment and Geographic Access and Crime 
(SIMD 2006 only).  The SIMD is sensitive to changes at the datazone level and the relative ranking of a 
particular datazone is subject to change from year to year, as the domains of the SIMD within that datazone 
change (e.g. new housing projects, school closures, fluctuations in crime rates, etc.)  Due to this, it is 
inappropriate to apply the SIMD to data from long before or after the creation of the particular index, but it is 
possible to do this for a limited period of time.  As the first Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation (SIMD 2004) 
was published in June 2004, we have been able to go back to 2002 but not any further. 
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Annex B – Participation of under represented groups in higher education 
 
Participation of young full-time first-degree entrants to higher education in Scotland. 
 
Year  Percentage from State 

Schools 
Percentage from Social 

Class IIIM, IV and V 
Percentage from Low 

participation 
neighbourhoods. 

1997-98 81 24 16 
1998-99 83 24 17 
1999-00 84 24 18 
2000-01 84 24 18 
2001-02 85 25 18 
 
Source: Performance Indicators in Higher Education in the UK – published by all four UK Funding Councils.  
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SUPPLEMENTARY WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM THE NATIONAL UNION OF STUDENTS 
SCOTLAND – 23 NOVEMBER 2007 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 

Further to NUS Scotland’s written and oral evidence given to the Education, Lifelong Learning and 
Culture Committee on Wednesday 14 November, we supply, as requested, additional information 
for consideration. 
 
Under the current proposals within the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill, only students 
who will become liable to pay on 1 April 2008 and beyond would be affected. Graduates who have 
already become liable to pay the graduate endowment will continue to remain liable.  
 
NUS Scotland supports the proposal to abolish the graduate endowment, as we believe that this 
will go some way towards alleviating student debt and encouraging access. However, NUS 
Scotland does not believe that graduates who have already become liable to pay the graduate 
endowment should be included in this proposal. We believe it would be a poor use of public funds 
to refund the graduate endowment to graduates while current and future students still face high 
levels of hardship and debt. While, in an ideal world we would like to see graduates’ loans paid off, 
under current conditions we feel that these public funds would be put to better use by increasing 
student support in order to alleviate the crippling hardship that many students continue to face 
during their studies. 
 
In addition, we believe that repaying the graduate endowment fees already paid by previous 
cohorts of students would set a precedent on previous or future changes to student support 
arrangements. This precedent is dangerous, and potentially very expensive. 
 
As stated in previous evidence, NUS Scotland has policy, which has been set by our 600,000 
members, to support any policy that will alleviate student hardship. We support the abolition of the 
graduate endowment on that basis but cannot support the use of public funds to repay debt of 
previous graduates who have made it through the system, albeit a difficult and unfair system. We 
urge the Committee to consider using any and all available public funds so that the system can be 
improved for current and future students. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM THE STUDENT AWARDS AGENCY FOR SCOTLAND – 
14 NOVEMBER 2007 

 
Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 

 
The differences between the figures provided to the Cabinet Secretary for use in earlier announcements in June 
and the figures provided for use in the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill as at September are 
detailed in the tables at Annex A of this report. 
 
SAAS’s operating system is set up to assume liability at the end of the students’ 3rd year of study. We write to 
students to advise that we understand they will be liable. At this time, our system records the liability. The 
student may then advise that they: 
 

1. Intend to continue their course of study for a further year or more (usually 4th year honours) and we 
remove the liability and re-create in the following year. 

2. Have an exemption. We check this and, if found to be valid, we cancel the liability. 
 
When the student responds to us, we amend our database accordingly and this causes the numbers to change 
in our periodic reports. 
 
We would also expect some movement between categories in our reports as: 

 
1. Students confirm how they wish to extinguish their liability; or 
2. The debt is written off because: 

a. the student has been sequestrated (4 students) e.g. deemed bankrupt 
b. the student is untraceable (we employ tracing agents to find students but some have 

moved abroad) (11 students) 
c. we obtain a court decree against the student but the student is living abroad and we are 

unable to serve it. (4 students) 
 

1st April 2005 liability – Annex A report 
The movement of -3 and +3 students between the ‘paid in full’ and ‘loan set up for payment’ categories is as a 
result of an internal house-keeping exercise. We established that these students were categorised incorrectly 
on our statistical database and have now corrected the database.  
 
1st April 2007 liability – Annex A report 
The recorded ‘number of graduates facing debt recovery action’ has reduced substantially between May and 
September for the following reasons: 
 

1. We received correspondence from students which established that students were not liable to pay 
the GE because they did not complete their studies or met one of the criteria for exemption.  

 
2. We contacted higher education institutions to confirm whether students completed their studies or 

withdrew from their courses. We removed the 2007 liability for students who withdrew from their 
courses.  

 
The liability numbers will continue to reduce or move between categories until all liabilities have been correctly 
established and all students who are either currently in or are about to move into debt recovery action either 
extinguish their debt by way of cash or loan, or provide us with information that will enable us to cancel their 
assumed liability. 
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Finance Committee Clerk 
Finance Committee 
Scottish Parliament 
EDINBURGH 
EH99 1SP 

 
 
 
 
SAAS 
Gyleview House 
3 Redheughs Rigg 
Edinburgh EH12 9HH 
 
 
 
27 November 2007 

 
 
Dear Ms Duffy 
 
GRADUATE ENDOWMENT ABOLITION (SCOTLAND) BILL 
FINANCIAL MEMORANDUM – REQUEST FOR FURTHER INFORMATION 
 
The Finance Committee is seeking further information on the reconciliation of the figures 
in the Financial Memorandum with figures provided in a Parliamentary written answer in 
2006. Alex Young from the Lifelong Learning Directorate wrote to you today advising that 
we would provide a response. 
 
We have reviewed the annual costs for the Student Awards Agency for Scotland (SAAS) 
provided in the written answer against the costs and savings in the Financial 
Memorandum and would advise that the difference arises from maintenance and 
depreciation costs. The following table gives a breakdown: 
 
Item and 
Year 

Written answer
2005/06 - £’000

Costs assuming that 
the GE continues 

2007/08 - £’000 

Financial 
Memorandum 
2007/08 - £’000

Staff costs1 38 32 32 
Administration1 6 3 3 
Initial maintenance costs2 6 - - 
Sub-total 50 35 35  
Depreciation3,4 107 115 - 
Impairment5 - - 225 
Total costs 157 150 260 

 
1. The staffing and administration costs identified for the graduate endowment fee (GE) have reduced from 

2005/06 as the procedures have become more routine.   
2. The maintenance costs have been subsumed into the general maintenance contract for the Agency’s 

processing system.   
3. The comparable depreciation is higher in 2007/08 (compared to 2005-06) as further investment in the IT 

system resulted in an additional depreciation charge. 
4. Depreciation charges are met from a Capital Charges baseline budget and any unapplied GE 

depreciation charge would return to this budget to meet other demands as sytems are upgraded 
continuously and the costs capitalised into the balance sheet. 

5. Impairment will be met from the SAAS administration budget. 
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The Memorandum was prepared on the basis of the projected costs which we expected to 
incur in 2007/08 and includes staff and administrative costs of £35,000. It also shows a 
cost to write off the IT system of £225,000 which is an impairment charge. Impairment is 
an accounting charge that is similar to depreciation and is required in place of 
depreciation when an asset needs to be written down or written off because its useful life 
has been shortened, or its value has diminished more quickly than expected.  

Were the GE to continue, the equivalent depreciation charge for 2007/08 would be 
£115,000 and further depreciation cost of £110,000 would be charged in future years until 
the IT system had a nil value (a charge in 08/09 of £86,000 and a charge in 09/10 of the 
remaining £24,000). The impairment charge of £225,000 in 2007/08 therefore comprises 
this year’s depreciation charge (£115,000) and the charge required to write the value of 
the asset down to nil (the £110,000 balance). 
 
I hope the Committee finds this explanation and reconciliation helpful. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
David Stephen 
Chief Executive 
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SUBMISSION FROM THE ASSOCIATION OF TEACHERS AND LECTURERS SCOTLAND –
23 NOVEMBER 2007 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 

ATL – leading education union 
 
The Association of Teachers and Lecturers (ATL), as a leading education union, recognise the link 
between education policy and our members’ conditions of employment. Our evidence-based policy 
making enables us to campaign and negotiate from a position of strength. We champion good 
practice and achieve better working lives for our members. We help our members, as their careers 
develop, through first-rate research, advice, information and legal support. Our 160,000 members – 
teachers, lecturers, headteachers, support staff and students – are empowered to get active locally 
and nationally. We are affiliated to the TUC, and work with government and employers by lobbying 
and through social partnership. 
 
ATL offers free student membership to all undergraduate and post-graduate students undertaking a 
teacher training course. We have a dedicated student website www.new2teaching.org.uk and 
encourage students to make an active contribution to their school, local community and the 
association during their time as a student and beyond.  
 
ATL Scotland is the fastest growing section of the Association. A National Official was appointed in 
the summer develop the Association’s capacity in Scotland in relation to recruitment, organising, 
policy development and campaigns. We believe in positive engagement with Government at all 
levels across the UK. ATL Scotland looks forward to developing a positive working relationship with 
the Scottish Government. 
  
Introduction 
 
ATL is pleased to be able to submit evidence to the Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture 
Committee on the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill. We recognise that with this Bill 
the Scottish Government has moved to deliver on its manifesto promise to reduce student debt.  
 
Principles of the Bill 
 
ATL believes that access to education should not be inhibited by the high levels of debt that 
students currently find themselves burdened with. ATL found upon conducting a survey earlier this 
year amongst student and newly qualified members that 38.3% of student teachers knew someone 
who had dropped out of teacher training for financial reasons. 49.3% of survey respondents 
estimated their debts would be in excess of ten thousand pounds by the end of their course.  
 
Speaking at the time of the publication of the results of the survey ATL General Secretary, Dr Mary 
Bousted, said “We are worried about the impact of debt on those going into teaching. This survey 
shows it is a real problem for many new teachers. “ 
 
Upon its introduction in 2001 the Graduate Endowment Fee was intended to promote social 
inclusion by reducing barriers to widening access and participation. We do not believe it has 
achieved this aim. Nor has it raised the level of income originally predicted, with students adding 
the fee to their loan capacity rather than paying the fee. For these reasons ATL supports the 
principles of the bill to abolish the Graduate Endowment Fee.  
 
Consultation 
 
ATL is content with the manner of consultation with stakeholders prior to the publishing of the bill.  
 
Policy Memorandum 
 
The policy memorandum and financial memorandum accompanying the bill were helpful.  
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Conclusion 
 
We welcome the Scottish Government’s commitment to ensure that the current levels of student 
support will not be impacted upon by the enactment of the bill. That said ATL remains concerned 
about the general level of debt that students find themselves in upon graduation.  
 
References 
 
2,769 student teachers throughout the UK responded to an ATL survey between February and 
March 2007 
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SUBMISSION FROM THE ASSOCIATION OF SCOTLAND’S COLLEGES – 27 NOVEMBER 
2007 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 

Association of Scotland’s Colleges (ASC) welcomes the opportunity to give evidence on the 
proposed abolition of the graduate endowment fee. ASC is the policy and representative body for 
Scotland’s forty-three colleges of further and higher education. 
 
ASC supports the abolition of the graduate endowment fee, which will benefit higher education 
students in Scotland’s universities by bringing them into line with current arrangements for the 
more than 25,000 full time higher education students in Scotland’s Colleges. It is important, 
however, that this should not be at the expense of the resources available for investment in 
Scotland’s colleges and universities, which must be funded at a level which enables them to 
provide their students with a learning experience which matches the best international standards. 
 
ASC is aware of the statement given in the Scottish Government’s consultation document 
published in July that there “will be no implications for university funding, which will continue to 
come from existing budgets”. We would also seek assurance that there will be no implication for 
college funding, including that provided for student support, if Parliament passes legislation to 
abolish the graduate endowment. 
 
Within current constrained budgets, it is crucial that colleges are able to continue to provide an 
excellent learning experience for their students, and to enhance the high quality teaching which 
makes such vital contributions to Scotland’s people, businesses, communities and the economy. 
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SUBMISSION FROM THE BRITISH MEDICAL ASSOCIATION SCOTLAND – 20 NOVEMBER 

2007 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 

The graduate endowment fee, when it was first introduced was a better alternative to tuition fees 
however it still imposed a significant financial barrier to education. The BMA supports the removal 
of such financial barriers to enable people from all sections of society, who have the ability, to study 
medicine.  
 
However, any changes that seek to alleviate student debt must not leave Scotland's students or 
higher education establishments at a disadvantage. We welcome the commitment that the abolition 
of the graduate endowment fee will have no affect on the amount of student support funding 
available, nor will it have any implications for university funding. 
 
The graduate endowment is only a small part of the debt burden on students. There are those 
studying for second degrees, those who wish to study part time and those who have come to 
Scotland from elsewhere in the UK who will not be affected by this move and who will be liable for 
tuition fees of up to £2,700 a year. In particular, those studying a second degree have to pay their 
tuition fee upfront, which puts them under considerable financial strain even before their course has 
commenced. We would therefore support calls for additional support to help these groups of 
students. 
 
The prospect of graduating with large levels of debt is a huge deterrent for individuals who aspire to 
a career in medicine: 
 

• In 2003, the Joseph Rowntree Foundation found that young people from disadvantaged 
backgrounds are often deterred from both entering full time education and from continuing 
in it long enough to reach their full academic potential because of the economic hardships 
they suffer, particularly as a result of the accumulation of debt1. 

 
• A study published in the BMJ found that all pupils had concerns about the costs of study, 

but only those from poor backgrounds saw costs as constraining their choices2. 
 

• The BMA Survey of medical students’ finances 2006/07 found that almost 84% of medical 
students are from managerial, professional or other white collar backgrounds, compared 
with only 13 per cent from skilled trade, semi-skilled or unskilled occupational 
backgrounds3.  

 
Whilst we welcome the abolition of the graduate endowment fee, we fear that it will do little to 
address the issue of widening access to courses such as medicine as those from lower income 
households are already exempt from paying it and so it will have little effect in alleviating the debt 
burden on these students. 
 

                                                      
1 Losing out? Socioeconomic disadvantage and experience in further and higher education 
Alasdair Forsyth and Andy Furlong, 16 May 2003 
2 Not a university type: focus group study of social class, ethnic, and sex differences in school 
pupils' perceptions about medical school Trisha Greenhalgh, Kieran Seyan, Petra Boynton, BMJ 
2004;328:1541 (26 June) 
3 Survey of medical students’ finances, 2006/7, BMA Medical Students Committee, September 
2007 
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SUBMISSION FROM DR ALASDAIR DUFF – 26 OCTOBER 2007 
 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 
 

As a senior lecturer and director of student experience at a modern University in Scotland, I 
wish to strongly support this bill. It will in one simple, affordable action recapture Scottish 
higher education for its primary and historic function of serving the common good. The 
principle of higher education (like the NHS) freed from pecuniary considerations is one worth 
fighting for. Of course, Universities have to be paid for, but I believe that this cost should be 
borne by general taxation, principally taxation of the income of those in employment, not by 
the artifice of a Graduate Endowment.  
  
One must praise the present administration for bringing this bill forward, and to be fair some 
credit must also go to the previous Labour-Lib Dem administration for saving Scotland from 
tuition fees proper--which have in England already brought about the highest-priced 
universities in Europe. My hope is therefore that this bill will be supported not only by 
SNP politicians, by all those in the Scottish Parliament broadly sympathetic to the philosophy 
of social democracy. 
 
I have taught for fourteen years, currently in a department with over a thousand students. In 
my capacity as director of student experience, I get to meet a vast number of these 
individuals. A majority have to work in paid employment, many to an extent that threatens 
their studies. For example, tomorrow (Friday 26 October 2007), I have called in 65 students 
for small-group personal tutorials. About 30 have not responded to this request, while 10 have 
had the courtesy to inform me that they have to work every Friday so they will not be able to 
come into University. This is unfortunate, but I cannot be too critical of them because I and 
other staff have to accept that grave financial hardship is the lot of all too many students. I do 
not expect the Scottish government to succeed in writing-off all student debt, but by 
abolishing the Graduate Endowment at least one major worry will be lifted from all students' 
minds. 
 
There is widespread support in every quarter of Scottish higher education for the principle that 
this bill seeks to express. I urge all colleagues in the Parliament to support it. 
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SUBMISSION FROM EDINBURGH COLLEGE OF ART  
 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 
 

Thank you for your letter of 25 October 2007 asking me to submit views on the Graduate 
Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill. The College was also asked by the Scottish Government 
to respond to its own consultation. A copy of our response is attached. This answers your 
request for views on the general principles. 
 
You also ask how helpful we find the policy memorandum and financial memorandum 
accompanying the Bill. The policy memorandum is helpful because it explains the rationale for 
the Bill in terms of principle rather than in purely practical or financial terms. The financial 
memorandum is useful in identifying the high costs of administering the Graduate Endowment 
system, but could also have identified more specifically how the income from the Graduate 
Endowment would have been likely to be spent in future and therefore what activities may 
suffer from its abolition.  
 
The Graduate Endowment does not provide funding for universities and colleges. We remain 
concerned that funding for higher education in Scotland must keep pace with the funding 
provided to institutions in England, both from public sources and from students’ fees. 
Otherwise we will find it difficult to compete for academic staff and for research funding, both 
of which are vital to Scotland’s strong reputation for higher education and higher education’s 
very important continuing contribution to the Scottish economy. 
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3 September 2007 
 
Ms Jacqueline McKellan 
Life Long Learning Directorate 
Scottish Executive 
450 Argyle House 
Glasgow 
G2 8LG 
 
Dear Ms McKellan 
 
Consultation on the abolition of the Graduate Endowment Fee 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this consultation. The consultation paper makes it 
clear that the Executive believes that the Graduate Endowment has failed to deliver on its 
aims to promote social inclusion and enhance civic society. But the Graduate Endowment has 
been in place for less than six years. Graduates only begin paying the Graduate Endowment 
fee around nine months after they graduate, and the first cohort liable to pay began their 
studies in 2001, so very few students are yet liable to begin paying. It is not surprising, 
therefore, if the Graduate Endowment has yielded very little to the public purse so far. It will 
be unfortunate if this early and short-term evaluation leads directly to the abolition of a 
scheme that was introduced, admittedly with some unwelcome compromises, after the 
thorough and thoughtful recommendations of the Cubie Report. 
 
On the other hand, the Graduate Endowment does add to the burden of student debt, 
although it is a minor component compared with the accumulation of living costs over a full-
time course. Reducing the burden of debt may make it easier to attract students from 
disadvantaged backgrounds, and may also make it easier for graduates of all backgrounds to 
contemplate postgraduate study. 
 
Furthermore, the fees and financial support situation for students in the UK is too 
complicated. This level of complication is widely believed to be a significant factor in deterring 
students from disadvantaged backgrounds from entering higher education. Abolition of the 
Graduate Endowment would be a simplification, and one with relatively minor financial 
consequences. In the interests of simplification, we wonder if it is sensible to continue to 
enforce the obligations of students who became liable to pay the Graduate Endowment fee in 
2005, 2006 and 2007. It will be necessary to continue the infrastructure of collection for many 
years to gather what must be a relatively small sum.  
 
Furthermore these citizens are unlikely to feel any pride or satisfaction in contributing to a 
fund that was originally intended to support the study of future students, but is now being 
presented as a failed experiment, the proceeds of which are used ‘to release existing budget 
to be used elsewhere to meet in-year-pressures’. The cleanest and perhaps most efficient 
way to end the Graduate Endowment would be to stop payments now and refund those 
already made. 
 
Given the arguments for simplification and reducing the burden of debt, we would support the 
abolition of the Graduate Endowment. 
 
The Graduate Endowment was never intended to support funding to institutions. We take this 
opportunity to reiterate, however, that it continues to be vital that higher education in Scotland 
is funded at a level adequate to maintain the high quality for which it is well known. Otherwise 
its benefits for the Scottish economy and society will diminish. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
M Wood 
College Secretary 
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SUBMISSION FROM THE EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTE OF SCOTLAND – 23 NOVEMBER 2007 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 

The EIS welcomes the opportunity to present written evidence on the general principles of the 
Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill. 
 
The EIS supports the abolition of the graduate endowment charge as set out in the proposed Bill. 
 
The EIS found the explanatory notes which accompanied the Bill very helpful in understanding the 
rationale for the abolition of the GE and the financial implications to doing so, i.e. the loss of income 
to the Government of around £17m per annum from 2008 onwards. 
 
The EIS notes from the policy memorandum that the GE has failed to deliver the aim of introducing 
a new system of student support designed to remove barriers to widening access and participation 
as the increased debt burden remains a barrier to access. The EIS is again reassured by the policy 
memorandum that the Graduate Endowment Abolition Bill will have absolutely no implication for 
funding for our higher education institutions. However, the EIS remains concerned that insufficient 
funding is available to HEIs to ensure adequate resources are available for widening access 
initiatives that successfully encourage students to enter higher education and retain them until 
course completion. 
 
The EIS would look to the Education Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee to monitor whether 
the abolition of the GE contributes positively to opening up access to higher education on a more 
equitable basis and to recommend appropriate action should it not do so. 
 
As referred to above the EIS found the policy memorandum and financial memorandum which 
accompanied the Bill helpful in providing information on the intentions of the Bill. 
 
The EIS found the consultation the Government carried out prior to the introduction of the Bill 
helpful and commends this approach to decision making which the Scottish Government has 
followed since devolution. 
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SUBMISSION FROM THE GENERAL MEDICAL COUNCIL – 14 NOVEMBER 2007 
 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 
 
The General Medical Council (GMC) is grateful for the opportunity to respond to the 
Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee’s consultation on the Graduate 
Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill. 
 
This consultation document does not cover specific areas that fall within the remit of the 
GMC. Therefore we are not commenting in detail but will continue to take an active interest in 
the progress of the consultation. 

 1
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SUBMISSION FROM GLASGOW CALEDONIAN UNIVERSITY – 23 NOVEMBER 2007 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 

Glasgow Caledonian University welcomes the opportunity to provide comment on the Graduate 
Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill to the Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee of 
the Scottish Parliament. 
 
Glasgow Caledonian is recognised as a national leader in widening participation in higher 
education. The University has 16,000 students on campus in Glasgow, with almost one-third of 
students coming from disadvantaged backgrounds with no tradition of higher education.  
 
We are committed to deepening access and to reaching out to everyone with the potential to 
benefit from study at Glasgow Caledonian University. We support any measure which removes real 
or perceived barriers to participation and therefore support the proposal to abolish the current 
Graduate Endowment Fee for students who graduate in 2007 and thereafter. We believe that this 
will benefit current and future students. Our students also welcome the proposal, and we were 
pleased to submit a joint response to the Scottish Government’s consultation, signed by both the 
Principal and the Student President.  
 
Glasgow Caledonian University welcomes the commitment laid out in the Policy Memorandum and 
the Financial Memorandum accompanying the Bill that there will be no impact on the fees, grants 
and bursaries currently paid by SAAS and that there will be no implications for university funding 
which will continue to come from existing budgets. We wish, however, to take this opportunity to 
highlight the continuing need for additional investment in the Scottish higher education sector to 
ensure that we can extend the benefits of higher education more widely in society and also to 
ensure that we can compete internationally to attract well-qualified staff and students. We believe 
that universities in Scotland should be recognised as playing a significant role in the economic, 
cultural and social development of the communities they serve.  
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SUBMISSION FROM GLASGOW UNIVERSITY SCOTTISH NATIONALISTS ASSOCIATION – 
23 NOVEMBER 2007 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 
 
Glasgow University Scottish Nationalists Association (GUSNA) warmly welcomes this bill and 
agrees with the general principles behind it.  
 
The members believe that the Graduate Endowment was well-intention though misguided and that 
students have suffered the consequences of this poor policy-making. We recognise that the bill 
seeks to amend these errors and increase the likelihood of the next crop of Scottish graduates 
hitting the ground running by starting a business or getting a foot on the property ladder. 
 
A number of members, who currently received the maximum Young Students’ Bursary from the 
SAAS, recognise that the Graduate Endowment has become a disincentive for those from similar 
backgrounds to go into Higher Education. They believe that the knowledge that they are likely to 
graduate with a substantial amount of debt hinders the participation of deprived would-be students.  
 
Given that many school leavers will never have had more than £2000 in the bank, GUSNA 
members believe that to expect graduates to pay £2,289 having not been able to work full-time for 
four out of the five years prior to liability is an unacceptable impediment to those who have had no 
family in Higher Education previously. Given the difficulties associated with entering university, 
especially for those who have no graduates in their family, GUSNA acknowledges from the 
experience of our members that the Graduate Endowment is seen as the rotten icing on the cake in 
terms of student debt.  
 
GUSNA members believe that the rationale behind the Graduate Endowment Abolition Bill, as laid 
out in the policy memorandum is correct. We believe that the GE is fundamentally flawed and that 
abolition is the only realistic option worth considering. We share with the government their 
aspiration of a Higher Education system which is free for all, as mentioned in paragraph sixteen of 
the policy memorandum. 
 
GUSNA members believe that the principles behind abolishing the Graduate Endowment are 
sound. This is true both for the problems the bill intends to solve and the increased opportunities it 
will create. We hope that this Bill is successfully and speedily implemented and thank the 
Government for taking it forward. 
 
 
Glasgow University Scottish Nationalists Association is a body made up of matriculated students at 
the University of Glasgow. We are a branch of the Federation of Student Nationalists who are in 
turn affiliated to the Scottish National Party. 
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SUBMISSION FROM THE ROBERT GORDON UNIVERSITY – 9 NOVEMBER 2007  
 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 
 

The Robert Gordon University supports and endorses the earlier submission made by 
Universities Scotland during the Scottish Government’s consultation exercise, namely that: 
 

• we support the principle of abolishing the graduate endowment fee and believe that 
all students with the talent and ability to benefit from a degree level education should 
have the opportunity to go to University;  

• welcome any measures that break down the barriers for those students who 
otherwise would not have chosen to enter Higher Education;  

• note and welcome the statement given in the consultation document that there “will 
be no implications for University funding, which will continue to come from existing 
budgets”;  

• believe that it is vital that the funding of Higher Education Institutions is not adversely 
affected by the allocation of additional resource to student support, since more 
generous financial support for students is negated unless Scottish Higher Education 
Institutions are adequately funded to ensure that students benefit from a high quality 
learning experience;  

• as highlighted in the Spending Review case recently submitted by Universities 
Scotland, substantial additional investment in Scottish Higher Education is needed to 
ensure that Universities can continue to provide the best possible learning experience 
which matches and, indeed, surpasses, international standards. 
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SUBMISSION FROM THE ROYAL SOCIETY OF EDINBURGH – 23 NOVEMBER 2007 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 

The proposed allocations to higher education in the spending review presented to the Scottish 
Parliament on 14 November and the bill to abolish the graduate endowment bring to the fore the 
question of investment in our universities. Scotland’s national academy, The Royal Society of 
Edinburgh, wishes to contribute to this wider debate on higher education funding in Scotland. The 
following paper has been prepared by a group of senior Fellows from business, research and 
academia, led by the General Secretary, Professor Geoffrey Boulton, and to which further Fellows 
have made contributions. 
 
Universities are now regarded by governments worldwide as vital sources of new knowledge and 
innovative thinking, as providers of skilled personnel and credible credentials, as contributors to 
innovation, as attractors of international talent and business investment into a region, as agents of 
social justice and mobility, and as contributors to social and cultural vitality. 
 
The Scottish Government’s five strategic objectives and its new economic strategy and targets will 
not be achieved without a strong higher education sector. The work of universities in teaching and 
research, coupled with their increasingly effective knowledge transfer activities are a key 
component of building a knowledge economy. 
 
In this context, Scotland has much to be proud of in its universities. They are one of its few 
internationally competitive strengths. Although their core funding for research has not been large by 
international standards, they produce the highest rate of international research paper citations per 
head of population of any country in the world. The technical excellence that they represent is a 
major attractor for research-intensive inward investment and has led to the creation of an 
increasing number of spin-out and start-up companies and the attraction of much international 
talent to Scotland. 
 
They educate for many of the high-level specific skills needed by our society: the doctors, 
engineers, nurses, scientists, teachers, accountants, lawyers, ministers, businessmen, social 
scientists, and those trained in the arts and humanities; producing a strong annual flux of skilled 
graduates into society that continually refreshes Scotland’s technical excellence and its economic, 
social and cultural vitality. They are working together with the further education sector to provide 
the skills continuum that society needs. They are a crucial part of the process that provides key 
underpinning for much other highly prized public provision: the National Health Service, the 
education system, environmental protection and conservation and many others, and, crucially, the 
economy, which is a bedrock for the quality of life in Scotland. 
 
Their students are taught to seek the true meaning of things: to distinguish between the true and 
the merely seemingly true, to verify for themselves what is stable in that very unstable compound 
that often passes for knowledge. These are the qualities which every society needs in its citizens. 
They are the essence of the “democratic intellect” so rightly prized in Scotland.  
 
What must be understood is that our universities and colleges exist in a competitive global 
environment. It is no longer a matter of achieving some absolute or fixed standard, which will 
permit us to relax when attained. We must keep abreast, and preferably ahead, of the moving 
target of international excellence if our universities are to remain the vital national assets that they 
now are.  
 
Research and education that are excellent by international standards are vital if Scotland is to 
attract the mobile investment that seeks out the best research and researchers wherever they are 
to be found. The setting must be one that inspires creativity, that is a magnet for the best 
indigenous and international talents and is sufficiently well-funded to permit the most challenging 
problems to be addressed. Such an environment is also an attractor for research-intensive 
business, for capital, and an ideal setting for innovation and the creation of spin-out and start-up 
companies. The competition however is intensifying. The phase in which European and other 
mature economies have had a competitive advantage in offering high value, knowledge-based 
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goods and services is passing, as countries such as China and India increasingly deliver high skills 
at low cost.  
 
The Universities, supported by the Funding Council have not sat on their laurels in the face of this 
competition. The “pooling” initiative is a radical and novel experiment, which has created networks 
of the best researchers from the Scottish universities in important disciplinary areas. It has provided 
a framework for integrated schools in the vital area of graduate education. It has simplified the 
academic landscape so that the strategic priorities of Scottish universities are clearer to research 
funders, made it easier for business to identify research that may be relevant to its needs, and, 
critically, proved to be a powerful attractor for international academic talent into Scotland. These 
perceptions of a powerful and forward-looking university system are also important to our capacity 
to attract both home, European and full-fee international students.  
 
It is in this context that the proposed budgetary settlement for the universities is a severe blow. It 
reverses the trajectory of development that has made such an impression internationally and could 
inhibit the universities’ capacities to capitalise on these latter gains. It would undo much good if the 
impression of a system under threat were created internationally. There has already been such a 
response in some quarters. 
 
It is also unfortunate that the proposed settlement coincides with the advent of top-up tuition fees in 
England, and could realise the outcome that pooling was designed to avoid: the loss of the best 
researchers and groups from Scotland to better funded English institutions. We must do all we can 
to avoid the emergence of a two-tier system in the UK, with the lower tier being north of the border.  
 
A greater private contribution to higher education is also being advocated more widely in Europe. It 
recognises the private good represented by higher education, and that the absence of a private 
contribution represents a public subsidy to the better-off. Whilst this Society strongly supports 
measures that encourage students from disadvantaged communities to go to university, the relief 
proposed in the graduate endowment abolition bill is undiscriminating. A more targeted approach 
would be preferable, for example, a graduate tax supplemented by means-tested grants for 
disadvantaged applicants. 
 
It has been suggested that the necessary increases in funding could come from an increased 
overseas student intake, from the creation of overseas campuses or greater investment by 
business. In an increasingly crowded international marketplace, it is extremely unlikely that the first 
two could be adequate, particularly if the sustainability of Scottish university excellence were in 
doubt, whilst business, though often a valuable partner to universities, has nowhere, ever, been a 
means of underpinning the core operation of a university system.  
 
Although universities in Scotland have diversified their sources of funding in recent years, with 
considerable increases in flexible funds from areas such as international student recruitment, 
Government still provides the major part of the flexible, core funding that permits universities to act 
creatively and decisively in response to major opportunities in ways that bring great value to 
Scotland. We recognise the difficulties of budgeting in a setting where there are many demands on 
the public purse, but regard Scotland’s universities, and the educational system at large, to be such 
vital investments in Scotland’s future that the difficult decisions required to maintain its excellence 
must be taken. 
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SUBMISSION FROM THE SCOTTISH FUNDING COUNCIL – 23 NOVEMBER 2007 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 

I am responding, on behalf of the Scottish Funding Council, to the Scottish Parliament Education, 
Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee’s call for written evidence on the general principles of the 
above Bill, to assist the Committee’s scrutiny of the Bill. In addition to views on the general 
principles of the Bill I note the Committee is interested in our views on: 
 

● how helpful the policy memorandum and financial memorandum are; and 
● the consultation the Scottish Government carried out prior to the introduction of the 

Bill. 
 
General Principles 
 
The Council’s view, expressed in our response to the consultation on the abolition of the Graduate 
Endowment (GE), was that the evidence from the Scottish Government presents a clear case for 
abolishing it. The main reason is that the Graduate Endowment appears to have turned out to be 
inefficient as a stand-alone measure, in that the risk of it being perceived negatively as a barrier to 
access to higher education is not justified by the amount of revenue it raises. 
 
Financial Memorandum 
 
In the Council’s response to the consultation we urged that there should be no reduction to the 
lifelong learning budget as a consequence of abolition. We were concerned that the loss of income 
should not be passed onto poorer students as a reduction in student support budgets or to HEIs as 
a reduction in their current or future funding levels. 
 
Accordingly, we welcome the clarification on this given in paragraphs 24 and 25 of the financial 
memorandum. We are reassured by these paragraphs which state that abolishing the GE will not 
impact on budget baselines for student bursaries or institutional funding. However we do note that 
abolition will limit the Scottish Government’s ability to respond to non-budgeted financial pressures 
when they arise. 
 
Policy Memorandum 
 
We found the policy memorandum helpful in setting out the Scottish Government’s rationale for 
abolishing the GE. We agree that financial hardship and the perception of debt may be a barrier to 
some potential students, but we are not aware of any clear evidence that the GE itself has been a 
barrier to access. 
 
Consultation prior to introduction of the Bill 
 
The Council welcomed the opportunity to respond to the consultation which appeared to be carried 
out in an open and transparent manner. 
 
In our response to the consultation we highlighted that this move will increase the difference 
between the support arrangements for full-time and part-time students. We understand this was 
raised by others in response to the consultation and believe that this is being addressed in the 
Scottish Government’s current review of Funding for Learners. 
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SUBMISSION FROM THE SCOTTISH TRADES UNION CONGRESS – 1 NOVEMBER 2007 
 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 
 
Introduction 
 
The STUC is Scotland’s Trade Union Centre. Its purpose is to co-ordinate, develop and 
articulate the views and policies of the Trade Union Movement in Scotland reflecting the 
aspirations of trade unionists as workers and citizens.  
 
The STUC represents over 630,000 working people and their families throughout Scotland. It 
speaks for trade union members in and out of work, in the community and in the workplace. 
Our affiliated organisations have interests in all sectors of the economy. Through our affiliates 
in the education sector the STUC represents thousands of workers in Scotland’s higher 
education institutions, including teaching and support staff. The STUC also represents 
workers as users of learning services, and with the development of a Scottish Union 
Academy, has a strong interest in supporting workers to access learning, whether for 
personal development or vocational reasons, through the trade union movement. 
 
The STUC’s representative structures are constructed to take account of the specific views of 
women members, young members, black/minority ethnic members, LGBT members, and 
members with a disability, as well as retired and unemployed workers.  
 
STUC Response 
 
The STUC agrees with the principle of abolishing the Graduate Endowment (GE) Fee for 
students who graduate in 2007 and thereafter. The STUC believes higher education should 
be free at the point of access for all of those who can benefit from it, and therefore welcomes 
steps to remove the GE. 
 
The STUC notes the financial costs of abolishing the GE, and welcomes the statement that its 
abolition will not affect fees, grants and bursaries currently payable by the Students Awards 
Agency for Scotland. Given the minimal costs involved, the abolition of GE should also have 
no impact on the wider funding of the higher education sector. 
 
The STUC would welcome further dialogue on fees charged to students for part time study, 
with a view to widening access to both further and higher education, and a full debate on the 
responsibility of the state, individuals and employers in supporting education and lifelong 
learning. 

The STUC is deeply alarmed at the current levels of student debt. The recent figures on 
Student Loans in Scotland, putting the total amount lent to eligible higher education students 
in the financial year 2006-07 as £197.6 million, with the total balance outstanding (including 
loans not yet due for repayment at £1.85 billion, underline the high levels of debt for students. 
The National Union of Students Scotland reports that these high levels of debt are deterring 
young people from participating in higher education, and in particular are preventing people 
from poorer families from going to university. The wealthiest seven percent of the population 
are five times more likely to go to university that the poorest seven percent. The STUC would 
encourage the Scottish Executive to elaborate further on its proposals for addressing student 
debt. 

 1
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SUBMISSION FROM SKILL SCOTLAND: NATIONAL BUREAU FOR STUDENTS WITH 
DISABILITIES – 22 NOVEMBER 2007 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 

Skill Scotland: National Bureau for Students with Disabilities promotes 
opportunities to empower young people and adults with any kind of disability to 
realise their potential in post-16 education, training and employment across 
Scotland. Skill Scotland works by providing information and advice to individuals, 
promoting good practice, and influencing policy in partnership with disabled 
people. 
 
General comments 
At present, students who receive the Disabled Students’ Allowance (DSA) at some 
point during their course are not liable to pay the Graduate Endowment (GE) Fee. 
Given that disabled students are more likely to face higher costs than their non-
disabled counterparts, such as support and travel costs and additional living costs, 
exemption from the GE Fee is an essential policy criterion. Should the Bill to 
abolish the Fee be unsuccessful, we would urge that the exemption for disabled 
students remains. 
 
Skill Scotland broadly supports the proposals to abolish the Graduate Endowment 
(GE) Fee for all students in order to make higher education accessible to a wide 
range of people in Scottish society. However, we would note the following 
concerns: 
 
(i) Skill Scotland is concerned that the loss of GE revenue could result in 
decreased investment in the student support budget for future generations 
of students. Although the financial memorandum states that student grants and 
allowances will be unaffected, we are concerned that this loss in revenue could 
make it less likely that such allowances will be significantly increased in the future 
(aside from annual inflation increases) as there will be less certainty around 
existing ‘in-year’ budgets.  
 
This is a particular concern for disabled students, as for some students, it is 
extremely difficult to access higher education without adequate support through 
DSA. For example, visually impaired students often require specialist software to 
access learning materials; deaf students may require notetakers and sign 
language interpreters; students with physical impairments may require adapted 
computers, etc. For many disabled students, particularly those with complex 
multiple impairments, the current levels of DSA often do not fully meet their needs. 
 
Although Skill Scotland commends the Scottish Government’s recent decision to 
increase the level of DSA for non-medical support, we are concerned that the loss 
in revenue (through ‘in-year budgets’) could make it significantly less likely that 
other elements of the DSA1 will be increased in the future.  
 
Recommendation: 

                                            
1 The basic allowance and the equipment allowance. 
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Skill Scotland would ask the Committee to ensure that the support needs of 
disabled students are given full consideration throughout the passage of the Bill. 
We are aware that the Scottish Government is currently carrying out a review of 
DSA, and would recommend that this review takes account of the level of funding 
available in the HE student support budget if the proposals to abolish the GE Fee 
are implemented.  
 
(ii) Skill Scotland is also concerned that the loss of GE revenue could lead to 
under-investment in the university sector. Although the financial memorandum 
states that university funding will continue to come from existing budgets, Skill 
Scotland is concerned that premiums such as the Disabled Students Premium 
(DSP)2 are less likely to be significantly increased in the future (aside from annual 
inflation increases) as a result of uncertainty around funding streams. We are also 
concerned that such uncertainty could also lead to premiums such as the DSP 
being given less priority than core teaching budgets.  
 
Coupled with the fact that Scottish Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) are unable 
to raise significant revenue through tuition fees in the same way as institutions in 
the rest of the UK, Scottish HEIs could be placed at a significant financial 
disadvantage in comparison. For example, it is likely that Scottish institutions will 
be unable to deliver the same level of facilities, services and support as their 
counterparts in other parts of the UK. This is a particular concern for disabled 
students, who often require greater support to access learning opportunities, 
including adaptations to teaching materials and physical aspects of buildings, as 
well as specialist computers, software and materials, for example.  
 
With recent amendments to Part 4 of the Disability Discrimination Act (DDA) 
(which covers post-16 education providers) and the introduction of the Disability 
Equality Duty for the public sector, disabled students have never had more rights 
in post-16 education. The DSP is therefore an essential funding source for HEIs, 
both to ensure that disabled students receive the support and services they need, 
and to ensure that universities meet their legal duties under the DDA. Skill 
Scotland is aware that it is often the case that many universities use this funding to 
top-up the support some students receive through DSA if the level of DSA is not 
sufficient to meet their needs. DSP is also used in many cases to cover the costs 
of ‘reasonable adjustments’ which education providers are legally required to put 
in place under Part 4 of the Disability Discrimination Act. It is therefore vital that 
the Scottish Funding Council has the flexibility to increase this premium when 
necessary to allow for a changing legal context.  
 
Similarly, Skill Scotland is concerned that the loss of revenue in ‘in-year’ budgets 
could make it more difficult for universities to access additional funding from other 
sources to meet unexpected pressures. This is a particular concern for disabled 
students, as Skill Scotland is aware that many HEIs often cannot fully meet the 
costs of reasonable adjustments through DSP funding and therefore seek funding 
from other sources. Universities who do not comply with their duties to make 
reasonable adjustments for disabled students could face legal action if they cannot 

                                            
2 The DSP is intended to be used for the additional costs incurred by institutions in providing 
additional materials and services for disabled students. 

 

143



 

reasonably justify their failure to make the adjustment. In addition, the duty to 
make reasonable adjustments is an anticipatory duty, which means that 
institutions should anticipate what sort of reasonable adjustments disabled 
students might need, rather than simply reacting to requests for adjustments. For 
example, providing course materials in electronic format so that visually impaired 
students do not need to request adjustments. Skill Scotland is therefore concerned 
that if DSP funding is not significantly increased, it is more likely that HEIs will be 
forced to be reactive in their approach towards disabled students, rather than 
proactive. 
 
Recommendation: 
Given the uncertainty regarding alternative funding sources if these proposals be 
adopted, Skill Scotland recommends that the Scottish Government and the 
Scottish Funding Council consider the possibility of ringfencing DSP (as well as 
the flexibility to increase the level of the premium when necessary) to ensure that 
there is a guaranteed source of funding for the support required by disabled 
students. Not only will this allow disabled students the opportunity to successfully 
complete their course, but it would also help universities to meet their legal duties 
to make reasonable adjustments under the DDA.  
 
Skill Scotland welcomes the opportunity to respond to this consultation and would 
be pleased to assist the Scottish Parliament in any future issues regarding 
disability and post-16 education. 
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SUBMISSION FROM UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGE UNION SCOTLAND – 23 NOVEMBER 2007 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 

UCU Scotland has nearly 7,000 academic and academic-related members in Scottish higher 
education institutions (HEIs). We welcome the opportunity to respond to the call for evidence on 
the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill by the Scottish Parliament’s Education, Lifelong 
Learning and Culture Committee. 
 
UCU Scotland welcomes the bold step by the new Scottish Government in reducing future student 
debt and welcomes the abolition of the Graduate Endowment. However, there are broader issues 
that should be considered as part of the process in considering the value of the abolition. 
 
UCU Scotland supported the abolition of the up-front undergraduate tuition fee for full-time students 
and at the time accepted the notion of the graduate endowment as the way of making higher 
education free at point of entry. 
 
The Graduate Endowment was envisaged as funding for bursaries for students from low income 
backgrounds as part of the package to encourage broader participation in higher education. We 
would be concerned if this aspect of the Cubie settlement was lost but given the SNP manifesto 
promises and assurances given in the consultation this would seem to be unlikely. However, the 
level of bursaries does not cover the full entitlement and students from low income backgrounds 
still have to take out a student loan. Further the level of student entitlement does not cover the 
living and study costs of students forcing most students to take out commercial loans, overdrafts 
and credit card debt. We wonder if this is more relevant than the income based repayment of the 
graduate endowment. 
 
For part-time students the situation is even worse as they still are liable for up-front fees and have 
limited access to support for living costs. A review of funding for part-time students was part of the 
Cubie settlement yet this was not delivered by the previous administration. Though part-time 
students are not covered by this bill the committee may wish to consider the wider issue of parity 
for part-time students. 
 
As part of the budget announcement, funding has been earmarked for the abolition of the graduate 
endowment but there are also funds to increase the level and number of grants for students. This 
element is related to this bill and UCU strongly recommends that this funding is used to increase the 
bursaries for students from low income backgrounds and to roll-out this support to part-time students. 
 
The other issue of concern is the effect on future funding of higher education. Presently the 
graduate endowment is paid back as part of the student loan once a graduate’s income reaches a 
certain threshold as a proportion of the income above that threshold. Hence the funds are limited 
from this new source of funds until many more graduates reach a higher income in years to come. 
Hence this fund will not be recovered in the future as envisaged resulting in a loss of expected 
funding. This may impact directly on the higher education budget which would be a concern for 
staff in universities. There is assurance in the consultation that this measure will not affect the 
sector’s budget, however the disappointing HE settlement in the 2007 spending review gives cause 
for concern about whether that can be a meaningful commitment. 
 
UCU Scotland maintains that some of these less immediate issues could be covered in a broad 
review of the purpose of universities and their role in a modern Scotland. Such a wide ranging 
review has not taken place since the Robbins review in the 1960s. Since then the number of 
universities and students has increased dramatically. Universities have moved from ivory towers for 
the few to the mass education system of today. This has occurred with little planning and the time 
is ripe to take a long term view of the development and future role of universities. 
 
In conclusion we support the graduate endowment abolition as long as bursaries are at least 
maintained and that overall funding for higher education is not affected. 
 
UCU is prepared to give oral evidence on the bill. 
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SUBMISSION FROM THE UNIVERSITY OF ABERDEEN – 20 NOVEMBER 2007 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 

The University of Aberdeen is grateful to be consulted by the Committee on the Graduate 
Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill. 
 
The University has no specific comments on the Bill other than to emphasise that the abolition of 
the graduate endowment cannot be made at the expense of funding to institutions. The University 
is reassured, however, that the Policy Memorandum gives an assurance that the Bill will not have 
any implications for university funding. 
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SUBMISSION FROM THE UNIVERSITY OF DUNDEE – 20 NOVEMBER 2007 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 

The University of Dundee is grateful for the opportunity to submit evidence in the consideration of 
the above bill at stage 1. The University supports the evidence submitted by Universities Scotland, 
but would wish to expand on this as follows. 
 
The University acknowledges that the abolition of the graduate endowment was a manifesto 
commitment and that the bill should legitimately proceed. The University also acknowledges that 
the abolition of the graduate endowment will benefit Scottish students studying in Scotland, and 
that it will remove what may have been a barrier to access. 
 
Notwithstanding this, and in light of the budget and spending review outcome recently laid before 
the Scottish Parliament, the University firmly believes that a wider debate needs to take place in 
Scotland on the funding of higher education if Scottish universities are to compete on a level 
playing field with competitors in the rest of the United Kingdom and overseas, and more importantly 
if we are to fulfil the aspirations of the Scottish Government and the higher education sector itself. 
We would point out in this respect the importance of science and research & development in the 
recently published Scottish Government Economic Strategy. A failure to address the long-term 
funding needs of Scottish universities will undermine these aspirations and objectives. As a nation, 
we must tackle the funding disparity caused by the introduction of deferred variable fees in 
England, which will only be made more severe by the widely expected removal of the cap to 
English fees.  
 
The University notes the statement in the policy memorandum that the abolition of the graduate 
endowment will not have any implications for university funding, but any change in the financial 
arrangements for higher education can surely only be taken in the wider context of the spending 
review as a whole. 
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SUBMISSION FROM THE UNIVERSITY OF GLASGOW – 23 NOVEMBER 2007 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposal to abolish the Graduate Endowment. 
We were happy to endorse the key proposal in the Bill in the terms set out in the response 
submitted by Universities Scotland to the Higher Education and Support Division in August during 
initial consultation. Our position remains the same and I enclose (see Annex below) a copy of the 
Universities Scotland statement made at that time. 
 
We note that the accompanying policy memorandum affirms that this development will have no 
implications for university funding in Scotland, and we set considerable store by that assurance. 
We shall be considering separately within the higher education sector and in discussion with the 
Scottish Government how the funding of Scottish universities can be secured to maintain their 
competitive position within the UK and abroad. 
 
 
 

ANNEX 
 
Universities Scotland’s response to the donsultation on the proposed abolition of the 
graduate endowment fee  
 
Universities Scotland welcomes the opportunity to respond to the consultation on the proposed 
abolition of the graduate endowment fee.  
 
Universities Scotland supports the abolition of the graduate endowment fee, which will benefit the 
majority of our full-time undergraduate students.  It is important, however, that this should not be at 
the expense of the resources available for investment in Scotland’s higher education institutions, 
which must be funded at a level which enables them to provide their students with a learning 
experience which matches the best international standards. Universities Scotland therefore 
particularly welcomes the statement given in the consultation document that there “will be no 
implications for university funding, which will continue to come from existing budgets”.  As 
highlighted in the Spending Review case recently submitted by Universities Scotland, substantial 
additional investment in Scottish higher education institutions is required to enable them to 
continue to provide an excellent learning experience for their students, and to enhance the high 
quality teaching and research which make such vital contributions to Scotland’s economy, society 
and culture.   
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SUBMISSION FROM THE UNIVERSITY OF ST ANDREWS – 21 NOVEMBER 2007 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 

The University of St Andrews appreciates that the Scottish Government is attempting to develop 
consensus government issue by issue. To date, funding of the Higher Education sector is currently 
the subject of consideration, with no definitive view having been reached. The Government has 
made a commitment to repay debt, and while the University understands and shares many of the 
concerns at the level of debt experienced by some students, it is profoundly concerned about the 
effect this measure will have on the funding of Higher Education. 
 
Although Universities Scotland has already made a response to the Scottish Government’s 
Consultation on behalf of its members, the University considers that that response was too 
anodyne. A public discussion, both about student funding and university funding, is needed 
urgently to identify the distribution of public funding in the light of the proposals to abolish the 
Graduate Endowment Fee, and to suggest new funding models for Higher Education. 
 
The University believes it is essential that university funding be considered separately from student 
funding, and the Principal, Dr Brian Lang, has made this point publicly. However, this issue is not 
yet clearly understood by others and achieving that will not be easy. The corporate position of the 
Scottish Funding Council is that only a sector-wide approach can be adopted. Their view of the 
sector is that universities, regardless of the nature of their strengths and weaknesses, the nature of 
their markets, and the varying kinds of competition they face, must be treated alike. 
 
A significant factor in this University’s ability to maintain its level of success will be the Scottish 
Government’s policy towards the Higher Education sector in the context of the Comprehensive 
Spending Review, announced in November 2007. A crucial element to this will be the 
Government’s view of the measures and resources that would need to be available to leading 
Scottish universities so they are able to meet the competitive advantage of the so-called ‘Top-Up’ 
fees being licensed elsewhere in the UK.  
 
The likely removal of the top-up fee cap in England in 2009 has huge implications. In planning 
terms, this is an immediate threat. English universities have made plans for this eventuality already; 
if the situation is not addressed in Scotland before 2009 it will not be until 2014 that the results are 
seen here. We believe that we need greater flexibility now, so that we can generate additional non-
government funding in order that Scotland’s position in a highly competitive market is not 
undermined. This is currently not possible. We need a more sensitive and responsive funding 
model which should at very least afford easing of constraints and allow a dynamic and 
differentiated sector which is in fact already recognised by and in the market. Each institution can 
aspire to be the best it can be at what it does best. Scotland needs a funding model for Higher 
Education which values and appropriately supports an Aberdeen and an Abertay, a Glasgow and a 
Glasgow Caledonian equally for their very different strengths and contributions. 
 
A failure to address these immediate issues will do irreparable long-term damage to the whole 
Higher Education sector by harming global reputation and the ability to compete. The risk lies in 
undermining the ability of the sector to make a more direct contribution to economic growth, 
something universities will be expected to do in future. 
 
The growing pressures on government from serious economic and social problems elsewhere may 
rule out the necessary levels of investment in Higher Education for some time. It is not clear, for 
example, how the Government intends to compensate for the loss of income if the Graduate 
Endowment Fee is abolished. Scotland cannot match the funding made available to universities in 
England, and the funds which it has provided have not been deployed correctly in order to maintain 
the excellent standards at, and stave off attempts to poach the best staff from, the highest quality 
universities like St Andrews. 
 
Certainly this will have huge implications for the global competitiveness of St Andrews and similar 
institutions as well as for our position within the UK following the removal of the fees cap in 
England after the next general election. Particularly as a result of the proposal to abolish the 
Graduate Endowment Fee, we expect that Scottish universities are unlikely to be given additional 
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public funding to the level which they need to remain internationally competitive and in that event 
we will need to press for the freedom to earn what we need. 
 
Consequently, the University must explore all options for raising revenue including adopting a more 
market-orientated position across all core business. For instance, the University considers the 
current consolidation regime, which adopts a supply-led approach to the allocation of student 
places, to be harmful to the Scottish economy and to the top level universities. It should be 
replaced by a less regulated allocation system that promotes student choice. More significant 
would be the introduction of enhanced payments from home and EU students for the education 
they receive in a Scottish university. Discussion of fees (including but not restricted to issues such 
as impoverished undergraduates, fear of debt, and the lack of certainty over job prospects) has 
tended to obscure their true nature as more akin to a graduate tax.  
 
The University understands the reasoning behind the Scottish Government’s proposal to abolish 
the Graduate Endowment Fee – it could be said that this fee never really served its purpose – but 
our real concern is that in so doing it will close off a debate on university funding, as separate and 
distinct from student funding; the resulting decline in Scottish Higher Education which would follow 
from this undermining of the sector will be rapid and irrecoverable. 
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SUBMISSION FROM UNIVERSITIES SCOTLAND – 22 NOVEMBER 2007 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 

Universities Scotland welcomes the opportunity to respond to the consultation on the Graduate 
Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill.  
 
Universities Scotland supports the abolition of the graduate endowment fee, which will benefit the 
majority of our full-time undergraduate students.  
 
Universities Scotland notes the statement in the policy memorandum that the abolition of the 
graduate endowment will not have any implications for university funding. It is important that the 
proposed abolition should not be at the expense of the resources available for investment in 
Scotland’s higher education institutions. 
 
Universities Scotland believes that any change in the financial arrangements for student support 
must be considered in the context of the recent spending review and also in the ability of 
universities in Scotland to provide their students with a learning experience which matches the best 
international standards. 
 
Universities Scotland found the policy memorandum and the financial memorandum helpful in 
providing further information on the policy intention of the Bill and how this will affect the Scottish 
Government’s budget. Universities Scotland was satisfied with the consultation process that the 
Scottish Government carried out prior to the introduction of the Bill and found the analysis of 
responses particularly helpful. 
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FINANCE COMMITTEE 
 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES 
 

7th Meeting, 2007 (Session 3) 
 

Tuesday 6 November 2007 
 
Present: 
 

Derek Brownlee Joe FitzPatrick 

James Kelly Liam McArthur 

Tom McCabe Elaine Murray (Deputy Convener) 

Alex Neil Andrew Welsh (Convener) 

  

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill:  The Committee took evidence on 
the Financial Memorandum of the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 
from— 

Gavin Gray, Living Costs Support Team Leader, Lifelong Learning 
Directorate, and Chris McCrone, Finance Team Leader, Finance Directorate, 
Scottish Government. 

 
Decision on taking business in private:  The Committee agreed to consider a 
draft report on the Financial Memorandum of the Graduate Endowment Abolition 
(Scotland) Bill in private at its meeting on 20 November 2007. 
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Scottish Parliament 

Finance Committee 

Tuesday 6 November 2007 

[THE CONVENER opened the meeting at 14:00] 

Graduate Endowment Abolition 
(Scotland) Bill: 

Financial Memorandum 

The Convener (Andrew Welsh): Good 
afternoon and welcome to the seventh meeting of 
the Finance Committee in the third session of the 
Scottish Parliament. I ask everybody to turn off 
their mobile phones and pagers. 

Our first agenda item is consideration of the 
financial memorandum to the Graduate 
Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill. We agreed 
last week to adopt level 2 scrutiny of the bill, which 
involves taking oral evidence from Scottish 
Government officials and then producing a report 
for the lead committee. I welcome Gavin Gray, the 
living costs support team leader in the lifelong 
learning directorate, and Chris McCrone, the 
finance team leader in the finance directorate of 
the Scottish Government. Both officials have 
indicated that they do not wish to make opening 
statements, so we can go straight to questions. 

Elaine Murray and Derek Brownlee are leading 
on the bill, so I will allow them to ask questions 
first. I ask them to introduce this evidence-taking 
session on our behalf. I also ask other committee 
members to indicate whether they wish to 
participate. 

Elaine Murray (Dumfries) (Lab): Thank you for 
coming to answer our questions. Have you had 
access to the paper that was produced by the 
Scottish Parliament information centre at the end 
of last week, which contains some of the figures?  

Chris McCrone (Scottish Government 
Finance Directorate): Yes, we have. 

Elaine Murray: We are reading the financial 
memorandum in the context of that paper. 

I want to touch first on the sum of £17 million per 
annum, which is calculated as the cost of the bill to 
the Scottish Government. Can you explain how 
that figure was arrived at? 

Chris McCrone: That figure was arrived at by 
taking the £23.4 million that is shown in the 
Student Awards Agency for Scotland graduate 
endowment figures and from it deducting a 
recovery figure. For the figures on people who are 
in debt recovery, the liability has not yet been 

confirmed; therefore I have not included that 
income, so the figure is reduced to £21.5 million. It 
was shown originally as £21.7 million, but it has 
been reduced by £200,000. What I then did—
which was done in the SPICe paper, too—was 
calculate how much will be paid in cash and take 
that away. I also split the paid part-cash, part-loan 
figures 50:50 and allocated that to loans as well. 
So, we end up with a figure of about £14.4 million 
on loans. From the £21.5 million I then took away 
the loan figure of £4.5 million, which gave me £17 
million net income available. 

Elaine Murray: Is it appropriate to discount 
almost £2 million just because it has not been 
recovered yet? I presume that the Government 
expects to recover that money at some stage. 

Chris McCrone: No—I took a prudent approach 
on that. During the years 2005-06 and 2006-07, 
the people who fall into the debt-recovery section 
are not yet in debt recovery—their actual liability 
has not yet been confirmed. During 2005-06 and 
2006-07, those numbers reduce to practically 
zero. We cannot include that as possible income 
because the debt has not yet been confirmed by 
SAAS as being due. 

Elaine Murray: Can you describe how the 
Government retains its funding when about two 
thirds of students decide to add their graduate 
endowments to their loans rather than to pay them 
off? What happens in terms of repayment of that 
money? When we passed the Education 
(Graduate Endowment and Student Support) 
(Scotland) Act 2001, I had the impression that the 
Student Loans Company would somehow repay 
the graduate endowment on behalf of the student 
and add it to the student’s debt. However, I have 
received an answer from the Scottish Executive 
that suggests that that is not what happens. What 
happens when a student decides to put their 
graduate endowment in with their student debt? 
How and when, in particular, is the Scottish 
Government reimbursed? 

Chris McCrone: We are reimbursed in the year 
in which the debt is due. The graduate endowment 
income, in normal accounting standards, is shown 
in the year in which it became liable to be paid. 
So, the £21.7 million will be shown as the 
graduate endowment income for this year. 

Because people choose to pay by cash or loan 
or go into debt recovery, they become balance-
sheet entries. If they pay by cash, the Government 
receives the cash. If they decide to pay by loan, 
the loan goes into the balance sheet as a loan—
an addition to the student’s loan balance. If a 
person is still in debt recovery, they go into the 
balance sheet as a debtor. Under normal 
accounting procedures, the graduate endowment 
expected income is collected, and is shown as 
being collected, in that year. 
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The loan that the student takes out increases 
the loan balance on our balance sheet. Currently, 
the Scottish Government has £1.8 billion in loans 
on the balance sheet. Normally, a student would 
start to repay the loan, along with their other loans, 
when their income reaches the threshold of 
£15,000. 

Elaine Murray: That is useful clarification. You 
have indicated that loans are on the balance 
sheet, just as they would be if they were repaid in 
full. 

I return to the figures for April 2007, which were 
used to calculate the loss to the Scottish 
Government. The SPICe paper indicates that, 
during the three years in which the graduate 
endowment was repaid, a large percentage of 
those who did not repay were not liable—not 
because they will never be liable, but because 
they were continuing their course of education. 
Many of them were doing the fourth year of an 
honours degree, rather than doing an ordinary 
degree, and were therefore deferring payment by 
a year. 

SAAS’s figures indicate that in April 2005 about 
82 per cent of debtors were not liable because 
they were continuing their education. The figure 
fell to 50 per cent in April 2006 and to 40 per cent 
in April 2007. I am not sure that you are justified in 
saying that 40 per cent is the steady state. A 
student who started their course in 2001 would not 
be liable to repay the graduate endowment until 
2006, if they did an honours degree. A number of 
students will go on to do masters degrees, MPhils, 
European masters degrees or PhDs. If we take 
those students and medical students into 
consideration, we find that a steady state will not 
be reached until April 2009, when medical 
students who started in 2001 will be expected to 
start repaying their graduate endowments. 

We have been told that 40 per cent of debtors 
are not liable because they are continuing their 
courses, but I worry that that is an arbitrary figure. 
In a couple of years, the figure may well fall further 
and the loss of income to the Government may be 
higher than it is at this point. 

Gavin Gray (Scottish Government Lifelong 
Learning Directorate): The majority of students 
become liable when they finish their first degrees. 
Any students who go on to do postgraduate 
courses become liable between completing their 
honours degrees and going on to their next 
courses. People who were on five-year courses 
became liable in the April 2007 cohort. Students 
who are on first-degree courses that are longer 
than five years will not be liable until later, but only 
a small number of students fall into that category; 
the majority of students become liable when they 
finish their first degrees. 

Elaine Murray: Do you have figures that say 
how many students are not liable because they 
are continuing in higher education for more than 
four years? 

Gavin Gray: No, we do not have such figures. 

The Convener: How difficult would it be for you 
to get them? 

Gavin Gray: I am not sure. I would have to 
check with our analyst, to see what data we have 
on students who study for more than four years. I 
am not sure that the data that SAAS collects 
include details of course length. We could look into 
the matter, but we could not produce the figures in 
the next couple of days. 

The Convener: Will you let us know? 

Gavin Gray: We will look into the matter and I 
will get back to the committee. 

Elaine Murray: What is the total number of 
people in higher education in Scotland? How 
many first-year student places are there in 
Scotland? 

Gavin Gray: The figure for first-year students 
would be in the region of 40,000, but I do not have 
the exact figure to hand. In total, there are about 
110,000 first-degree students in Scotland. 

Elaine Murray: That is over four years. There 
are, of course, more students in the first year and 
then the figure falls off. 

Gavin Gray: Yes. 

Elaine Murray: If the graduate endowment is 
abolished in Scotland, it will become a more 
attractive place for Scottish students and for 
students from the European Union. I do not know 
how many vacancies there are, but have you 
examined the potential effect of a rise in student 
numbers because Scotland is an increasingly 
attractive place in which to study? 

Gavin Gray: We constantly monitor student 
numbers to take account of policy changes. 
Obviously, changes have been made in the past 
year or two in reaction to changes that were made 
in England with the introduction of variable fees. 

We continue to monitor intakes, primarily 
through the Universities and Colleges Admissions 
Service figures, which we get in the run-up to entry 
each year. It is difficult to forecast accurately what 
the change in demand will be and whether there 
will be a major change. We have in the past made 
changes to the regime when people have 
predicted large-scale changes in student numbers, 
but the predicted changes have not been reflected 
in the figures. All that we can do is monitor the 
figures in real time. 

154



99  6 NOVEMBER 2007  100 

 

In August and September each year we get real-
time data from UCAS, which tells us how many 
students will come in and how many Scottish 
students are coming to Scottish institutions. We 
adapt as the figures come in. If we have to try to 
find flexibility in budgets or whatever, we can do 
that. 

Elaine Murray: What percentage of first-year 
places were taken up in Scotland this year? 

Gavin Gray: We do not collect numbers on that 
basis. We know how many students came in: 
about 28,000 or 29,000 students were accepted 
through UCAS this year, but I do not know 
whether the institutions record numbers as a 
percentage of places that they are offering. We do 
not collect that information, but we know how 
many in total will come into the system and how 
many applications SAAS processes each year. 

Elaine Murray: The argument in the financial 
memorandum is that the additional income is not 
in a budget line but is part of end-year flexibility. Is 
that correct? 

Gavin Gray indicated agreement. 

Elaine Murray: What end-year flexibility was 
there in the department? How much underspend 
has there been in the department for the past 
three years? 

Chris McCrone: In the past three years, there 
has been very little end-year flexibility. When we 
monitor the enterprise and lifelong learning 
budgets during the year, we identify any 
underspends and carry a very small underspend—
it has been no more than several million pounds of 
the £3 billion budget. We usually use that money 
to do pilots or to provide funding for budgets that 
are not baselined. We use all our budget in-year, 
including the money that is provided by the 
graduate endowment. 

Elaine Murray: Abolition of the graduate 
endowment would therefore have a fairly 
significant impact on the budget because although 
it is part of end-year flexibility, it does not sit there 
to be returned to the central unallocated provision 
at the end of the year. It is used. What sort of 
projects would be affected by loss of the income 
from the graduate endowment? 

Chris McCrone: We had a list of projects and 
developments that were not in the baseline, such 
as entrepreneurship chairs, the co-investment 
fund, the higher education international strategy 
and English for speakers of other languages. 
Those were identified over the current spending 
review period, which ends in 2007-08. The 
spending review will consider whether those 
projects should continue and whether they should 
be baselined. There is not a problem with end-
year flexibility carry-forward as such. 

14:15 
Derek Brownlee (South of Scotland) (Con): I 

will move on to the consequences of abolition and 
the savings. I understand the write-off cost of the 
information technology system. That makes 
perfect sense to me. 

Paragraph 28 of the financial memorandum talks 
about one-off funding—I appreciate that it is only 
£54,000—to remove from the systems of the 
Student Loans Company the functionality to collect 
the graduate endowment, and a further £9,000 at 
the end of that process. Given that we are facing 
the prospect of repealing in law the ability to 
collect the graduate endowment, would not it be 
feasible to leave the IT system as it is except for 
operation of that functionality? 

Gavin Gray: We explored that option with the 
Student Loans Company—we have taken its 
advice on the best way to shut down the operation 
of the system, so we are aware that collections are 
still to be made. The bulk of the payment, which I 
think is £54,000, can be made in the current 
financial year and then there is a final payment of 
£9,000 to close off the system when the last few 
people are through the system. We took that 
course because the bulk of the savings will be 
made now as a result of the volume of GE 
repayments dropping initially. 

Derek Brownlee: Perhaps my question would 
be more effectively addressed to the Student 
Loans Company. I simply wonder whether we 
have to incur the cost of removing that 
functionality from the system or whether we could 
save the money, even though it is only about 
£60,000. That should be explored as a point of 
principle. It is perhaps difficult for you to deal with 
that question. 

The financial memorandum also talks about 
making a saving from the Student Loans Company 
running costs of about £30,000 a year and about 
£30,000 to £35,000 a year from SAAS. I asked a 
parliamentary question last year about the cost of 
the Education (Graduate Endowment and Student 
Support) (Scotland) Act 2001. I was told by the 
then Deputy First Minister that the annual cost to 
the Executive of operating under the legislation 
was £156,739. 

This is perhaps a simplistic question, but why 
would it not be a saving if we were to repeal the 
2001 act and the costs that are being run up 
against it? Would there not be an equivalent 
saving to the Executive as a result? 

Gavin Gray: I do not have the exact answer to 
that off the top of my head, but I will look into it 
and get back to you. In the past couple of months, 
we have taken advice from the Student Awards 
Agency for Scotland and the Student Loans 
Company on what the costs and potential savings 
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would be. I do not know off the top of my head 
what the figures are based on, so I will write to 
you. 

Derek Brownlee: The reference for the answer 
to my written parliamentary question is S2W-
29550. It would be helpful to have reconciliation 
between the annual cost of the 2001 act, as stated 
in my written question, and the savings that are 
stated in the financial memorandum. 

James Kelly (Glasgow Rutherglen) (Lab): I 
have a question about the IT write-off costs of 
£225,000 for the Student Awards Agency for 
Scotland, to which Derek Brownlee referred. When 
were those capital costs added to the balance 
sheet and what depreciation policy was applied to 
the write-off? 

Chris McCrone: The collection started around 
2005-06 because until then, the graduate 
endowment was not due to be payable and SAAS 
did not need to load in the capital cost until around 
2005-06. That is why the figure is still at £225,000. 

James Kelly asked about the depreciation 
policy. Normally, we have to capitalise any change 
to what SAAS calls the grants for Scottish 
Students—GRASS—system and deal with 
immediately what is a normally straight-line five-
year depreciation figure. 

The Convener: Are there any other questions? 

Elaine Murray: I am slightly puzzled by the cost 
of collecting the debt—you lose about a third, or 
£4.7 million. How is that made up? It seems to be 
a high level of loss. 

Chris McCrone: The loss is made up of what is 
called the cost of student loan resource 
accounting and budgeting charge, which is the 
departmental expenditure limit cost of student 
loans. That DEL cost is made up of two parts: a 
subsidy cost and a bad-debt provision cost. For 
every £1 of student loan that we put out, there is a 
DEL cost—a cost to the Government—of 31 per 
cent, which is to cover the fact that there is a 
subsidy in that loan. There must also be a small 
write-off provision. We have an economic model 
that works out what that cost-of-student-loan 
charge is: it gives us a percentage cost of 31 per 
cent. The model was developed by the 
Department for Innovation, Universities and Skills, 
formerly the Department for Education and Skills. 
We use a Scottish version of the model to arrive at 
that percentage cost. 

Elaine Murray: You say that there is a subsidy 
involved. Will you explain that more fully? 

Chris McCrone: The subsidy exists because 
although the outstanding balance of a loan is 
uprated every year by the retail price index, the 
true value of the loan to the student increases at a 
real interest rate of zero per cent. 

The Convener: Are there any margins of 
uncertainty in the figures for operational costs and 
savings that are presented in the financial 
memorandum? 

Gavin Gray: We achieved those figures by 
asking the two main delivery partners—SAAS and 
the Student Loans Company—to go through their 
usual business-case processes. They internally 
set up a business case to consider the feasibility 
of the work that they have to do and what it entails 
and gave us an estimate of what it will cost. 
However, it is possible that they will deliver that 
work for less—I hope it will not be for more. They 
make estimates using their expertise and, in the 
past, we have found that the Student Loans 
Company’s delivery costs can be below what we 
have budgeted for. However, the estimates are 
usually quite robust because the Student Loans 
Company and the SAAS are involved in that 
activity all the time. The Student Loans Company 
obviously also does that for DIUS and the other 
devolved Administrations. 

The Convener: These are obviously complex 
matters. How difficult is it for you to produce a 
financial memorandum that accurately reflects the 
complexity of what you are doing? 

Gavin Gray: The difficulty that we had when 
writing the financial memorandum was in knowing 
the level of detail into which we were expected to 
go. There are obviously a number of issues that 
are tied tightly into the overall accounting of the 
student loans system. We stuck strictly to the 
impacts of the graduate endowment: the difficulty 
was in knowing how much to go into the 
complexities of how we account for student loans 
and the subsidy charge, for example. It was 
difficult for us to know what would be looked for. 
That is why it is perhaps easier to explain at 
committee. 

The Convener: From the other side of the 
fence, it is sometimes difficult to interpret a 
financial memorandum because the language can 
obscure the process underneath it. Is there any 
way in which you could improve understandability 
for the committee and the general public? The end 
product of your work will be read by the general 
public who, as taxpayers, have a definite interest 
in it. Is there any way of making a financial 
memorandum clearer as opposed to more 
obscure? 

Gavin Gray: Yes. If you think that that is 
required, we can redraft it and try to do that. 

Chris McCrone: We could try, but the fact is 
that student loan accounting is quite complex. We 
have tried to make it as clear as we can, but we 
can try to reconsider it. 

The Convener: I was really thinking of the 
future. 
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Derek Brownlee: I appreciate from the 
witnesses’ remarks to Elaine Murray that there is 
uncertainty about £2 million and that it is prudent 
not to assume that money will be received until it 
is clear that that will happen. However, I want to 
come at the issue from a different perspective. We 
are considering abolishing the graduate 
endowment, so in effect we are considering the 
consequences of forgoing it. Prudence perhaps 
takes us in a different direction in that regard. Is 
there a mechanism whereby, if the bill is passed, 
we can return to the issue in a year’s time and 
ask, “What was the cost of abolishing the graduate 
endowment? How much was spent? How much 
was saved? How much income was forgone?” Will 
we be able to assess the accuracy of the figures in 
the financial memorandum? 

The Convener: Both witnesses seem to want to 
answer that question. 

Chris McCrone: I am not aware that that has 
been done in the past, but the figures will 
ultimately be available, when we have firmed them 
up. However, our problem is that the bill is being 
considered now and must be processed before 1 
April, or we will end up with problems with 
students who become liable to pay the 
endowment. We have tried to use the best 
estimates that we can get, based on our 
knowledge about what has happened with the 
graduate endowment during the past two years. 
We know the number of people who are liable to 
pay the endowment and the figure that ends up in 
the account, so we used those figures to try to 
come up with the best estimate. On the two figures 
of around £30,000, I must defer to my colleagues, 
who have decided that those amounts would be 
saved, based on their best estimates. 

The Convener: Do you want to add to that, Mr 
Gray? 

Gavin Gray: No. 

Liam McArthur (Orkney) (LD): My question 
stems from the convener’s point about the margin 
for error in the figures. The policy memorandum 
makes great play of the reduction in the proportion 
of Scotland-domiciled students from 51 per cent to 
around 47.5 per cent. That reduction is wrongly 
ascribed to the debt that is incurred as a result of 
the graduate endowment—a number of studies 
have shown that the issue is far more complex. 
When the financial memorandum was produced, 
did you use a figure for participation among 
Scotland-domiciled students that is broadly 
regarded as the average? It is clear that for a 
number of years before the percentage reached 
51 per cent, it was about 47 or 48 per cent. What 
figures were used to anticipate participation? 

Gavin Gray: We did not use participation figures 
in the financial memorandum. Of course, the 

Cabinet Secretary for Education and Lifelong 
Learning will talk about wider policy on student 
support when she gives evidence to the 
committee, but we have not used a baseline target 
on participation. There are wider proposals on 
student support—the bill represents a first step—
and as wider policy is developed we will consider 
how we measure the total package. We are aware 
that the graduate endowment is only one element 
and that its abolition is not the be-all and end-all in 
fixing the situation. Next year, there will be 
consultation on wider student support policies, and 
I think that participation figures will play a part in 
that. The issue was not included in the bill’s policy 
memorandum. 

Elaine Murray: I return to points that the 
convener and Derek Brownlee made. The financial 
memorandum says that the Scottish Government 
will forgo “around £17m per annum”. However, if 
the debt were repaid, the figure would be around 
£19 million, not around £17 million. By April 2008, 
if the graduate endowment has been abolished, 
the number of potentially liable graduates will have 
increased and the number who are not liable 
because they are continuing in education will 
probably have decreased. The bald figure of £17 
million does not really relate to the potential 
situation in 2008. 

I would have preferred to see a range based on 
the £17 million figure, but factoring in some of the 
other potential effects by April 2008. My complaint 
is that we have a bald statement that the figure will 
be “around £17m”, whereas it could possibly reach 
£19 million or £20 million, for all we know. I would 
have liked to see more calculations, bearing in 
mind what the convener said about the 
uncertainties in the figures. There could have been 
some reporting of those uncertainties.  

14:30 
The Convener: Would Mr Gray or Mr McCrone 

like to comment on the accuracy of the figures? 

Chris McCrone: The figures that were used 
were the most recent ones for the current year, 
2007-08. There are no figures for 2008-09. The 
problem is that the system would require us to 
write to every student who could be liable for the 
graduate endowment to ascertain whether they 
would be liable to pay it. As has been said, at least 
50 per cent of them are not liable to pay the 
graduate endowment. Even ascertaining who 
would be liable for 2008-09 would be a large, 
onerous exercise. It was felt that the 2007-08 
figures were quite reflective of the current position, 
and that is why they were used.  

Elaine Murray: The differences between the 
2006 and 2007 figures for the number of 
graduates who are and are not liable suggest to 
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me that assuming that 2008 will be the same as 
2007 is a bit of a leap of faith. 

The Convener: A leap of faith, Mr McCrone? 

Chris McCrone: Using the best possible figures 
that were available to calculate what the cost 
would be was not a leap of faith, as you describe 
it. We did the calculation using the best possible 
information that was or possibly could be 
available.  

The Convener: But it is not an exact science. 

Chris McCrone: That is correct—it is not an 
exact science. That is why we used the phrase 
“around £17m”. 

Derek Brownlee: I appreciate the uncertainties 
that you have highlighted, but is that another way 
of saying that, had the graduate endowment 
continued, there would have been no certainty 
within the Government as to whether the income 
would be £17 million or £19 million? Is the 
converse true, given the uncertainties that you 
have raised? 

Chris McCrone: Given what I said about the 
other £2 million possibly not being part of the liable 
amount, I would have been prudent and I would 
have continued to use next year’s £17 million 
figure in the budget. 

Derek Brownlee: Essentially, however, the 
Government would have had no way of knowing 
whether the figure would be £17 million or £19 
million, because the information, if I understand 
correctly, is not routinely collected until someone’s 
status is determined after they become liable or 
otherwise. 

Chris McCrone: Correct. 

The Convener: I will leave the last word with 
our witnesses. Do either of you wish to make a 
final comment? 

Gavin Gray: No. 

Chris McCrone: No. 

The Convener: I thank both the witnesses for 
being here today. 

Decision on Taking Business in 
Private 

14:33 
The Convener: Item 2 on the agenda is to 

decide whether to consider a draft report on the 
financial memorandum to the Graduate 
Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill in private at 
our meeting of 20 November. I propose that we do 
so. Does that have the agreement of the 
committee? 

Members indicated agreement. 

Public Health etc (Scotland) Bill: 
Financial Memorandum 

14:34 
The Convener: Item 3 is to decide what level of 

scrutiny to apply to the Public Health etc 
(Scotland) Bill. Members will see that the 
approach paper by the clerks suggests that we 
adopt level 1 scrutiny, which would involve 
seeking written evidence from the Convention of 
Scottish Local Authorities and health boards using 
our standard questionnaire and sending any 
completed questionnaires to the lead committee. 
Do we agree to adopt level 1 scrutiny of the bill? 

Derek Brownlee: I have no objection to level 1 
scrutiny, but given the way in which the bill is 
drafted it might also be sensible to seek written 
evidence from the Royal College of General 
Practitioners.  

The Convener: Is that agreed? 

Members indicated agreement.  

The Convener: With that addition, do we agree 
to adopt level 1 scrutiny of the bill?  

Members indicated agreement. 
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EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 
 

Vol. 1, No. 43 Session 3 
 

Meeting of the Parliament 
 

Thursday 20 December 2007  
 

Note: (DT) signifies a decision taken at Decision Time. 
 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill: The Cabinet Secretary for 
Education and Lifelong Learning (Fiona Hyslop) moved S3M-964—That the 
Parliament agrees to the general principles of the Graduate Endowment Abolition 
(Scotland) Bill. 

Jeremy Purvis moved amendment S3M-964.1 to motion S3M-964— 

Insert at end— 

“and, in so doing, calls for a statutory duty on Scottish Ministers to provide 
student support and provision made thereunder to be improved for existing 
and future students and further calls for more research into the barriers to 
accessing further and higher education to be undertaken.” 

After debate, the amendment was agreed to ((DT) by division: For  65, Against  16, 
Abstentions  45). 

The motion, as amended, was then agreed to ((DT) by division: For  65, Against   60, 
Abstentions  0). 

Accordingly, the Parliament resolved—That the Parliament agrees to the general 
principles of the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill and, in so doing, calls 
for a statutory duty on Scottish Ministers to provide student support and provision 
made thereunder to be improved for existing and future students and further calls for 
more research into the barriers to accessing further and higher education to be 
undertaken. 
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Scottish Parliament 
Thursday 20 December 2007 

[THE PRESIDING OFFICER opened the meeting at 
09:15] 

Graduate Endowment Abolition 
(Scotland) Bill: Stage 1 

The Presiding Officer (Alex Fergusson): 
Good morning. The first item of business is a 
debate on motion S3M-964, in the name of Fiona 
Hyslop, that the Parliament agrees to the general 
principles of the Graduate Endowment Abolition 
(Scotland) Bill.  

09:15 
The Cabinet Secretary for Education and 

Lifelong Learning (Fiona Hyslop): I begin by 
thanking the people who have been involved in the 
bill‟s process so far: the members of the 
Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture 
Committee, the Finance Committee and all those 
who provided oral and written evidence. I also 
thank the organisations and individuals who took 
the time to respond to the consultation on the bill 
during the summer. 

Although I am grateful to the Education, Lifelong 
Learning and Culture Committee for its efforts in 
producing the report, it has disappointed many 
members who are present today and it has sorely 
let down 50,000 Scottish students and their hard-
working families. The committee‟s conclusion, on 
the casting vote of the convener, means that it has 
rejected the general principles of the bill and voted 
to keep the graduate endowment fee. 

This Government believes in a return to free 
education, in which access to education is based 
on ability to learn, not on ability to pay, so it is sad 
to see beneficiaries of free education being so 
desperate to keep it from the next generation. Two 
thirds of students cannot afford the graduate 
endowment fee and so simply add it to their 
student debt. Despite the fact that debt, and the 
fear of debt, is known to be a barrier that prevents 
people from going to university, the Labour and 
Conservative members of the committee failed to 
see the obvious link. 

Murdo Fraser (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con): I 
am grateful to the cabinet secretary for giving way. 

If student debt is so important to the Scottish 
National Party, and as it promised in its manifesto 
to wipe out student debt, where are the 
Government‟s proposals to do just that, and fulfil 
its obligations to Scotland‟s students? 

Fiona Hyslop: Today, Parliament can vote to 
wipe out £2,000 of graduate debt for many of our 
students. Members think that it is right and proper 
for us to tackle some of our wider graduate debt 
issues—we have some agreement among the 
other parties that we should abolish the graduate 
endowment fee—but if Parliament and the 
committee vote against this proposal, would not it 
be rather difficult to progress with some of the 
other proposals? 

The bill is intended to fulfil our manifesto 
commitment to abolish the graduate endowment 
fee and it is the first step in tackling the problem of 
student and graduate debt. Currently, the average 
student leaves university with a student loan debt 
of around £11,000. Removal of the unfair fee will 
help some students, and relieve others of the 
financial pressures that face graduates as they 
start their working lives, but some MSPs want to 
keep them held back at a time when those young 
people want to get on with their lives. 

The committee suggested that there is no clear 
evidence that abolition of the graduate endowment 
fee will, in itself, widen access, but the policy 
memorandum clearly states that the measure is a 
“first step” in our plans, and it will contribute to our 
overall aims of widening access. 

We will reduce debt through our proposals to 
abolish the graduate endowment fee and to 
reintroduce student grants to replace loans, 
starting with the £500 grant for part-time 
students—a £38 million package that was 
announced earlier this month, which will benefit 
20,000 students. 

Rhona Brankin (Midlothian) (Lab): The SNP 
very often talks about Ireland and the Celtic tiger. 
The cabinet secretary will be aware that in 1996, 
the Irish Government abolished student tuition 
fees. Is she aware that Professor Patrick Clancy of 
University College Dublin says that there has, 
despite the abolition of tuition fees, been no 
improvement in working-class participation in 
higher education and that in some deprived areas 
of Dublin participation rates have in fact fallen? Is 
she aware that Irish heads of universities and the 
funding council there met this week to consider 
some form of graduate contribution? 

Fiona Hyslop: If she wants to tackle 
deprivation, Rhona Brankin should read the 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development report—sustained levels of poverty 
have not been relieved by the previous 
Government or, indeed, by 10 years of Labour 
rule. Perhaps she might want to look at that. 

The original intention of the Education (Graduate 
Endowment and Student Support) (Scotland) Act 
2001 was to widen access. The committee may 
believe that there is no evidence that abolishing 
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the fee will widen access, but it could not find any 
evidence that the graduate endowment fee in itself 
actually achieved its policy intention. 

Richard Baker (North East Scotland) (Lab): 
Will the cabinet secretary take an intervention? 

Fiona Hyslop: I want to move on. 

From the evidence that we have, it is clear that 
there has been at best minimal progress in 
widening access in the past four years. Between 
2002 and 2006, entrants to higher education from 
Scotland‟s most deprived areas increased by just 
1 per cent. That is not just my view: it is shared by 
the overwhelming majority of people who 
responded to our consultation and to the 
committee‟s call for evidence. We have years of 
evidence that the status quo is not working, weeks 
of evidence that the fee should be scrapped, and 
widespread support for that from consultees. A 
casting vote has undermined all that. 

Before the election, the Labour Party set out in 
its manifesto its opposition to top-up tuition fees. In 
seeking to apply graduate endowment income to 
university funding, as the Labour members of the 
committee suggest, they are asking us to 
implement top-up tuition fees by the back door. 

In May 1999, along with 13 other student 
presidents, Richard Baker told The Herald: 

“in answer to the simple question, „Are you in favour of 
the early abolition of tuition fees?‟ we can speak with one, 
resounding voice. The answer is „Yes‟.” 

It now seems that Mr Baker—who is cosily 
ensconced on Labour‟s front bench—and his 
colleagues support top-up tuition fees. 

Richard Baker: That is nonsense. The graduate 
endowment is about student support and not 
about tuition fees, as the cabinet secretary knows. 
Why will she not accept that addressing student 
hardship would be far better done by increasing 
student bursaries? The bill will do nothing to tackle 
student debt. The way to address that is by 
increasing bursaries, which the cabinet secretary 
is not proposing. 

Fiona Hyslop: I look forward to Labour‟s 
support for the SNP Government‟s budget bill, 
which includes provision for increasing grants and 
student support. 

The fee has proved to be an extremely 
inefficient way of providing funds. It has not raised 
the predicted levels of income and, as much of the 
graduate endowment fee is added to student 
loans, the taxpayer loses about a third of the 
income. Given Labour‟s record in government, it 
does not surprise me that Labour members are 
happy with a situation in which so much money is, 
in effect, frittered away. However, I am surprised 
that Conservative members do not realise that a 

two-thirds return for the taxpayer is not good value 
for money. Should we not cut out the middleman 
and fund student support directly? 

To those who think that, rather than forgo £17 
million of income, we should direct the money to 
universities, I say that the 2001 act made it clear 
that the income should be used for student 
support. If any minister was to state—as I am 
being asked to do—that they were willing to apply 
the money to support universities, they would 
leave themselves open to judicial review. What the 
Conservatives and the Labour Party suggest is an 
up-front transfer from existing student support to 
university funding under the 2001 act. Let us be 
clear that that is not a competent option that is 
available to Parliament. 

Rhona Brankin: Will the cabinet secretary give 
way? 

Fiona Hyslop: I have already given way to the 
member. 

As David McLetchie pointed out on 31 January 
2001, when Parliament debated the bill that 
introduced the endowment, 
“it is a sly tax of dubious technical competence.”—[Official 
Report, 31 January 2001; c 766.] 

If a charity lost 31p in the pound in administration 
and other charges, we would all ask questions, but 
apparently we do not do that in the case of the 
flawed graduate endowment fee. 

The nature of the income from the graduate 
endowment means that it cannot be baselined or 
treated as guaranteed funding. Not only is it far 
simpler to fund student support direct from the 
Scottish budget and not from graduates, it is also 
more efficient for the taxpayer and more 
transparent. 

Jeremy Purvis and others seek assurances in 
law that student support will be paid. I refer them 
to part 4 of schedule 2 to the Budget (Scotland) 
Act 2007, in which the provision of student support 
funding from the graduate endowment income is 
set out, as it has been set out in law each year 
since 2005—hundreds of millions of pounds and 
not just the £17 million for student support. 
However, I am open to considering how we can 
give effect to the Liberal Democrats‟ amendment, 
which seeks to place on Scottish ministers a 
statutory duty to provide wider student support. 

Why are the Conservatives sticking to the flawed 
and unfair graduate endowment fee? I find that 
surprising, given that they opposed the scheme 
when it was introduced. On 31 January 2001, 
David McLetchie said: 

“Whatever it is called, the Executive has simply 
substituted one tax on learning for another. No amount of 
sophistry, euphemism or weasel words can disguise the 
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fact that the so-called endowment is, purely and simply, a 
tax … We are opposed to this bill”. 

Annabel Goldie said:  
“The truth is that in the bill, we have a penal tax. It is a 

thorn, which pricks and draws blood. That is why, in 
principle, the Conservatives cannot support the bill; it would 
be patent dishonesty to do so.”—[Official Report, 31 
January 2001; c 756-7, 766.]  

The graduate endowment will be more than an 
electoral thorn in the Conservatives‟ side if they 
vote to keep it today. 

Richard Baker: The cabinet secretary talks 
about “weasel words”. Were they not weasel 
words that promised all graduates that the SNP 
would wipe out their loan repayments, when it will 
not do that in government? 

Fiona Hyslop: Let us be clear: Labour is not 
supporting us even to abolish £2,000 of debt, let 
alone to service £11,000 of debt. 

Most important, what do the universities and 
students say? In written evidence to the 
Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture 
Committee, Universities Scotland said: 

“Universities Scotland supports the abolition of the 
graduate endowment fee, which will benefit the majority of 
our full-time undergraduate students.” 

Giving evidence to the committee, the president of 
the National Union of Students, James Alexander, 
said: 

“We welcome the bill as being the start of a host of 
measures. It will make education completely free for 
students in Scotland—we believe that education is a right. 
People should not be barred access to education because 
of financial burdens and debt. The bill is a positive step 
towards making education accessible for people from all 
backgrounds and all walks of life”.—[Official Report, 
Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee, 14 
November 2007; c 306.]  

In presenting the bill, we have made a 
compelling argument why abolishing the graduate 
endowment fee will provide a number of benefits 
for Scotland, including for 50,000 students and 
graduates. Graduates from summer this year will 
benefit if Parliament votes to abolish the graduate 
endowment fee. Their families and the Scottish 
taxpayer will also benefit. 

It is clear that some members of the Education, 
Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee have not 
been convinced of the arguments and continue to 
cling to the wreckage of a failed policy. It has 
failed students by not achieving its stated aim of 
widening access, it has failed the taxpayer by 
proving to be worst value for the public purse and 
it has failed our graduates by placing an 
unnecessary financial burden on them when they 
leave university. 

Those who vote to keep the unwanted and 
unfair graduate endowment fee—the ghost of 

Government past—will be the Scrooge of 
Christmas present for students and their families. 
Some 10,000 students who graduated this year 
are waiting to see whether Labour and the 
Conservatives will vote to make them pay a fee of 
almost £2,300 when we have the chance to scrap 
it. Some 40,000 others in our universities are 
waiting and watching—we will remind them time 
and again of how members vote today. 

I challenge any of those who oppose the bill to 
defend the graduate endowment fee, which has 
been flawed since its introduction. 

On the day when Parliament can vote to abolish 
both bridge tolls and fees for students, I move, 

That the Parliament agrees to the general principles of 
the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill.  

09:28 
Jeremy Purvis (Tweeddale, Ettrick and 

Lauderdale) (LD): Only the SNP could make the 
ghost of Christmas future seem more threatening 
than the ghost of Christmas past. 

In 1999, the Liberal Democrats were committed 
to ending tuition fees in Scotland and, 
subsequently with Labour, we legislated to abolish 
tuition fees—up front or back end—for Scotland-
domiciled students who attend Scottish 
universities for their first degree. Since the 
legislation came into force, nearly 200,000 
Scottish students entering Scottish institutions 
have not paid the English-style tuition fees. The 
average fee in England now is approximately 
£7,000 per academic year. On completion of a 
non-science three-year degree in England, a 
graduate is likely to have about £18,000 of tuition 
debt. The equivalent for an eligible Scottish 
graduate is zero. For a medical degree in England, 
the graduate tuition debt now stands at £45,000. 
In Scotland for an eligible graduate the figure is 
zero. The legislation, which was introduced by the 
Liberal Democrats and endorsed by Parliament, 
has meant that in Scotland there is more than £4 
billion less debt for graduates—that is £4 billion 
less personal debt in the Scottish economy. 

Liberal Democrats have always argued that 
tuition should be free, and we have always 
understood that living costs are a major factor in 
students‟ accumulation of debt by the time they 
graduate. We have argued consistently, with a 
record of action, for provision of financial support 
to students from the poorest backgrounds. An 
illustration of our approach is the package that 
was brought in six years ago. The devolved 
Government reintroduced student grants of £2,000 
per year—members might recall that that was four 
times the level that the SNP proposed in its 1999 
manifesto. As we know, the Cubie committee 
argued for changes in how students were 
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supported and the graduate endowment, as it 
became known, was established to provide 
support for students from poorer backgrounds—
[Interruption.] 

The Presiding Officer: Order. We do not need 
conversations in the chamber. 

Jeremy Purvis: The payment was not 
connected with university funding and has never 
been linked with the cost of student tuition. Only 
now do the Labour Party and Conservatives want 
to change that approach. 

Rhona Brankin: The Liberal Democrats are 
disingenuous. We seek, by retaining the graduate 
endowment, to retain the essential link between 
the endowment and student support. In addition, 
we will seek hugely to increase student support. 
What is wrong with that? 

Jeremy Purvis: Not only does the Labour Party 
want to spend the money twice, which would be a 
feat in itself, but—[Interruption.] I hope that the 
member will listen to my answer to her question. 
The Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture 
Committee‟s recommendations, which were 
decided on a Labour vote, included a clear 
statement that the Labour Party and 
Conservatives want to use some of the money that 
is raised through the graduate endowment to fund 
universities. Indeed, the committee referred in its 
stage 1 report to investing the money in 
“more funding directly for universities”, 

although that is prohibited under the law. That is a 
proposal for a graduate poll tax. 

Richard Baker: Will the member give way? 

Jeremy Purvis: I will do so later if I have time. 
Rhona Brankin will recall that the graduate 
endowment was part of a package. The previous 
Labour and Liberal Democrat Administration can 
take credit not only for removing a considerable 
amount of graduate debt but for reintroducing 
grants. Although the SNP has attacked the 
previous Administration‟s record, the biggest 
single move towards removal of the burden of debt 
for graduates in Scotland and adoption of a 
progressive approach to funding poorer students 
was brought in during the first session of 
Parliament. 

In 2003 it was too soon to see whether the 
policy that led to the introduction of the graduate 
endowment had been effective, so no change was 
proposed. By 2007 it was possible to review the 
policy and to ascertain whether its aims had been 
realised. When the Education (Graduate 
Endowment and Student Support) (Scotland) Act 
2001 came into force, the age participation index 
in Scotland was 51.5 per cent, which meant that—
taken as a proportion of the number of 17-year-
olds—more than half of Scots under 21 went to 

university. The most recent age participation 
index, in 2005-06, is 47.1 per cent, but that is a 1 
per cent increase on the previous year‟s index, 
which represents approximately 650 students. 

A change in the number of students leaving 
school and entering employment, or a minor shift 
in the number of school leavers who take a gap 
year, will have an impact on the age participation 
rate. The age participation index is a blunt tool 
with which to determine Government policy, but 
the Government used it as a key argument for 
introducing the bill. Witnesses, including 
Government officials and Universities Scotland, 
told the committee that there are a number of 
reasons why the age participation rate changes 
and said that it is not possible to detect a trend. 

The evidence that the Government led was in a 
poor state of readiness and was poorly presented, 
which was disappointing. It was also inconsistent 
with the Government‟s position. Last year Fiona 
Hyslop said that an SNP Government would dump 
student debt. The SNP said that it would write off 
all student debt, which is a millstone round the 
neck of the Scottish economy. It argued that the 
graduate endowment is a critical part of that drain 
on the economy. While the SNP was making those 
arguments, graduate employment—which had 
been of concern to the SNP—was increasing at a 
record rate. The figures that the Government 
released in October show a 3 per cent increase in 
graduate employment on 2003-04. 

Murdo Fraser: Given that the member seems to 
be accepting that the introduction of the graduate 
endowment was a mistake, will the Liberal 
Democrats apologise for it? 

Jeremy Purvis: Murdo Fraser should be clear 
that the graduate endowment was part of an 
overall package, the aim of which was to widen 
access to university. As the cabinet secretary said, 
there is no evidence that the policy either widened 
access or did harm in that regard. 

When the cabinet secretary gave evidence to 
the committee she argued that access was the key 
issue. That is a valid concern, which is more in 
tune with the original aim of the Education 
(Graduate Endowment and Student Support) 
(Scotland) Bill. As I said, the figures that the 
Government presented to the committee on the 
number of young people from more deprived 
backgrounds who go on to higher education show 
a 1 per cent increase. That is too small a change 
to discern whether the graduate endowment policy 
has been a major failure or a major success. 
However, in its policy memorandum, the 
Government was surer of itself. Paragraph 12 of 
the policy memorandum states boldly: 

“The policy‟s failure to contribute to widening access is 
also clear.” 
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A 1 per cent increase in the number of students 
from poorer backgrounds who access higher 
education might not be a huge improvement, but 
one could hardly say that it is a clear failure. 

There are many reasons why young people who 
leave school or who begin higher national 
programmes at school age and who proceed to 
college and university might be put off studying. 
The Association of Scotland‟s Colleges gave 
powerful evidence on the concerns about living 
costs that many higher education students at 
colleges face. As the Government knows, those 
students do not pay the graduate endowment. The 
issues are living costs and the need for additional 
support to cover students‟ study-time costs. 

That is why our amendment focuses on two 
crucial areas for student support and access, one 
of which is a statutory duty to provide student 
support. Such a statutory duty exists in this year‟s 
Budget (Scotland) Bill only because of the 
Education (Graduate Endowment and Student 
Support) (Scotland) Act 2001, which states that 
budget proposals that are made to Parliament 
must contain proposals for student support. If that 
provision is removed from section 2 of the 2001 
act, as the Government proposes to do in the 
Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill, the 
requirement on the budget bill to provide student 
support will be removed, too. 

Fiona Hyslop: Bearing it in mind that the 
Government provides hundreds of millions of 
pounds of student support, does Jeremy Purvis 
have any doubt that this Government—or any 
future Government—would support students? How 
important to Mr Purvis is the £17 million that is 
associated with the graduate endowment? I have 
said that we will look at his proposals. 

Jeremy Purvis: It is quite clear that the Liberal 
Democrats believe that there should be a statutory 
duty on Scottish ministers to provide student 
support. I would have thought that there is a need 
for debate about that. There is such a duty at the 
moment: we want it to continue once the budget 
bill has been passed. 

If we remove the ring fencing that the 2001 act 
put in place, whereby the graduate endowment 
revenue is to be used for student support, and 
instead seek to use it for university funding, we will 
be putting in place a graduate tax. 

Richard Baker: The committee‟s report makes 
no link between endowment payments and tuition 
costs. Such retention would free much-needed 
funds in other parts of the budget for some of 
those priorities. 

Jeremy Purvis: It is disappointing that I must 
refer another Labour member back to the Labour 
proposal in the committee report, which the 
Labour Party ensured was agreed to. Paragraph 

70 of the report says that the funding required to 
abolish the graduate endowment would be better 
used for 
“more funding directly for universities”. 

That represents a change from the current 
statutory position. 

Rhona Brankin: That is additional money. 

Jeremy Purvis: Rhona Brankin says from a 
sedentary position that it is additional money, but it 
is not when the Labour Party says that the money 
from the graduate endowment should be used to 
fund the universities. That would amount to a non-
progressive graduate tax—in effect, it would be a 
graduate poll tax. 

The Government has not been clear in its 
position on wiping out student debt. On 13 
September, Adam Ingram said: 

“Our position was always that we would stand in the 
shoes of students and service the debt. Obviously, we will 
have to push forward with our negotiations with the 
Treasury on the issue of removing the debt altogether.”—
[Official Report, 13 September 2007; c 1684.] 

Only a few weeks later, John Swinney said that 
there was 
“insufficient parliamentary support for student debt 
servicing or for moving from loans to grants”.—[Official 
Report, 14 November 2007; c 3325.]  

There has been an indication that all the parties 
would provide time to have that debate in 
Parliament, so the Government should introduce 
its proposals for wiping out all student debt. Let us 
test them in Parliament. If the Government can 
propose expenditure on a national conversation 
and on a referendum bill, for which there is clearly 
no majority in Parliament, it can keep its promise 
to students. 

The Presiding Officer: You should close now, 
please. 

Jeremy Purvis: The NUS has argued 
consistently that the bill should be one part of an 
overall package, but scant information has been 
provided on the overall package. I fear that the bill 
will be the only measure that the Government will 
introduce. We will support it, but we want it to be 
better. We think that it should have formed part of 
an overall package, to give our students hope for 
the future and our universities a secure funding 
settlement so that they can retain their 
competitiveness. 

I move amendment S3M-964.1, to insert at end, 
“and, in so doing, calls for a statutory duty on Scottish 

Ministers to provide student support and provision made 
thereunder to be improved for existing and future students 
and further calls for more research into the barriers to 
accessing further and higher education to be undertaken.” 
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09:39 
Karen Whitefield (Airdrie and Shotts) (Lab): I 

welcome the opportunity to speak on behalf of the 
Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture 
Committee in the stage 1 debate on the 
Government‟s Graduate Endowment Abolition 
(Scotland) Bill. I thank all the witnesses who 
provided the committee with written and oral 
evidence and I thank the committee clerks for their 
assistance with the committee‟s stage 1 
considerations. As the convener of the committee, 
I will focus my contribution on the evidence that 
the committee received and explain why the 
committee has recommended to the Parliament 
that the general principles of the bill should not be 
approved.  

The Scottish Government has clearly stated that 
the purpose of the bill is to widen access to higher 
education and remove barriers that discourage 
potential students, particularly those from 
Scotland‟s most deprived communities, from 
entering further education. I am sure that that 
objective is shared by everyone in the chamber. 
We all aspire to a Scotland in which every 
individual has the opportunity to reach their full 
potential, and in which access to education is 
based on ability to learn and not on ability to pay. 
In that context, the committee fully supported the 
intention of the bill and its objective of removing 
barriers to higher education. However, the 
committee did not agree that the abolition of the 
graduate endowment was the best way of making 
progress on that vital issue. The committee 
believes that that policy initiative is based more on 
ensuring that the Government can tick off an ill-
conceived manifesto commitment than on sound 
research and evidence that it would support young 
people in obtaining a higher education. Indeed, the 
Scottish Government‟s officials told the committee 
that no alternatives had been considered prior to 
the introduction of the legislation.  

The committee received 25 written submissions 
in response to its call for evidence and it took oral 
evidence on the bill over three meetings. Although 
the majority of those who made submissions said 
that they had no objection to the abolition of the 
graduate endowment, many also said that they 
had serious concerns about what the bill fails to 
do. The bill fails to do anything to support part-time 
students; it fails to support students financially 
while at university; and it fails to address the issue 
of widening access and getting more students, 
particularly those from deprived communities, into 
education. As members will see from the 
committee‟s stage 1 report on the bill, we 
concluded that there was insufficient evidence to 
demonstrate that the abolition of the graduate 
endowment would contribute to the aspiration of 
widening access. There is no hard evidence that 
the graduate endowment has had a significant 

impact on participation in higher education. In fact, 
as Jeremy Purvis highlighted, there has been a 
slight increase. The number of entrants to higher 
education has remained largely static since the 
endowment was introduced. 

Fiona Hyslop: The original policy intention of 
the graduate endowment fee was to widen access. 
The member is admitting that it has completely 
failed. If it is not achieving its intention, and it is 
resulting in £2,300 of debt for half of our 
graduates, why keep it? 

Karen Whitefield: Student numbers have not 
reduced, so we cannot say that the graduate 
endowment has failed. In fact, the percentage of 
entrants to higher education from deprived areas 
has risen slightly from 14 per cent in 2002-03 to 15 
per cent in 2005-06. Those are the Government‟s 
own statistics, as stated in the policy 
memorandum. To suggest that the policy has 
failed is a nonsense. That view was shared by 
many who gave evidence to the committee, such 
as the Scottish Further and Higher Education 
Funding Council, which said that it was  
“not aware of any clear evidence that the GE itself has 
been a barrier to access.” 

The British Medical Association Scotland said that 
it feared that the abolition of the fee 
“will do little to address the issue of widening access to 
courses such as medicine”. 

The Royal Society of Edinburgh said: 
“A more targeted approach would be preferable”. 

Robin Harper (Lothians) (Green): Karen 
Whitefield will recall that the Cubie report 
recommended that the level of income at which 
the graduate endowment would be paid was 
£24,000. Will Karen Whitefield respond to the 
proposition that setting the level of payment at 
nearly half that amount has contributed 
considerably to student resistance to the graduate 
endowment and is one of the reasons why we 
want to get rid of it now? 

Karen Whitefield: If Mr Harper had read the 
committee‟s report, he would know that we 
recommended that there should be a wide-ranging 
review of support for students. The point that the 
committee is making today is that the bill does 
nothing to support students while they are at 
university; instead, it helps people in employment 
who are earning money. 

Although the intention of the bill is to remove 
barriers to accessing higher education, there is no 
evidence that abolishing the graduate endowment 
would achieve that goal. Some committee 
members believe that if the cabinet secretary is 
really committed to widening access, she could 
take other, more significant measures, such as 
increasing funding for student bursaries. 

165



4641  20 DECEMBER 2007  4642 

 

Unfortunately, the bill concentrates on just one 
issue and fails to consider the wider picture. 

As the cabinet secretary highlighted this 
morning, the policy memorandum accompanying 
the bill claims that the graduate endowment has 
failed to achieve its goals. Yet when the committee 
asked her Government officials to support that 
claim, not only were they ill prepared, they were 
unable to provide that evidence. Fiona Hyslop also 
suggested this morning that using graduate 
endowment income to support students from 
deprived communities in higher education in the 
form of bursaries would somehow fritter away 
Scotland‟s resources. If that is frittering away 
resources, that is the kind of frittering in which we 
should invest. Although abolishing the graduate 
endowment would slightly reduce the debt on 
graduation, the committee found no evidence that 
its abolition would achieve the Government‟s aim 
of widening access. 

Financial concerns are not always the main 
barrier to students from Scotland‟s most deprived 
communities going to university. If we want to 
open the doors of higher education to more Scots, 
we need a serious review of the barriers that 
continue to restrict access, so that we can ensure 
that higher education is accessible to all sections 
of our communities. 

Scrapping the graduate endowment would cost 
the Government an estimated £17 million a year, 
about which my colleague Elaine Murray will say 
more. Surely that £17 million would be better 
invested in measures to widen access and extend 
the support that is available to the poorest 
students through the current bursary system. The 
Government has given a commitment that the 
abolition of the endowment will have no effect on 
the amount of student support that is available. 
The fact is that income from the graduate 
endowment was to be channelled back into 
student support funding and bursaries. That 
concern is shared by NUS Scotland and other 
student bodies. I ask the minister to explain how 
she will ensure that those resources are still 
channelled to where they are most needed. Will 
she give a commitment today that the scrapping of 
the endowment will have no impact on student 
support payments? 

Removing the graduate endowment would do 
nothing to tackle the most pressing issue for most 
students and potential students, which is financial 
hardship while they are at university. It would do 
nothing to widen access or support students 
during their studies. Recent Government statistics 
show that just over 12 per cent of people from the 
most deprived areas enter higher education 
compared with 53 per cent of people from the 
least deprived communities. It is my and the 
committee‟s belief that measures to widen access 

to students from deprived areas should be a 
priority and that the bill will do nothing for 
Scotland‟s students who are at university right 
now. Students, especially those from our most 
deprived communities, require funding. Indeed, 
the minister cited those two examples when she 
appeared before the committee. However, the 
committee failed to see how the proposal before 
us would do anything to ensure that such 
individuals are given support, encouragement and 
opportunities to access the higher education that 
they need and deserve. 

Alex Neil (Central Scotland) (SNP): Will the 
member make it clear that she is speaking for half 
of the committee? The other half does not agree 
with her. 

Karen Whitefield: I am well aware of the 
committee‟s decision-making process. 

We must ensure that all Scotland‟s young 
people, whatever their background, are given the 
chance to realise their potential. 

Finally, a major concern of mine and that of the 
committee is that abolishing the graduate 
endowment will further widen the gap between 
support for full-time and part-time students. 
Although full-time courses will be free, the majority 
of part-time students will continue to pay tuition 
fees. That is unfair and unjust and, at a time when 
we are placing so much emphasis on investment 
in skills and lifelong learning, it penalises those 
who want to undertake part-time study. 

I believe that, as the bill fails in its purpose, it 
should not be approved by Parliament. The 
Government has produced no real evidence to 
convince us that abolishing the graduate 
endowment would contribute in any way to 
widening access. Students need financial support 
and assistance most during their course, not 
afterwards, so it would be much better to invest 
the estimated £17 million annual cost of this 
proposal in measures to widen access and 
improve student funding mechanisms such as 
student bursaries and the young students bursary. 

On that basis, I ask Parliament not to support 
the bill‟s general principles. 

Tricia Marwick (Central Fife) (SNP): On a point 
of order, Presiding Officer. Is it in order for a 
committee convener to represent what is, in fact, 
the decision taken by the committee on her 
casting vote as the committee‟s views? She is 
certainly not representing the views of the 
committee, half of whose members did not agree 
with her. 

The Presiding Officer: That is a matter for the 
committee to determine. 
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I point out that, as we are oversubscribed for this 
debate, we must have very tight timekeeping from 
now on. 

09:51 
Rhona Brankin (Midlothian) (Lab): We have 

heard repeated claims this morning that abolishing 
the graduate endowment will improve access to 
higher education and tackle student hardship. We 
believe that those claims are not accurate and, 
indeed, that the cabinet secretary has failed 
miserably to produce persuasive evidence to 
support the bill‟s principles. 

As Universities Scotland has recognised, 
Scotland‟s record in bringing in students from 
underrepresented areas is 50 per cent higher than 
that of the rest of the UK. The age participation 
index shows that, since 2001, overall participation 
rates have risen. Given that the bill introducing the 
graduate endowment was passed in 2001, the 
case for abolishing it because it impedes access is 
hardly watertight. 

Fiona Hyslop: We need to make it quite clear 
that, under the previous Administration, 
participation in education fell from 51 per cent to 
47 per cent. There are fewer people in total going 
to university now than there were when the 
previous Administration came into power. Surely 
that is a fall by anyone‟s measure. 

Rhona Brankin: I repeat that, according to the 
age participation index, participation rates have 
risen since 2001. Indeed, in a recent parliamentary 
answer to me, the cabinet secretary 
acknowledged that the number of students 
entering higher education from the 20 per cent 
most deprived areas is rising. We in the Labour 
Party want the number to rise even more, but we 
do not share the Government‟s simplistic view that 
abolishing the graduate endowment will 
automatically increase access to higher education. 
Indeed, as Karen Whitefield has pointed out, the 
Scottish Further and Higher Education Funding 
Council told the committee that it is not aware of 
any clear evidence that the graduate endowment 
itself has been a barrier to access. 

There is just no evidence to suggest that the 
graduate endowment militates against increased 
access. Indeed, only half of students pay the 
endowment, and only when they have graduated. 
In effect, abolishing the endowment does not 
tackle problems of access and student poverty. 
Students from poorer backgrounds do not pay it 
and have access to student bursaries during their 
period of study. 

The reality is that, by abolishing the graduate 
endowment, the Government is abolishing its 
requirement to support students from poorer 

backgrounds. Of course, the NUS recognised that 
in concerns that it raised with the committee. 

Labour believes that the endowment should be 
retained for those who can afford to pay, with the 
extra funding used to create an expanded system 
of support for students from less well-off 
backgrounds. Potentially, we could raise bursaries 
of up to £1,000 for the least well-off students 
which, Jeremy, would provide them with extra 
support while they were studying for degrees. That 
is social justice—which, of course, is something 
that the SNP does not believe in. 

Alasdair Allan (Western Isles) (SNP): I note 
the member‟s concern for the views of the NUS. 
However, she will concede that the NUS wants her 
to vote for the bill. 

Rhona Brankin: I listen and talk regularly to the 
NUS, so I can tell you that what is of most concern 
to the NUS is that you have dumped your £1.9 
billion commitment to getting rid of student debt. 

We on the Labour benches believe in social 
justice, which, of course, the SNP Government 
does not. It talks a lot about the link between 
deprivation and low attainment, but it fails 
consistently to target precious resources where 
they would make the most difference in tackling 
disadvantage. Of course, SNP members and 
ministers will not mention it, but the elephant in the 
room for them today is the massive lie that the 
SNP told about writing off student debt. Students 
and their parents were simply conned into voting 
for the SNP on the basis of a £1.9 billion promise 
that the party promptly dropped as soon as it was 
elected. 

Alex Neil: Will the member take an 
intervention?  

Rhona Brankin: No, I will not. I can tell you that 
that simply will not wash. 

Ian McKee (Lothians) (SNP): On a point of 
order, Presiding Officer. Surely the member 
should address her speech to you. We have heard 
her say “Jeremy” and “you” and I am getting very 
confused about who she is talking to. 

The Presiding Officer: The matter is one for 
me to determine. However, I do not disagree with 
the point. I would be grateful to members if they 
would speak through the chair. 

Rhona Brankin: I am delighted to do that, 
Presiding Officer. 

Attacking other parties for voting to support 
increased funding for poorer students does not get 
the SNP Government off the hook for failing to 
dump the remaining 95 per cent of the debt, as it 
promised to do. 

Of course, the Government has also broken its 
promise to university principals that abolishing the 
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graduate endowment would not impact on 
university funding. Is it just a coincidence that, at 
the same time that it seeks to abolish the graduate 
endowment, the Government has produced a £5 
million cut in university funding? Having taken £17 
million a year of ring-fenced moneys out of the 
budget by seeking to abolish the graduate 
endowment, it has failed to find any new funding 
for student bursaries. 

Jeremy Purvis: Will the member give way?  

Rhona Brankin: No, I will not. In fact, the 
Liberal Democrats should be trying to decide on 
their position. Nicol Stephen said: 

“we have accepted the Cubie recommendation that 
graduates should make a contribution … so that future 
generations of disadvantaged students can benefit.”—
[Official Report, 31 January 2001; c 734.]  

I often ask what the Liberal Democrats stand for. 

In evidence to the committee, Universities 
Scotland said that it could not separate the issues 
of student support and university funding. It said 
that if student support comes out of the Scottish 
block, funding will not be available for other 
purposes.  

The Presiding Officer: One minute. 

Rhona Brankin: It is eight years to the day 
since the Cubie committee reported. Despite 
Fiona Hyslop‟s selective quoting of Andrew Cubie, 
he continues to believe fundamentally that a 
graduate contribution should be made. I know that 
he is extremely concerned that no new money has 
been found to replace the income that the 
Government has foregone from the graduate 
endowment. 

Scottish universities have just received an 
appalling settlement, which has met with universal 
criticism from universities, students and 
Opposition politicians. The universities know that 
they will see a real-terms cut of £5 million next 
year and that thereafter they will receive a 
flatlining budget. That is simply not good enough. 

We on the Labour benches believe passionately 
in the importance of world-class universities to the 
Scottish economy and to Scottish students. That is 
why the previous Government put record amounts 
of funding into our universities. The Labour Party 
believes in social justice. We want to create 
opportunities for students from less well-off 
backgrounds and for those who come from 
communities such as mine in Midlothian where 
there is no tradition of going to university. 

Given the flight of unskilled jobs to lower-wage 
economies, we know that our economy demands 
an ever-better-qualified workforce. If we are to 
compete in a global economy, our universities 
must continue to be among the best in the world. 

The Presiding Officer: You must close now. 

Rhona Brankin: The current poor funding 
settlement is causing Scottish university principals 
to talk about a developing funding gap between 
Scottish and English universities. 

In conclusion, the bill does nothing to address 
hardship while students are studying. In opposing 
the general principles of the bill, Labour members 
will vote instead for the retention of a statutory 
duty to provide student support and for a large 
increase in support for students who are most in 
need.  

The Presiding Officer: You must close. 

Rhona Brankin: We have also concluded that 
the time is right for a rigorous independent study 
into the future funding of Scottish universities and 
the associated issues of student support and 
increasing access. The future of our universities is 
too important to be left to chance. 

10:00 
Murdo Fraser (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con): 

Today, Scotland‟s universities face a real threat to 
their future. I am sure that I do not need to remind 
members of the important role that those historic 
institutions play. For centuries, Scotland has been 
renowned for excellence in education. A previous 
Conservative Government massively expanded 
student numbers at our universities and created 
many more institutions. Today, they are not only 
providers of high-quality education for people from 
the United Kingdom and large numbers from 
overseas but, increasingly, drivers of economic 
growth. 

At the same time, our universities face an 
unprecedented threat to their future. As we know, 
English universities have additional income from 
top-up tuition fees of £3,000 per student per year. 
In 2009, the £3,000 per year cap may well be 
lifted. There is concern in Scottish universities that 
there is a growing competitive gap between our 
institutions and those down south. What a pity that 
the SNP Government‟s response to that concern 
has been to deliver a dismal financial settlement 
for Scottish universities, which have been given a 
real-terms cut in funding in the next financial year. 
However, rather than spend money on supporting 
our universities, the SNP today proposes to cut 
£17 million per year from the education budget 
and use it to abolish the graduate endowment. 
The Scottish Conservatives cannot support that 
proposal. 

Alex Neil: When did the Tories start taking 
down the poster that I have here, which says: 

“We will abolish tuition fees for all Scottish students at 
UK universities … Do something about it. Vote Scottish 
Conservative”? 
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Murdo Fraser: It is the height of cheek for Mr 
Neil to lecture anyone about broken promises 
when the SNP stood on a manifesto promise of 
wiping out student debt that it has no intention of 
delivering. The Scottish Conservatives are no 
friends of the graduate endowment, which was 
introduced by the Liberal Democrats and the 
Labour Party, but politics and government are 
about hard choices. The Scottish Government‟s 
budget is finite and, given a choice of extra 
funding for our universities and more student 
support or abolishing the graduate endowment 
and making our graduates even better off than 
their English counterparts—who are already 
burdened with £3,000 per year in top-up tuition 
fees—our priority is to increase university funding 
and improve student support right here, right now. 
That is the choice that we make. 

Jeremy Purvis: Will Murdo Fraser confirm 
whether he wants part—or, indeed, all—of the 
funds that are raised from the graduate 
endowment to go directly to universities? Is that 
the Conservatives‟ position? His party has been 
saying for many years that the graduate 
endowment is a tuition fee in Scotland. It is not, 
but that is how the Conservatives have 
campaigned. They now have an opportunity to get 
rid of the tuition fee that they have sought to get 
rid of for eight years. 

Murdo Fraser: The Liberal Democrats‟ 
hypocrisy knows no bounds. They introduced the 
graduate endowment in the first place, but they try 
to lecture us on the position that we are taking. We 
are dealing with the lesser of two evils and, given 
the dismal financial settlement that the cabinet 
secretary has delivered to Scottish universities, we 
reluctantly have to say that now is not the time to 
scrap the graduate endowment. 

The SNP could not even make a convincing 
case for the bill in front of the Education, Lifelong 
Learning and Culture Committee. The SNP 
Government stated that abolishing the graduate 
endowment would reduce the fear of debt and 
widen access to higher education. However, as 
Karen Whitefield said, it was not able to provide 
the committee with any convincing evidence in 
support of those claims. 

Fiona Hyslop: Will Murdo Fraser give way? 

Murdo Fraser: I will not at the moment because 
I have already taken two interventions and need to 
make some progress. 

The Government produced no compelling 
evidence that the graduate endowment is a barrier 
to access. It has simply failed to make the policy 
case for the bill. If this is the quality of the bills and 
policy memoranda that the cabinet secretary and 
her colleagues will introduce over the next three 
and a half years, heaven help us. 

As Rhona Brankin said, we have heard nothing 
today from the SNP about its promise to write off 
student debt. The SNP could not have been 
clearer in the run-up to the election: it would 
replace student loans with student grants and 
outstanding debts would be written off. Eight and a 
half months into the SNP regime, where is the 
legislation to enact that promise? Where are the 
detailed proposals and the costings? The SNP has 
nothing to say on the issue. It is yet another SNP 
broken promise and a betrayal of Scotland‟s 
students. 

What a pity it is to see the Liberal Democrats 
propping up the SNP this morning in a ghastly 
alliance. Christmas may be coming, but the 
graduate endowment was not, of course, the 
outcome of a virgin birth. There was no 
immaculate conception here. It was the product, 
rather, of an unholy coupling between Labour and 
the Liberal Democrats. How sad, and how 
surprising, to see the Liberal Democrats today 
seeking to disown their own bastard child. I 
thought that the Liberal Democrats were supposed 
to be a party of compassion and committed to 
removing the stigma of illegitimacy. Even with 
Christmas round the corner, the Liberal Democrats 
are voting to eradicate their own offspring. Even 
King Herod did not kill his own first-born. Even he 
would be appalled at the callous bloodlust of Nicol 
Stephen. 

Over the past few weeks, Nicol Stephen and 
others in the Liberal Democrats have made a 
great deal of noise about the poor funding 
settlement for Scottish universities. The 
universities should be given the full £168 million 
that they asked for, Nicol and his friends have 
said. However, rather than support a proposal 
from us to put more money into universities and 
student support, they will vote with the SNP to 
take money out of the education budget. It is now 
perfectly clear that everything that the Liberal 
Democrats have said about higher education 
funding over the past few weeks has been empty 
posturing; when it came to the crunch, they had no 
intention of doing anything to support our 
universities. Liberal Democrats will today be 
dismayed to see their party doing the SNP‟s dirty 
work for it and voting through this abolition. 

Although we in the Scottish Conservatives have 
no love for the graduate endowment, which is a 
measure that was introduced by the Liberal 
Democrats and their Labour colleagues when they 
were in government, we must decide today on the 
lesser of two evils. We cannot allow Scottish 
universities to be further damaged by the funding 
cut that is proposed by the SNP Government. For 
that reason, we will, with a heavy heart, vote 
against the bill today, and I urge others to join us. 
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The Deputy Presiding Officer (Trish 
Godman): We now move to the open part of the 
debate. I ask for tight six-minute speeches. 

10:07 
Rob Gibson (Highlands and Islands) (SNP): 

We need to return to the basis of the debate, 
which is about abolishing the graduate endowment 
fee. There seems to be a tramline effect at 
present: there are the people who want to talk 
about everything else to do with universities, and 
there is the SNP, which wants to talk about the 
first increment in removing the barriers to free 
education. This debate is the start of that road, 
and I am proud to be speaking in favour of the 
reintroduction of free education in Scotland, after 
years of back-door top-up fees imposed by the 
previous Administration.  

It is interesting that, after hearing a weight of 
evidence at the Education, Lifelong Learning and 
Culture Committee, which was evenly split, the 
Liberal Democrats have recognised this 
opportunity to take a first step towards making a 
change. No matter what is said in the debate, one 
of the partners that created the graduate 
endowment has realised that it was not the right 
way to go.  

If the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) 
Bill is passed by Parliament—I certainly hope that 
it will be—it will remove fees of £2,289 from about 
50,000 students. That will help the economy of 
Scotland, because it will give people a better 
chance to work and live here. If that is not a good 
product of a university education, I do not know 
what is. 

A young woman who wrote to me from Argyll 
said: 

“I am currently training to be a primary teacher and have 
most gratefully received my tuition fees paid in full 
throughout my course. I hope to graduate in February and 
intend to teach in Scotland for the majority of my career. 
Therefore the money paid on my behalf for my tuition fees 
will be going back into the education of our country. 

As I am sure you can imagine, after four and a half years 
at university, I have very little available cash. While I hope 
to work during March I do not know where I will find the 
money to pay Graduate Endowment. There must be a 
better way. 

Please abolish graduate endowment.” 

She is the kind of person whom we are relying on 
to come out of our universities and build the 
economy of Scotland. She is the kind of person 
who should have given evidence directly to the 
committee, rather than the vested interests, who 
have other arguments to make. 

Let us remind ourselves that of the 25 
submissions, 24 were clearly in favour of getting 

rid of the graduate endowment. The bill that we 
are discussing is an important first step. 

Rhona Brankin: The member quoted a young 
student. Did he ask what her views were on a real-
terms cut in university funding, which will affect 
many thousands of students in Scotland? 

Rob Gibson: The assertion that there is a real-
terms cut in funding is another part of this tramline 
debate. I am sorry, but it is quite clear from the 
figures that this Government has introduced a 
real-terms increase in funding. Labour members 
disagree with that, but our figures make it clear 
that we are telling the truth. 

Murdo Fraser: They would say that. 

Rob Gibson: We are the Government; the 
figures are ours. 

Hugh O’Donnell (Central Scotland) (LD): So 
they must be true. 

Rob Gibson: So they must be true. Why not? It 
would be very bad for the Government to use 
figures that are not true, for heaven‟s sake. 

We have to acknowledge the inefficiency of the 
graduate endowment system. The Government 
has received only £57,000 out of the £26.3 million 
that has been added to student loans. That is a 
ridiculous return. I would expect the Conservatives 
to acknowledge that the system is inefficient and 
to vote to abolish the graduate endowment. 

I return to the philosophy of free education: the 
ability to learn is far more important than the ability 
to pay. Does Labour not agree with that 
statement? Obviously not, because it is opposing 
this opportunity for us to remove part of the debt 
that students rack up. 

I recently spoke to a young student from 
America who is doing his PhD here under the 
fresh talent initiative. He told me that he is saving 
about £30,000 by studying here rather than in the 
United States of America. I hope that he will 
contribute to our economy afterwards, given that 
he is committed to staying in Scotland. Students 
here do not have to pay such amounts. We are 
talking about people choosing to live here. Do we 
not want to ensure that the youngsters who are 
born and brought up here have opportunities too? 
Is the bill not the first step towards making that 
possible? We still have to deal with 95 per cent of 
student debt. Surely we have to make this start. 
We also have to acknowledge that, given the 
financial settlements under devolution, it is not 
possible to apply the sums that are required to 
remove student debt at this stage. Therefore, let 
us kill the nonsense that that is what the debate is 
about; the debate is about making a start. 

Student presidents from around the country 
have written to us to ask us to vote for the bill. It 

170



4651  20 DECEMBER 2007  4652 

 

would be to the eternal shame of the Labour 
members who talk about social justice if they deny 
that the bill has the potential to improve the 
condition of students. I ask those members to 
listen to their conscience and support the bill. 

10:13 
Mary Mulligan (Linlithgow) (Lab): I am 

pleased to be taking part in the debate. I am 
grateful to the witnesses who gave evidence to the 
Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture 
Committee. Of course, the majority said that they 
would support the abolition of the graduate 
endowment on the basis that it would reduce 
student debt. However, it is fair to say that the 
majority qualified their support by raising the 
general issue of university funding and the quality 
of education that is provided to all students. They 
also said that student debt is not the only issue for 
people who decide not to pursue a university 
education, and that the abolition of the graduate 
endowment would be only a small move in favour 
of people who are put off going to university by the 
fear of debt. 

We should reflect on why the Education 
(Graduate Endowment and Student Support) 
(Scotland) Act 2001 was introduced. The 
Parliament agreed that we would abolish up-front 
tuition fees and introduce a graduate endowment 
fee that would be paid by certain graduates in 
recognition of the benefits that they receive from 
their period of higher education. We agreed that 
the income from the fee would be used to fund 
improvements in student support, and so it was; 
the graduate endowment has provided bursaries 
for less financially secure students. 

Fiona Hyslop: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Mary Mulligan: No, not yet. 

How can abolishing the graduate endowment 
deliver the stated intention of the bill? It cannot. 
That is why I cannot support the general principles 
of the bill.  

In trying to justify the bill, the Scottish 
Government has given us little, if any, hard 
evidence to support its case. It has made a 
general claim that fear of debt is putting off poor 
students. However, anyone who thinks that 
reducing debt from an average of £11,000 to 
£9,000 will make a substantial difference has 
never been poor. The committee has frequently 
heard Scottish Government ministers offering the 
Joseph Rowntree Foundation‟s research as 
evidence for their view. However, that research 
was carried out in 2003, before the start of the 
graduate endowment. 

Today, we have heard that the age participation 
index figures show a reduction in student 
numbers. However, the reason why the index has 
gone down is that the total number of young 
people has increased. 

The Cabinet Secretary for Education and 
Lifelong Learning was unable to provide clear 
evidence to persuade the committee to support 
the bill, which was unusual. 

For me, the big question is not simply about 
increasing the number of young people from 
poorer backgrounds who attend university; it is 
also about ensuring that those poorer students for 
whom university is appropriate—those whose 
future prospects would be enhanced and who 
could make a better contribution to the economy if 
they went to university—are not put off university 
for any reason. The Liberal Democrat amendment 
perhaps tries to address that point.  

I have said in previous debates that reasons 
other than cost are to blame for the fact that some 
people do not go to university. Ambition, aspiration 
and the views of families and friends are part of 
the story. However, we do not have the clear 
evidence to enable us to make decisions about 
how to combat those deterrents. Perhaps some 
further research is needed.  

As I have said, I will be voting against the 
general principles of the bill. I recognise that the 
vote will be close. Should the SNP Government‟s 
position be agreed to, perhaps the Liberal 
Democrat amendment will help. However, I must 
point out to the Liberal Democrats that it is 
inconsistent, to say the least, to ask for student 
support and provision to be improved but not to 
make any provision for that. In today‟s debate, I 
am not permitted to speak about the committee‟s 
budget deliberations. However, when the 
committee publishes its report, people will 
understand why I think that the Liberal Democrats‟ 
call is disingenuous.  

Jeremy Purvis: Will the member give way?  

Mary Mulligan: No, not just now.  

We cannot have this debate without passing 
comment on university funding. We can only 
wonder about how universities might have 
responded to the bill had they known how bad the 
university settlement would be. 

Fiona Hyslop: Will the member give way? 

Mary Mulligan: No, I will not.  

The poor funding will have a number of 
consequences that will affect all students, but they 
could disproportionately affect poorer students.  

To save money, universities could reduce 
student numbers. Labour promised to lift the cap 
and increase student numbers. Universities could 
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reduce expensive courses, such as science and 
engineering courses—the kind of courses that we 
need to drive the economy. Alternatively, 
universities could increase the numbers of 
overseas students to increase income. Although I 
value the contribution that overseas students 
make to our learning environment, that has to be 
balanced against any possible loss of places for 
students from Scotland.  

I want young people to reach their educational 
potential. The graduate endowment has provided 
bursaries for some of our poorest students. The 
loss of £17 million as a result of this bill represents 
a lost opportunity. I support my colleague Rhona 
Brankin when she says that that money could be 
used to provide further bursaries.  

The SNP is trying to use the abolition of the 
graduate endowment to fulfil its manifesto 
commitment to dump the debt. If the Liberal 
Democrats vote with the SNP today, they will let 
the Government off the hook. I am sure that the 
SNP thought that “dump the debt” was a good 
soundbite. However, ill-thought-out policies have a 
habit of returning to bite back. Now, the more 
frequently used soundbite will be, “the SNP 
Government dumps the students”. 

10:19 
Christina McKelvie (Central Scotland) (SNP): 

We will be 
“insisting on smaller classes, an increase in the number of 
fully qualified teachers, new schools, maintenance for the 
poorer children, more free places in Secondary Schools 
and Scholarships to the University.” 

That quotation is not from the SNP manifesto but 
from the Labour manifesto of 1924—a time when 
the Labour Party was committed to free education. 

David McLetchie (Edinburgh Pentlands) 
(Con): The member has a good memory. 

Christina McKelvie: I wasnae born then. 

In 1959, the Labour Party said: 
“we shall ensure that any student accepted by a 

university will receive a really adequate State scholarship.” 

What a radical idea—the state funding our young 
people‟s studies. Imagine that. Of course, that was 
before the Labour Party lost its soul. Under Labour 
since 1997, everything has been available, as long 
as people can afford it. Higher education is 
available as long as people can pay for it; there 
are life opportunities as long as people can afford 
them; and peerages—well, enough said. 

As I am sure our friends in the blue corner will 
be more than willing to tell us, when the 
Conservatives lost power in 1997, students in 
Scotland still received a maintenance grant. It is 
true that a loan was involved—it was about half 

the total amount that could be claimed—but grants 
were still available to those who needed them. To 
make it as clear as I can, I say that Margaret 
Thatcher and John Major both paid student grants 
and neither imposed blanket tuition fees. 

That all changed when Labour came to power. 
On 14 April 1997, the London Evening Standard 
published questions that it posed to Labour and 
the answers that it received. Question 6 was: 

“Will Labour introduce tuition fees for higher education?” 

The answer was: 
“Labour has no plans to introduce tuition fees for higher 

education.” 

However, it certainly had plans by July that year—
just three months later—and it imposed tuition 
fees on all Scotland‟s students. It also got rid of 
student maintenance grants and replaced them 
with student loans, which inhibit our graduates‟ life 
chances. That serves neither the individual nor our 
society well. Society loses out because the 
massive debts that graduates carry are a drag on 
our economy. If those debts were carried by any 
other group in society, everyone in the Parliament 
would call for action to address the problem. Why 
should Scotland‟s graduates not receive the same 
consideration as anyone else would? 

What I have said applies to those who reach 
university, but many do not get there, often 
because they fail to apply. Individuals are deterred 
from entering higher and further education by the 
prospect of ending up with thousands and 
thousands of pounds of debt that their own 
Government has forced on them. It is interesting 
that the people who are least affected by that fear 
are likely to come from families that have 
experience of managing debt fairly easily—
families with healthy incomes. 

Labour‟s policy decisions in its early years in 
government created barriers to higher education 
for the poorest in society—some difference from 
its 1924 manifesto. 

Jeremy Purvis: My intervention is not about the 
Labour Party‟s 1924 manifesto, although I studied 
history at university under a Conservative 
Government that phased out the grants that I was 
receiving. 

In 1999, the SNP proposed the reintroduction of 
grants at £500, whereas the Lib Dem-Labour 
Administration established bursaries—grants—of 
£2,000. If the member is so keen for the SNP to 
replace loans with grants, why does the SNP‟s 
budget not include the money to replace all loans 
with grants? 

Christina McKelvie: We are taking the first step 
by abolishing the graduate endowment and we are 
moving from loans to grants for part-time students. 
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That is more than the previous Executive did in the 
past eight years. 

The movement from up-front tuition fees to an 
end-of-course tuition fee in the graduate 
endowment early in our new democracy‟s life was 
a step in the right direction, but we must go 
further. We must abolish tuition fees altogether—
that is what Richard Baker requested in 1999 
when he was an NUS activist, before he started 
chasing a career in the Labour Party. 

Getting rid of the graduate endowment fee will 
not address student poverty and graduate debt by 
itself, but having a long way to travel does not 
mean that we should not take the first steps. I am 
disappointed in those who would do nothing. 

I believe, as does the SNP, that access to 
education should be based on the ability to learn 
and not on the ability to pay. Committee members 
heard the Cabinet Secretary for Education and 
Lifelong Learning tell us that she is continuing the 
programme that will lead to the end of student 
loans and the introduction of maintenance grants 
for students. We also heard Howard McKenzie of 
the Association of Scotland‟s Colleges tell us on 
28 November that changes to the funding 
packages for students would be far more effective. 
He said: 

“The move from loans to grants will widen access more 
than putting hundreds of thousands more people through 
courses will. That sounds odd, but we are more likely to 
change the type of people who come forward and to get 
better penetration of the groups of people who we need to 
get back into the economy that way.”—[Official Report, 
Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee, 28 
November 2007; c 391.] 

Scotland needs a fair deal for her students, who 
have suffered—and are suffering—because of 
Labour‟s mismanagement. Graduates are 
suffering as a result of the illogical burdens that 
have been placed on them by Labour policies, and 
Scotland is suffering because those policies are 
preventing Scots from entering education, gaining 
skills and making a valuable contribution to the 
economy. 

Scotland looks to her Parliament and 
Government to make a difference for her people 
and improve their lives. We have a duty to take the 
first steps to establishing a clear, equitable and 
forward-looking student funding policy for Scotland 
and to support the general principles of the 
Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill. 

10:25 
Ken Macintosh (Eastwood) (Lab): I will focus 

on wider access and the claims that the minister 
has made in favour of the bill. 

The new Administration‟s rationale for the bill 
suggests that abolishing the graduate endowment 

can open up access to higher education on a more 
equitable basis. The bill‟s policy memorandum 
also asserts that the graduate endowment has 
failed to widen access and participation, although 
it was established in the first place to do so. My 
colleagues and I would be queuing up to support 
the bill if either argument held water. However, the 
Government has failed to provide any evidence to 
substantiate the latter claim, and the first claim is 
disingenuous and misleading. The pursuit of social 
justice, which is the Labour Party‟s raison d'être 
and can be traced through nearly all Labour 
Government policy decisions, is but a mask for the 
bill to hide behind. 

SNP members were elected on the simple 
promise that they would cancel student debt. 
There is no doubt in my mind that hundreds—if not 
thousands—of students throughout the country, 
and probably their families too, were attracted by 
the unadorned and alluring promise that was 
made. However, like so many of the SNP‟s so-
called manifesto commitments, that promise has 
turned out to be worthless and hollow. It is a 
sham. The election was less than eight months 
ago, but the new Administration has already 
walked away from the commitment that was made 
to Scotland‟s students. The SNP promised to 
dump student debt, but it turns out that it has 
dumped Scotland‟s students. 

It is not only the false prospectus that annoys 
me most about the way in which the SNP has led 
students on only to let them down—it is the 
language that it has used to dress up its claims. 
The SNP uses the language of social justice. It 
said that dumping student debt was about 
widening access to education and increasing the 
participation of people from non-traditional 
backgrounds, but student debt and hardship are 
not being tackled. Instead of making a £2 billion 
commitment, £17 million has been found to 
provide a post-graduation benefit for only the 50 
per cent or so full-time students who might 
become liable for the charge, not to tackle up-front 
living costs for students. 

There is no benefit for part-time students in the 
policy. In fact, the committee heard strong 
evidence that suggested that part-time students 
will be further disadvantaged. There is no benefit 
either for students from non-traditional 
backgrounds, because they do not pay the 
graduate endowment. There is no direct benefit for 
any student from the group for which the policy is 
supposed to be tailored and the policy removes 
£17 million from the education budget—money 
that is used to fund student loans and implement 
Labour‟s widening access agenda. 

The SNP asserts—I use that word advisedly—in 
the policy memorandum that the graduate 
endowment has failed to deliver on the stated aim 
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of removing barriers to widening access and 
participation, but it has woefully and 
embarrassingly failed to provide any evidence to 
back up that assertion, which has been toe curling. 
When the committee considered the evidence, it 
found that participation had increased. I will quote 
from paragraph 30 of the committee‟s stage 1 
report, as the question whether the number of 
students from deprived backgrounds has 
increased has been bandied about: 

“The Scottish Domiciled Entrants from Deprived Areas to 
Higher Education in the UK figures show that the 
percentage of entrants from deprived areas has risen from 
14% in 2002-03 to 15% in 2005-06, which covers the 
period in which the GE came into effect.” 

If the Government has £17 million to spend and 
wants to tackle barriers that students from non-
traditional backgrounds face, why does it not direct 
that money to young students bursaries? Support 
for students in this country still falls short of the 
support that they would be entitled to if they lived 
in England or Wales. Surely that would be a better 
use of that funding. 

The cabinet secretary makes great play of the 
claim that the bill will somehow make university 
education free. In fact, SNP members bandy 
around the word “free” to describe quite a few of 
their policies. However, as taxpayers well know, 
education is not free—it is paid for by the taxes of 
working people. Who exactly benefits from this so-
called free policy? The cabinet secretary makes 
out that those who are in greatest need—people 
from more deprived backgrounds, who face the 
greatest barriers—have most to gain. However, as 
with free school meals, the biggest gainers are not 
the worst off but the best off. The bill is not about 
social justice. If the SNP wants to spend our 
scarce resources in this manner, let us not have 
any more pretence that the aim is to give the 
poorest a hand up. 

Fiona Hyslop: Has the member taken the 
trouble to read the London South Bank University, 
Policy Studies Institute and NOP research that 
was published by the previous Government in 
2005? Forty per cent of those who were 
questioned in the study said that they had friends 
who were deterred from going to university 
because they were worried about the debts that 
they would build up. There is clear research 
evidence that debt and the fear of debt put off a 
sizeable number of people from going to 
university. 

Ken Macintosh: The cabinet secretary makes a 
lot of assertions about debt, but she uses the term 
in the context of abolishing £2 billion of student 
debt. In fact, she plans to use only £17 million to 
abolish the graduate endowment—that is a post-
graduation benefit. 

I am grateful to my colleague Richard Baker, 
who is sitting next to me, for providing a full 
summary of the research that the cabinet 
secretary cited selectively. That research found 
that the majority of those who were questioned—
72 per cent—believed that borrowing money to 
pay for a university education was a good 
investment. I sat in the right seat this morning. 

In the bill, as in so many of its decisions, the 
new Government has taken the easy option. The 
bill has the whiff of the populist about it: it is 
simplistic, headline chasing and short-termist. It is 
merely a fig leaf behind which the Government 
hopes to hide the abandonment of its promise to 
cancel student debt. It is a cheap headline that 
fails to address any of the long-term anxieties that 
our universities face or the immediate problems of 
student hardship. Most galling of all, it is dressed 
up in the language of widening access, when it 
does nothing to help students from deprived and 
non-traditional backgrounds—quite the reverse. I 
urge the Parliament to support the findings of the 
committee. 

10:32 
David McLetchie (Edinburgh Pentlands) 

(Con): Today I invite members to give free rein to 
their imaginations. I would like them to imagine a 
world in which there was no graduate endowment 
and there were no tuition fees, top-up fees, front-
end payments or back-end payments, and in 
which higher education was freely accessible to 
everyone who had the ability to take advantage of 
it. I would like members to imagine a world in 
which there were grants to assist students from 
lower-income families with their maintenance and 
living costs during the period of their studies. I 
would like members to imagine a world in which 
the number of students in higher and further 
education doubled and then trebled in less than 20 
years, and in which the number of universities in 
Scotland increased to match the opportunities that 
were being made available to our young people 
and mature students. 

Jeremy Purvis: Will the member give way? 

David McLetchie: Not yet—I am coming to my 
point. 

It is not difficult to imagine such a world—it is 
easy if you try. Christina McKelvie has managed it. 
Such a world is not the creation of the vivid 
imaginations of a J K Rowling or a Terry 
Pratchett—it is not a Hogwarts or a Discworld. It is 
the way we were during the 18 years of 
Conservative Governments. Can it be that it was 
all so different then? Yes, it was. Today, we 
should begin by congratulating the Cabinet 
Secretary for Education and Lifelong Learning, 
Fiona Hyslop, and the SNP Government on 
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seeking to do for students in Scotland what Mrs 
Thatcher and John Major did for students in 
Scotland. It is a noble ambition to want to follow in 
their footsteps and to try to emulate our 
achievements in government, before the country 
was afflicted by the new Labour malaise. 

Alex Neil: Will the member give way? 

David McLetchie: I am sorry, but Mr Purvis 
comes first. 

Jeremy Purvis: I am seeking purely to help the 
member. I do not need to imagine the world that 
he has outlined through rose-tinted spectacles—I 
lived through it. I started my university course in 
1993. My dad is an ambulance driver and my mum 
was a cleaner, and I received a full grant. In the 
year in which I graduated—1996—I could get no 
grant. Which party was in government then? 

David McLetchie: Grants during the period that 
we were the Administration were, like the grants 
that the member‟s party introduced, means tested. 
Obviously, his parents prospered in the 
intervening period—and that is no surprise, 
because they were living under a Conservative 
Government.  

I can pay the SNP no higher compliment than 
the one that I have paid today. In fairness, 
abolishing the graduate endowment was in the 
SNP‟s manifesto, and the SNP is trying to 
implement it, rather than seeking to ditch it at the 
first available opportunity, as it has done with so 
many other policies. 

Alex Neil: I thank the member for taking an 
intervention.  

When the member was leader of the Scottish 
Conservatives, did he approve the campaign 
poster that I am holding up? It says: 

“Y2K? Because they didn‟t abolish tuition fees. Do 
something about it. Vote Scottish Conservative.”  

When did Scottish Conservative policy change on 
that matter? 

David McLetchie: I always think that Mr Neil is 
at his most eloquent when he quotes my remarks. 

The answer to the question is quite simple—one 
has to devise a policy and make a choice based 
on the circumstances, as we are doing today, and 
as Murdo Fraser made clear, the choice is hard. 
We have to decide whether the finite amount of 
resource should go into funding our universities 
and the quality of education that our young people 
receive, or into funding the abolition of the 
graduate endowment.  

Fiona Hyslop: Will the member give way? 

David McLetchie: Sorry—I need to make a little 
bit of progress.  

We note that the Liberal Democrats are 
supporting the Government today. One might 
reflect that had they not been so grasping in their 
desire for office in 1999, there would not be a 
graduate endowment to abolish eight years later. 

I have praised the SNP for seeking to follow in 
Mrs Thatcher‟s footsteps. Its members should 
remember that she was a forward-looking woman, 
and she would be the first to say that our 
responsibility is to address today‟s issues, not the 
issues of 10, 20 or 30 years ago.  

We know that the abolition of the graduate 
endowment will cost at least £17 million per 
annum, and that the justification for abolition in 
terms of access is simply not borne out by the 
evidence that was given to the committee, as 
many members have said. The fact of the matter 
is that the cost of the policy effectively is being 
extracted from the higher education budget, and 
that money could be used to finance higher 
education in Scotland rather than finance student 
maintenance.  

Fiona Hyslop: Will the member give way? 

David McLetchie: I am in my last minute—
sorry. 

I note that the Government has deferred its 
plans to eliminate all student debt. That is not 
because there is a lack of a parliamentary majority 
for it, but because it is the daftest and most 
irresponsible policy that has ever been advocated 
by one of the main parties in the Parliament. In 
essence, it was an encouragement to present 
students to borrow up to the hilt and spend, spend, 
spend, on the basis that an SNP Government 
would come along and relieve them of those 
liabilities at taxpayers‟ expense. 

Everyone recognises that the main challenge 
that our universities face is the lack of resources 
and funding streams to enable them to compete 
with universities down south that now have the 
income from tuition fees—the gap is set to grow. If 
we do not address that fundamental big issue, we 
will simply fail to compete in higher education on a 
British and an international stage, because we will 
be unable to sustain the quality of our teaching 
and research.  

The Government is failing, sadly, to address that 
big issue. It is addressing the issue incrementally 
by looking at only one small area that cannot be 
considered in isolation. I regret to say that the bill 
is the product of a parochial attitude that betrays 
the international tradition of Scottish education and 
wants to limit the horizons of young Scots. For that 
reason, Parliament should follow the 
recommendations of its Education, Lifelong 
Learning and Culture Committee and vote against 
the bill.  
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10:39 
Aileen Campbell (South of Scotland) (SNP): 

For the record, I have a large student debt that I 
am currently repaying. Not many of my 
parliamentary colleagues can relate to the issue at 
first hand, because the vast majority were 
fortunate enough to gain their university education 
at a time when it was paid for by the state. I am 
fortunate, too, because at the moment, I receive a 
salary that means that loan repayments do not 
place an intolerable burden on me, but the vast 
majority of my peers, including a great many close 
friends, have not been so lucky. 

This is an important debate, and one that is 
close to my heart, as I graduated only five years 
ago. It is also a timely debate because, as MSPs, 
we have the opportunity to send out a positive 
Christmas message to Scotland‟s students who 
are heading home for the festive period. While we, 
as parliamentarians, are able to indulge in a little 
time off over the holiday spell, we should spare a 
thought for the thousands of students who will 
have to work to ensure that they have enough 
money to get by when the new academic term 
starts.  

Rhona Brankin: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Aileen Campbell: No. I want to make some 
progress. 

The bill is about more than just a populist policy. 
Free education has been an important principle in 
our country for centuries. That principle ignored 
income and background. It allowed Scotland to 
lead the way internationally and boast some of the 
highest literacy rates in the world. With literacy 
came the remarkable achievement of the Scottish 
enlightenment. Indeed, it was so remarkable that it 
prompted Voltaire to state that his countrymen 
should 
“look to Scotland for all our ideas of civilization.” 

I doubt whether he would talk so positively about 
the actions of the Labour Party and its contribution 
to developments in the past decade. 

Rhona Brankin: The member is on a salary of 
roughly £52,000. Does she accept that it is right 
that she should make a contribution to students 
from poorer backgrounds while they are studying 
at university? 

Aileen Campbell: I already do so through my 
income tax. However, I note that the vast majority 
of graduates are not as lucky as I am and are 
burdened by the debt that Rhona Brankin‟s party 
brought in. 

Labour systematically destroyed the notion of 
free education, which was left to the SNP 
Government to restore. Thankfully, the bill that we 

are debating today—if the Parliament has the 
common sense to vote for it—will help us on the 
journey back towards a truly free education 
system. 

The vast majority of members benefited from 
free university education, including some 
members of the Education, Lifelong Learning and 
Culture Committee. Astonishingly, the committee 
voted against the bill in a bizarre move that 
seemed to put party-political point scoring ahead 
of the interests of Scotland‟s student population 
and the long-term educational needs of future 
generations. What were the reasons for that mass 
opposition to abolishing the graduate endowment? 
According to Labour members, the bill will not 
widen access and the money would be better 
spent elsewhere to help ease the financial burden 
on students. That position is ironic because it 
ignores the opinions of students and student 
representatives. Worst of all, the notion that the 
Labour Party wants to widen access to education 
is hypocritical, because it comes from the party 
that burdened students with fees in the first place 
back in 1998. I should know about that, because I 
was one of those students. 

Ken Macintosh: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Aileen Campbell: No. 

Of course, Labour now supports the graduate 
endowment. Labour members can call it whatever 
they like, but it looks like a tuition fee and it works 
like a tuition fee. In my eyes, that makes it a tuition 
fee. 

Jeremy Purvis: I am with the member in 
disagreeing with the position of the Labour Party, 
which now wants to move towards using part of 
the graduate endowment funds for universities, 
although that has always been illegal.  

The endowment has never been a tuition fee 
and it does not contribute to tuition. Clear 
language is important in the debate. 

Aileen Campbell: People give a fee for a period 
of tuition. To me, that makes it a tuition fee. 

Mike Rumbles (West Aberdeenshire and 
Kincardine) (LD): If someone does not graduate, 
they do not pay. 

Aileen Campbell: The member should let me 
move on. 

Furthermore, the graduate endowment is an 
ineffective and inefficient tuition fee. The average 
time that is taken to pay back an income-
contingent loan is about 13 years. The associated 
costs mean that the taxpayer loses about a third of 
the income that is collected. Of the £26.3 million 
loan debt that is attributable to the graduate 
endowment, only £57,000 has been returned to 
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the taxpayer. That is 0.2 per cent. Therefore, the 
graduate endowment has not even functioned 
effectively in relation to its purpose—to fund 
bursaries for students from poor backgrounds. 

The graduate endowment is a tuition fee that 
puts youngsters off embarking on academic 
careers. In a letter to MSPs, student leaders state 
that the graduate endowment is a significant 
disincentive to students from the poorest 
backgrounds accessing higher education. Indeed, 
one of my friends told me about her 15-year-old 
niece, who is academically bright but had been put 
off even attempting to apply to go to university 
because of the fear of debt. However, her attitude 
changed instantly when her auntie told her that the 
new Government wanted to get rid of the 
endowment. If that is not a reason to support the 
bill, I do not know what is. 

I accept that the measure that we are discussing 
today is only a start in the battle to tackle the 
harsh and burgeoning financial hardship that 
students experience, but it is a start. The 
Parliament must work together to find ways to 
ensure that the plight of students is reversed. I 
urge each and every member to support the bill 
because it will restore fairness and equality to 
higher education. As the cabinet secretary said, 
members should not act like Scrooge and vote 
against this yuletide bill. 

It is gross hypocrisy for members who enjoyed 
the benefits of a free education to retain tuition 
fees. No doubt some of them masqueraded as 
socialists on campuses during their radical, 
carefree and loan-free days. I ask members to 
spare a thought, before tonight‟s vote, for the debt-
ridden students. They are not gullible and they will 
see through petty political posturing. 

I demonstrated and marched against tuition fees 
when I was a student and a member of the 
Federation of Student Nationalists, and I am proud 
to be in a party that has not lost its principles, that 
has listened to the voices of students and that will 
finally, after nearly a decade, start work on the 
restoration of free education. Education in 
Scotland should be a right, not a privilege. 

10:45 
Mike Rumbles (West Aberdeenshire and 

Kincardine) (LD): I am delighted that we are 
debating the abolition of the graduate endowment. 
There is no question but that it is unfinished 
business, which is why I was delighted that two 
years ago the abolition of the graduate 
endowment was adopted as Liberal Democrat 
party policy—a policy that we included in our 
manifesto for the elections earlier this year and a 
policy that I believe was the most important in that 
manifesto. 

I was immensely proud that we abolished 
student tuition fees in Scotland. As Jeremy Purvis 
pointed out, the most important single measure in 
the first session of Parliament was to tackle 
student debt, and that measure was driven by the 
Liberal Democrats. I find it particularly ironic that, 
at the time, the Tories pilloried us for creating the 
graduate endowment, and now they want to keep 
it. That is unbelievable. 

Murdo Fraser: Will the member give way? 

Mike Rumbles: No. Murdo Fraser has had his 
say. 

The simple fact is that Scottish students have 
been paying £2,000 at the end of their studies—
not for tuition—instead of up to £9,000 per year for 
tuition. If I were a student, I know which I would 
prefer to pay, and it would not be the £9,000. We 
in the Liberal Democrats believe in the principle of 
free education—free not only at the point of 
delivery but after delivery. [Interruption.] The whole 
point of coalition Government is compromise.  

Talking about compromises, we had 
compromises with the Labour Party in the first 
session. I say to Rhona Brankin that, if it had been 
left to the Labour Party, there is no question but 
that we would still have tuition fees in Scotland. 
Labour believes in taxing people just because they 
attend university. 

Rhona Brankin: Does the member accept that 
abolishing the graduate endowment will take £17 
million out of the higher education budget? What 
will the Liberal Democrats do to replace that 
money? 

Mike Rumbles: Labour wants to reintroduce 
tuition fees in Scotland—that is clear. We are 
entirely opposed to the position of both the Labour 
Party and the Conservatives.  

Dr Richard Simpson (Mid Scotland and Fife) 
(Lab): Answer the question. 

Murdo Fraser: Answer the question. 

Mike Rumbles: I am delighted to answer the 
question—it is the SNP Government‟s job to bring 
forward the budget. I think that I will oppose the 
budget in February—I hope that both Labour 
members and Conservative members will do so as 
well. 

The SNP manifesto stated: 
“An SNP government will abolish the Graduate 

Endowment”. 

So far, so good. However, the manifesto went on 
to say: 

“We will remove the burden of debt repayments owed by 
Scottish domiciled and resident graduates.” 

The SNP said that it would dump student debt. 
Indeed, it said that it was time to dump student 
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debt. This has been said often before, but I repeat 
that the only thing that the SNP seems to dump is 
its commitment. John Swinney says that there is 
no parliamentary support for the debt proposal, but 
I say that he should bring it on. 

Alex Neil: If such a bill were introduced, would 
the member vote for it? 

Mike Rumbles: I would be delighted if John 
Swinney introduced a bill to that effect so that it 
could be debated in the Parliament. Let us see 
what people‟s positions are. However, the SNP is 
afraid to do that. 

I am afraid that I do not accept the argument 
advanced by both the Labour Party and the 
Conservatives that it is acceptable for students 
and graduates to contribute—that is a nice word—
towards the cost of their education because they 
will benefit from that education by earning a higher 
salary in later years. What tosh. Graduates do not 
necessarily earn larger salaries, but even if they 
do, we already have a system in place that 
ensures that those who earn more pay more. It is 
called income tax. It goes without saying that the 
Exchequer will benefit from any graduate who 
earns a higher salary as a result of a university 
education through their paying more income tax. 
Income tax is by far the fairest and most 
progressive form of taxation, because it takes into 
account the amount that people earn, not the fact 
that they have attended university. 

Dr Simpson: Will the member give way? 

Mike Rumbles: I have taken enough 
interventions. 

Funding through income tax is undoubtedly 
preferable to the graduate endowment, which 
Labour and the Tories want to keep. 

Graduates leave Scottish universities with 
crippling debts. There is no question but that 
issues to do with debt deter many people from 
entering education. The SNP has gone back on its 
manifesto promise to remove the burden of 
student debt. It has failed even to try to bring its 
proposals to the Parliament so that they can be 
debated and voted on. Alex Salmond told us that 
there would be a new politics in which he would 
bring proposals to the Parliament and persuade 
the other parties. We were to have real debates 
about the issues, but on student debt Alex 
Salmond has hidden away. 

The removal of the graduate endowment will 
make a huge difference to students by reducing 
their debts. In Scotland we have a tremendous 
opportunity to send a powerful message to the rest 
of the United Kingdom that education is a right, not 
a commodity and that access to higher education 
should be based on the ability to learn, not the 
ability to pay. 

10:51 
Dr Richard Simpson (Mid Scotland and Fife) 

(Lab): I think that the Parliament can agree on one 
thing: all members are keen that access should be 
widened and that more people from poor 
backgrounds should enter higher and further 
education. 

In 1999, along with the associate dean at the 
University of Glasgow, Dr Lumsden, we 
established a programme at Glasgow and the 
University of Stirling to widen access to medical, 
dental, veterinary and allied health professional 
training. The UK Government, to give it its due, 
has put nearly £1 million into the programme. 
Such practical approaches to widening access are 
important. Sixty schools in Scotland are involved 
in the programme. Their pupils‟ aspirations were 
often stifled by the schools‟ failure to realise that 
those pupils could enter the health professions. 
We interviewed some of the young people 
involved and I remember that one person had 
been told, “Medicine is a bit tough. Perhaps you 
should consider becoming a nurse or a care 
assistant.” 

The big problem in Scotland is denigration of 
aspiration; it is not money or funding. If members 
want evidence of that, they should consider a 
recent social sciences research paper by the 
University of Kent, which examines the situation 
not in Scotland but in England since the 
introduction of tuition fees and finds no evidence 
of a reduction in access for people from poorer 
backgrounds—and that is in England, where the 
fees are much greater. There is no evidence that 
money is the important determinant. Access is 
about aspirations. 

The Government is profligately giving to the 
better off. Members should remember that only 50 
per cent of graduates pay the endowment. We 
protected graduates on poor incomes, disabled 
graduates and people whose aspirations had 
come late and who entered university as mature 
students, after having been independent—those 
people do not pay. People who completed a 
higher national diploma or higher national 
certificate course— 

The Minister for Children and Early Years 
(Adam Ingram): Will the member give way? 

Dr Simpson: I am in full flow; I will take an 
intervention from Mr Ingram in a minute. 

People who completed their university course 
after completing an HNC do not pay the 
endowment—I could go on. We protected 50 per 
cent of graduates from paying the endowment. 
That is social justice. Such an approach 
encourages people to enter higher and further 
education and safeguards access. 
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If I were asked how I would spend the money 
that the Government is profligately giving to the 
better off, I would reply that I would spend it on 
nurses and midwifes, because an incredible 
number of people leave nursing and midwifery 
courses—up to 30 per cent of participants, in 
some cases. People often leave such courses for 
reasons to do with finance and child care. We 
provided and increased bursaries, and that is how 
we should spend the money. 

The SNP has agreed to cut the number of 
nurses and midwives that we will recruit into 
training programmes. SNP members may frown, 
but its documentation says that it will reduce the 
number of students in nursing and midwifery. It 
hopes that it will retain more of those students, but 
it will have to find a way of doing that. I suggest 
that applying the money that will be needed to 
abolish the graduate endowment would be one 
way of doing it. 

Access is of fundamental importance, but the 
future of our universities is also important. This 
Government is in the business of trying to spend 
money twice. I was talking to my grandchildren 
yesterday about what they would like for 
Christmas. In reply, they asked me what I would 
like for Christmas. I said that I would like access to 
Santa Swinney‟s money tree. This profligate 
Government is giving money away to the better-
off. If members do not believe me, they should 
look at what is happening. 

What will this Government give to a small 
businessman who has two children at school, who 
is suffering from a thyroid condition, who has a 
house in band G and who is due to retire in 2011? 
He will get £4,600 from the freeze in council tax 
over the next three years, £200 from free school 
meals when that is introduced, £170 from free 
prescriptions and £4,500 from the abolition of 
business rates. If he happens to live in an area in 
which he has had to pay tolls, he will no longer 
have to do so. When his children grow up, he will 
not have to pay the graduate tax for them, either. 

Let us compare that with the situation of a single 
mother from Fife, whose baby has complex needs 
and who is waiting to get out of care. What will 
they get? Fife Council has not allowed them to 
come out of hospital—they are still there, even 
though they are fit to come home. They will gain 
nothing from any of the Government‟s giveaways 
that I have mentioned. This Government is a 
regressive rather than a progressive Government, 
and the abolition of the graduate endowment tax is 
part of that regression. 

10:57 
Alex Neil (Central Scotland) (SNP): Tony Blair 

told us that education, education, education would 

be Labour‟s priority. Instead, we got tuition fees, 
tuition fees, tuition fees and debt, debt, debt. This 
morning we are talking about the problem of 
student debt, but that pile of debt has been 
created over the past 10 years under Gordon 
Brown. 

Over the past 10 years, the Labour Government 
has presided over the redistribution of income and 
wealth from those who have not to those who 
have, so we will not take any lessons on 
egalitarianism from the Labour Party. As Aileen 
Campbell pointed out, the irony is that every 
Labour MSP and every member of Brown‟s 
Cabinet benefited from not having to pay tuition 
fees when they were at university. They have the 
cheek to say that this and future generations will 
not get the access to free education that every one 
of them got under previous Labour and 
Conservative Governments. 

Karen Whitefield represents the constituency of 
Airdrie, Shotts and the surrounding villages. The 
fact that she voted, not once but twice, to maintain 
tuition fees for people who cannot afford to pay 
them will not be forgotten at the next election, 
especially in the surrounding villages. 

Rhona Brankin: I do not want to interrupt you in 
full flight, but can you tell me whether the people 
who voted for you will remember your manifesto 
promise to dump student debt? 

The Deputy Presiding Officer (Alasdair 
Morgan): I remind members not to use the second 
person. 

Alex Neil: We are running at 40 per cent in the 
opinion polls; Labour is running at 28 per cent. 
When we get an overall majority in the Parliament, 
we will be able to do all the things that we want to 
do in Scotland. 

Mary Mulligan derides the reduction in debt that 
the passing of the bill will bring about. Let us 
consider the average student debt in Scotland. 
The impact of the bill will be to reduce student 
debt by more than 20 per cent. That is a major 
milestone by any standard and will be good not 
just for those affected but for the whole of Scottish 
society.  

Of course, we have the problem that only 14 or 
15 per cent of people in lower income groups go to 
university, when the average across income 
groups is 48 or 49 per cent. Richard Simpson says 
that that has nothing to do with money. I suggest 
to him that he talk to the 30-odd per cent in lower 
income groups who would like to go to university 
but think that they cannot afford to. I agree that 
money is not the only barrier—there are many 
other barriers to such people going to university—
but people who say that money is not one of the 
major barriers are living in cloud-cuckoo-land.  
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Talking of cloud-cuckoo-land, I will say a word or 
two about the Conservatives. I quote Annabel 
Goldie on the graduate endowment: 

“The truth is that in the bill, we have a penal tax”— 

a penal tax the Conservatives are going to vote to 
keep. She said: 

“It is a thorn, which pricks and draws blood.” 

That is why the Tories could not support the 
graduate endowment.  

David McLetchie said: 
“There is nothing voluntary about the graduate 

endowment. It is simply a tax and one that will kick in at a 
ludicrously low level of income.”—[Official Report, 31 
January 2001; c 766, 756.] 

However, today he is voting to keep it.  

When David McLetchie was still the 
Conservative leader and still one of the best 
speakers in the Parliament—although usually on 
the wrong side of the argument—he said: 

“At the end of the day, whether the charge is called a fee, 
an endowment or a tax, it is a liability”.—[Official Report, 22 
December 2004; c 5109.]  

Today, he is going to vote to keep that liability.  

In the 2003 election, the Scottish Conservatives 
made a pledge that they retained for at least a 
year after. They put up a poster headed “Investing 
in our future”—although it turned out that Mr 
McLetchie didnae have one—which said: 

“Scottish Conservatives will create a diverse education 
system which extends opportunity for all.” 

There were four action items, one of which was 
that the Scottish Conservatives would 
“abolish the £2,000 graduate tax and guarantee access to 
our universities and colleges purely on the basis of merit.” 

That was a return to the fairy-dust days of 
Margaret Thatcher and John Major that Mr 
McLetchie described earlier.  

David McLetchie: Will the member give way? 

Alex Neil: I am in my last minute. 

How can the Tories, along with the Tory Labour 
Party, betray the future generations of Scotland by 
voting to keep this penal tax called the graduate 
endowment? 

11:03 
Elaine Murray (Dumfries) (Lab): I ought to 

declare an interest—I have three children at 
university, all of whom would benefit from the bill. 
In fact, my family would be some £7,000 better off 
if the bill is passed. However, that will not make 
me vote for it. I make it clear to Mr Neil that when I 
went to university, the taxpayer paid for my tuition 
and my parents paid for my living costs. I certainly 

did not have a free education in Edinburgh in the 
1970s. I do not know where the myth comes from 
that there was some great time of universal free 
education. At all times, taxpayers paid, and quite 
often parents paid too.  

Alex Neil: I know that the member went to 
university many years before me but, like me, as 
well as getting her tuition fees paid by the state, 
did she not receive a substantial maintenance 
grant? 

Elaine Murray: No, Mr Neil, I did not, because 
both my parents were in full-time employment. I 
did not therefore receive much of a maintenance 
award.  

I move to the concerns referred to by Karen 
Whitefield. The Finance Committee—as Mr Neil 
knows, because he is a member of it—had a 
number of concerns about the financial 
memorandum. In our report, we expressed 
particular concerns about its quality. Fortunately, 
the Scottish Parliament information centre 
produced a detailed and informative report without 
which it would have been extremely difficult to 
interpret the financial memorandum at all. 

I still have concerns about the accuracy of the 
estimate that the cost to the Government will be 
£17 million, because that figure does not include 
the £1.95 million that was outstanding and 
awaiting debt recovery on 1 April this year—we 
presume that some of that will eventually be 
recovered. 

The other issue that concerns me is that the 
graduate endowment was in operation for only 
three years and there is no evidence that it had 
reached a steady state. In 2005, 82 per cent of 
students who would have been liable to pay the 
fee in April turned out not liable because they were 
still in education. The following year that figure 
was 50 per cent, and in the year after that it was 
40 per cent. 

Correspondence from the bill team suggests that 
there could be a further £1 million per annum in 
liability arising from students who are studying first 
degree courses of six years or more, such as 
medical, veterinary and dental students. I still do 
not know how the number of students who have 
gone on to study second degrees—masters or 
PhD courses—and who will not become liable until 
those courses are complete is captured in that £17 
million, which could turn into at least £20 million 
when we include debt recovery and the students 
who stay on in education. I am not happy, and the 
Finance Committee was unanimously not happy, 
that the margins of cost were adequately reflected 
in the financial memorandum. 

I question whether exempting families such as 
mine from payment of around £7,000 is the best 
way to support students. Despite the fact that I or 
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my children might spend the £7,000 in Scotland, I 
question whether that would contribute to 
achieving the Government‟s overarching purpose 
of growing the Scottish economy in a sustained 
way. 

Jeremy Purvis: Would the member apply that 
same principle to tuition costs? 

Elaine Murray: I am not sure whether I 
completely understand the member‟s question. 

Jeremy Purvis: Can I try again? 

Elaine Murray: No, because I want to address 
an issue that I heard Jeremy Purvis raise on the 
radio in debate earlier with my colleague Richard 
Baker. It is a bit of a red herring to suggest that the 
graduate endowment should be used to fund 
universities. I pursued that matter at the Finance 
Committee. Paragraphs 23 to 25 of the financial 
memorandum make it clear that the graduate 
endowment fee is directly appropriated and 
releases existing budgets to meet in-year 
pressures. It is not earmarked for something else 
such as the Scottish consolidated fund; it comes in 
to augment end-year flexibility. That was 
confirmed to me at the Finance Committee 
meeting on 6 November by Gavin Gray. 

Another red herring is the question that the 
cabinet secretary raised: why did the graduate 
endowment loan cost 31 per cent of the pound? I 
also asked about that at the meeting on 6 
November. That 31 per cent is not a result of a 
bad arrangement; it is predominantly made up of a 
subsidy to the loan to ensure that it has a real 
interest rate of 0 per cent and increases only with 
the retail prices index. It costs 31 per cent 
because it is a subsidised loan, and not because it 
is a poor or inefficient system. 

As with freezing council tax, the Government 
seeks to be popular and populist by giving 
everybody a share of the action instead of 
targeting money to support those who need it 
most, as argued by my Labour Party colleagues. 
The money should not be given to everybody; it 
should not be given to families such as mine. It 
should be targeted at students in need to widen 
access. 

11:09 
Hugh O’Donnell (Central Scotland) (LD): I will 

start my winding-up speech in this interesting and 
informative debate by asking a question of the 
SNP Government: how many different ways are 
there to break promises? When we look at the 
Government‟s track record, we note that it is 
finding more ways to break promises than the 
average misanthrope. Police numbers—broken 
promise. Affordable housing—broken promise. 
Class sizes, student debt, university funding—

broken promises. Now, we are at last receiving, 
belatedly, the Christmas present of a welcome 
attempt by the SNP to redress the balance. 

Alex Neil: Will the member give way? 

Hugh O’Donnell: Give me a couple of minutes, 
please. 

Regrettably, on its own, this measure will make 
as much impact on student numbers and student 
debt as using a water pistol on a forest fire. That is 
not to say that it is a bad thing—far from it. Indeed, 
it formed part of the Liberal Democrat commitment 
on this issue. 

Alex Neil: I thank the member for giving way. I 
did not want to interrupt his expressions of 
enthusiasm for the bill. 

Does the member accept that this measure 
alone would, on average, reduce student debt by 
more than 20 per cent? 

Hugh O’Donnell: I am quite happy to accept 
that. Does that surprise the member? 

Alex Neil: Is that what you call a water pistol? 

Hugh O’Donnell: The fact is that there is 
slightly less water in the pistol than there would 
have been if the SNP had implemented its full 
manifesto commitment. 

Compared with the SNP‟s approach to its 
manifesto commitment, we costed not just our 
proposal for dealing with the graduate endowment 
but a panoply of measures on, for example, 
housing and living costs. The fact is that after a 
year, the average medical student in Scotland is 
£5,000 in debt. That is not tuition debt, but cost of 
living debt. We need to address that issue. 

Dr Simpson: Does the member agree that, as 
an average junior doctor‟s first-year salary is 
£35,000, they are in an entirely appropriate 
position to repay their debt? 

Hugh O’Donnell: From memory and from my 
limited experience of the income tax system, I 
believe that an average junior doctor will, like 
many of us in the Parliament, also have to pay tax 
at a rate of 40 per cent on some of that salary. 

The bill would have minimal impact on widening 
access. After all, less than 50 per cent of students 
are liable to pay the graduate endowment fee. 
Indeed, BMA Scotland has said: 

“Whilst we welcome the abolition of the graduate 
endowment fee, we fear that it will do little to address the 
issue of widening access to courses such as medicine”. 

NUS Scotland made similar comments to the 
Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture 
Committee, noting that the bill was not the 
complete answer. I accept that, but it at least 
represents a small step. I would have been much 
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happier to discuss the measure in the context of 
the SNP‟s manifesto commitment to abolish 
student debt entirely, but perhaps we will have that 
debate if the SNP gets round to introducing such 
legislation. 

Rhona Brankin: Will the member give way? 

Hugh O’Donnell: I think that I have taken 
enough interventions. 

In 2003, the Joseph Rowntree Foundation found 
that young people from disadvantaged 
backgrounds are often deterred from entering full-
time education. Apart from Aileen Campbell, I 
must be the only member in the chamber who 
carries student debt. I was a mature student and 
know exactly the kind of difficulties that such 
students face. I can say that £2,000 makes very 
little difference in the scheme of things; we need to 
address the cumulative effect of debt. 

Students from disadvantaged backgrounds will 
have more personal debt because their parents 
are not able to provide financial support. Indeed, 
parental contributions to maintenance costs vary 
markedly by social class; about 54 per cent of 
students from semi-skilled and unskilled 
backgrounds rely on bursaries, grants and loans 
for additional funding. The whole issue of student 
funding must be addressed, not just tinkered with 
at the edges. Although this proposal is welcome, 
we have heard nothing about, for example, the 
introduction of grants or improvements to the 
bursary scheme. 

With this very small step, the SNP has gone for 
the cheap and easy option, which we will certainly 
support, but this matter should not be dealt with in 
isolation. There is a shortfall on the SNP‟s 
commitment, and I want to see and debate its 
proposals for implementing its full manifesto 
commitment to dump the debt. 

11:15 
Elizabeth Smith (Mid Scotland and Fife) 

(Con): No fewer than five of Scotland‟s 
universities are placed in the top 200 in the world. 
For a small nation, that is a remarkable 
achievement—and the universities richly deserve 
it for their unfailing pursuit of academic excellence 
and the contribution that they make to our rich 
social, cultural and economic heritage.  

Our universities and colleges, ancient and 
modern, are an irreplaceable and priceless asset, 
and it is incumbent on all members of the Scottish 
Parliament to ensure that they remain so. Our 
universities and colleges must be capable of 
delivering the highest possible standards of 
education and intellectual challenge. Theirs is a 
proud history that successfully combines strong 
teaching and research with enterprise, creativity 

and an ability to adapt to the changing needs of 
society.  

Universities Scotland‟s recent claim for £168 
million was undoubtedly ambitious. It was 
impossible for the Government to meet it in full 
without making punitive cuts in other spending 
areas, but it was a reflection of the serious 
predicament in which the university and college 
sector finds itself—we ignore their argument at our 
peril.  

Mike Rumbles: Will the member take an 
intervention?  

Elizabeth Smith: Not just now. 

I refer in particular to the concern that top-up 
fees in England and the possibility of the removal 
of the cap on those fees means that there will no 
longer be a level playing field in the provision of 
higher education resources. 

I hear the charge that university and college 
funding and student debt are two separate 
matters. Of course we could debate them 
separately, but it would be folly to do so. The 
debate that we should have is on the delivery 
route for a first-class higher education system that 
matches the needs of our students. It should be on 
the supply side of our tertiary education sector, not 
on a narrow, demand-driven policy that focuses on 
student numbers rather than on the quantity and 
quality of places that are available. Frankly, 
holding one debate without the other serves only 
to make a nonsense of the approach that we 
should be taking. 

Mike Rumbles: Will the member take an 
intervention now?  

Elizabeth Smith: I will not. 

As many members have said, the methodology 
behind the bill is seriously flawed. Instead of 
putting money into the sector, the policy that lies 
behind the bill will take money out. The policy 
does absolutely nothing to provide a secure 
strategic funding base to allow our universities and 
colleges to plan ahead for their long-term future. 

Alex Neil rose—  

Elizabeth Smith: Before Mr Neil reaches into 
his wonderful supply of Tory posters again—it is 
nice to see that he cherishes them—I say to him 
that we might have been persuaded on some of 
the arguments. The graduate endowment needs 
reform. However— 

Alex Neil rose— 

Mike Rumbles: Is the member taking any 
interventions? 

Elizabeth Smith: No. I am taking no 
interventions just now. The point is a serious one. 
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When it came to producing the evidence for the 
current proposals, there was not only an absence 
of convincing facts but no analysis to prove that 
the policy stands up against other policy means of 
achieving the same objective.  

When the Government team was questioned by 
none other than Mr Jeremy Purvis at the 
Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture 
Committee, its response was that  
“no other options have been considered”.—[Official Report, 
Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee, 7 
November 2007; c 238.]  

I cannot speak for a Liberal interpretation of the 
English language, but the response was totally 
unsatisfactory. There is absolutely no compelling 
evidence that the graduate endowment is a barrier 
to access—a statement that the Scottish funding 
council also made strongly in its evidence, and 
which is endorsed by the fact that, in England, the 
number of students has increased, despite the 
heavier fee regime there. 

Worse still, the Government seemed naively 
determined to base its supposition on the findings 
of just one report—the Rowntree report. Not only 
was that report commissioned in 2003, which pre-
dates the introduction of the graduate endowment, 
but its findings were not specific to Scotland.  

In its conclusions, the Rowntree report said: 
“Young people from disadvantaged backgrounds are 

often deterred from both entering full-time education in the 
first place and from continuing within higher education … 
because of the economic hardships they suffer, in particular 
debt.”  

Let us assume that that is correct. What happens 
in Scotland? The answer is that the number of 
applicants from the most deprived fifth of the 
Scottish student population actually increased. 
The argument is not persuasive.  

I hear the Government‟s charge that we are 
somehow traitors to the principle of restoring free 
education. It can call us traitors if it will— 

Mike Rumbles: Traitors! 
Elizabeth Smith: I say to Mr Rumbles that 

however much that principle might be a quick fix 
for winning votes, it is no longer sustainable for the 
delivery of modern-day public services—in exactly 
the same way as we cannot fund a health service 
entirely from the public purse. Perhaps our policy 
is less populist, but it is firmly in tune with reality 
and the needs of modern Scotland. 

If the Government is keen to listen to what 
Andrew Cubie has to say, perhaps we can finish 
with a quotation from him:  

“Each and every Scottish university is equal to the 
challenge of competition but will not be able to compete 
without support well beyond that offered by the Scottish 
Government”.  

That is why the bill must be opposed. 

11:20 
Richard Baker (North East Scotland) (Lab): 

Today, Parliament has a choice: it can proceed 
with the Government‟s bill, which will do nothing to 
improve higher education in Scotland, or it can 
back the committee‟s findings, which mean that 
the Parliament can vote for greater investment in 
higher education and funding for students while 
they study and when they need it. We will vote for 
better bursaries for students to help them get to 
university and to enable them to stay there and 
succeed. Voting against those recommendations 
will not serve students or higher education in 
Scotland.  

The debate has been polarised between 
members who realise the strength of their 
argument and those who support the bill, which is 
clearly motivated by political expediency rather 
than a real desire to widen access to higher 
education. The committee found no evidence that 
abolishing the graduate endowment would help to 
widen access—a point that Karen Whitefield and 
others have made eloquently. Indeed, Jeremy 
Purvis was diligent and effective at the committee 
in taking apart the Government‟s argument that 
the endowment has been a deterrent to 
participation. He also took apart the report to 
which Mr O‟Donnell referred. That is why it is 
surprising that he backs the Government‟s 
position. 

Mike Rumbles: Will Richard Baker confirm that 
the Labour Party‟s position is simply to tax 
students for attending university? Is that the case? 

Richard Baker: Mr Rumbles and I have often 
been in agreement recently, but on that we are not 
agreed at all. He misrepresents my party‟s position 
entirely and he will find nothing in the committee‟s 
report that links the retention of the endowment to 
tuition and maintenance costs. 

Jeremy Purvis: Will Richard Baker give way? 

Richard Baker: I have answered the question 
clearly. We will have a little less mischief on the 
issue and a little less misrepresentation of our 
position from Mr Purvis. I agree with him that we 
need the far wider measures that his amendment 
mentions, but that is not sufficient and we cannot 
accept lip service to the wider measures that are 
required. We agree—as do the Conservatives—
that there should be a much broader review of 
higher education and student funding, but why 
pre-empt such wider measures with a first step 
that will help neither students nor universities? 

It is no surprise that scrapping the endowment 
will have no impact on encouraging more people 
from poorer backgrounds to study because it is not 
a charge on students, as it has been portrayed as 
being. It is a contribution that is made by 
graduates when they are in work and benefiting 
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from the education that they received. Alex Neil 
and others fail to recognise that half of students do 
not become eligible to pay it—I point out to Mr 
O‟Donnell that that also applies to mature 
students. 

Abolition of the graduate endowment is not 
aimed at helping students; it is a measure that the 
SNP has calculated will help it politically. We 
prefer to help students. The endowment was 
introduced to enable the provision of young 
students bursaries. 

Alex Neil: Does Richard Baker agree that the 
imposition of the graduate endowment raises the 
average debt by 20 per cent and that that is a 
major deterrent to people going to university? 

Richard Baker: I do not agree with any of that. 
What will raise debt is if students get into credit 
card debt because they do not have enough 
money—through bursaries, for example—to live 
on while they study. Believe me—because I 
know—credit card debt is far more punitive than 
any constructive system of graduate repayment 
that we proposed. 

Over the previous parliamentary session, 
bursaries and the number of students who could 
receive them increased substantially—19,000 
students now qualify for a full bursary. In contrast, 
the Scottish Government, while making its costly 
commitment on the endowment, has agreed to 
raise the young students bursary only by the rate 
of inflation. Continuing to invest income from the 
endowment in bursaries would mean substantially 
more generous support, particularly for students 
from poorer backgrounds. 

The Scottish Government‟s failure to produce 
such proposals means that the poorest students in 
Scotland now receive about £2,000 less support 
every year than their colleagues in England. Even 
with the previous increases in bursaries, drop-out 
rates in Scotland are higher than those in other 
parts of the UK, particularly at universities that 
have a strong record of attracting students from 
poorer backgrounds. The proposed abolition of the 
endowment is a perverse priority, whereas giving 
students extra support while they study could 
make the difference between dropping out and 
successfully completing their degree.  

Student organisations have made their views on 
the graduate endowment clear. They have also 
made their views on student hardship clear—and 
that is something on which we have clear 
proposals while the Government has none. 
Students have told us about those who struggle 
financially and get into credit card debt. That debt 
creates real problems, as the interest rates are far 
more punitive than those for loan and endowment 
repayments combined, which might be about £9 a 
month once someone is earning £15,000. 

If we asked students who are struggling 
financially now, whose studies are being affected 
now, and who might never become liable for the 
endowment in any event, whether they would 
prefer to be let off paying off the endowment, 
which they pay once they are in work and 
benefiting from their education, or to have an extra 
£1,000 bursary now, when they badly need it, the 
answer would be clear. Abolition of the 
endowment will do nothing to help students from 
poorer backgrounds, who should be the priority. It 
will not give one penny more to one more student 
while they are studying. 

As the committee has established, the paucity of 
the funding settlement for universities is also 
relevant to the debate. That was highlighted by 
Rhona Brankin and Murdo Fraser. Students in 
Scotland want to study in well-resourced 
institutions that are competing internationally, but 
that has been put at risk by the SNP, which has 
introduced a funding cut for universities next year. 
That is a £20 million funding gap, we are told by 
Universities Scotland.  

The unfortunate irony is that the funding 
settlement was announced by John Swinney, who 
argued in January 2004 that giving a 
“funding advantage to universities south of the border” 

would be followed by  
“a draining of Scotland‟s academic resources and 
Scotland‟s universities put to the financial sword.” 

It is the Cabinet Secretary for Finance and 
Sustainable Growth‟s budget settlement that 
means that, for the first time, a 5 per cent funding 
gap will emerge between our universities and 
English institutions. That is a bitter irony indeed.  

It is more than ironic that the Labour party is 
being accused of not doing the right thing for 
Scotland‟s students today—and not just because 
we are doing the right thing. The accusation is 
remarkable also because it comes from a party 
that said again and again during the election 
campaign that it would end not just the 
endowment but all loan repayments by graduates.  

Abolishing the endowment gives students a 
fraction of what was promised to them. The SNP 
says that graduate debt is the problem, but it is 
scrapping only £2,000 of what it says is graduates‟ 
£11,000 average debt. For graduates, it is like 
expecting to get a PlayStation 3 as a Christmas 
present, only to unwrap it and find socks. A clear 
manifesto pledge has been dumped; a massive 
promise has been broken. The student community 
vilifies the SNP for abusing the trust of so many of 
its number, who cannot take at face value 
anything the SNP says ever again. I say that it 
should not take the SNP at face value on this 
issue. The abolition of the graduate endowment is 
not a measure to widen access to university; it is a 
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fig leaf for the SNP‟s failure to adhere to its 
manifesto promise. 

I can tell Christina McKelvie that I have been 
consistent: I supported the endowment as 
president of the National Union of Students 
Scotland and, eight years later, I am supporting it 
today. It took the SNP eight months to break its 
promise to students. In response to what Alex Neil 
said, I was going to raise some points about his 
manifesto, but I cannot find a copy—presumably 
he has been going around gathering up the 
remaining copies to destroy them, so that we 
cannot refer to it.  

The bill represents another broken promise—a 
promise to students broken. Presiding Officer, you 
shall know this Government by the trail of broken 
promises. The bill is not about helping poorer 
students; it is about the political posturing of the 
SNP. The Parliament should have no truck with it. 
We should reject this flawed bill and agree with the 
recommendations in the committee‟s report, which 
would make a real and positive difference to 
higher education in Scotland. 

11:29 
The Minister for Children and Early Years 

(Adam Ingram): After the wide-ranging debate 
that we have just had, it is important, in summing 
up, for me to get back to the basic intentions of the 
bill. Let us consider the facts: the fact that abolition 
of the graduate endowment fee would immediately 
benefit 50,000 students by allowing them to enter 
the workforce without an unnecessary, state-
sponsored debt burden; the fact that the current 
policy continues to fail them and their hard-
working families; and the fact that the graduate 
endowment fee is a waste of every taxpayer‟s 
money. 

Rhona Brankin: Will the minister take an 
intervention? 

Adam Ingram: Not at the moment. I want to 
make some progress.  

The proposal to abolish the endowment is our 
first step towards a truly free higher education 
system. We have set out a wide range of 
measures that will see us improve support for part-
time students and extend bursaries as part of our 
commitment to remove student loans completely. 
The combination of all those policies will ensure 
that access to higher education is based on the 
ability to learn, not the ability to pay. 

Dr Simpson: Will the minister take an 
intervention? 

Murdo Fraser: Will the minister take an 
intervention? 

Adam Ingram: Not at the moment. I will answer 
the questions on our plans for our remaining 

manifesto commitments. Not only have we 
proposed to invest an additional £120 million in 
student support over three years but, as we said 
when our programme for government was 
published in September, we will consult on the 
other aspects of our manifesto commitments next 
year. We have been consistent on that from day 
one. 

Richard Baker: Will the minister take an 
intervention? 

Adam Ingram: I will not take an intervention at 
the moment. 

Richard Baker: I am not surprised. 

Adam Ingram: In 2001, I opposed the 
imposition of this unfair fee on our graduates. 
More than six years later, it is clear that the policy 
has failed. The evidence is clear and 
incontrovertible. It has not raised the income that it 
was claimed it would raise. It has not widened 
access and the levels of bursary support have 
been maintained without requiring the income from 
the endowment. All the endowment has done is 
place an unnecessary burden on our graduates 
and created an unnecessary barrier to those who 
might consider applying to university. 

Abolition of the graduate endowment fee is 
therefore not only an entirely just and justifiable 
measure but it has wide public support. Even its 
architect, Andrew Cubie, who a number of 
members have mentioned, said that he does “not 
grieve” at its passing. 

Rhona Brankin: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Adam Ingram: I want to finish quoting Mr Cubie. 
He said: 

“The Scottish Government, after all, has helpfully 
committed to substituting individual graduate contributions 
to the fund by public contribution—ie, from taxpayers. The 
target of our original support is, therefore, still addressed.” 

Given the evidence and the balance of informed 
opinion in favour of abolition, I find it astonishing 
that Labour and Conservative members had the 
temerity to vote against the principles of the bill in 
committee and have carried that opposition into 
the chamber today. 

Rhona Brankin: Is the minister brave enough to 
take an intervention yet? 

Adam Ingram: Let me say what I think of the 
Labour Party‟s approach. There must be many 
former and current Labour Party supporters who 
are wondering why Labour members here have 
turned their back on the principle of free education 
from which many of them have benefited so much. 

Richard Baker covers his embarrassment by 
claiming that the cash raised by the fee is needed 
to boost bursaries for the poorest students and to 
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give a hand-out to the hard-up universities. I 
remind members that the fee raises a net £17 
million, which pales into insignificance compared 
with the £530 million that this Government will be 
spending on student support in year 3 of the 
spending review period. It is a mere drop in the 
bucket of the billions that we are spending on the 
higher education sector every year. 

Rhona Brankin: I spoke to Andrew Cubie last 
night. He is very concerned about the selective 
quoting that ministers are going in for. He agrees 
with the principle of a graduate contribution and is 
extremely upset that £17 million has been taken 
out of the higher education budget. 

Adam Ingram: Why, then, did he make the 
comments that I quoted in his article in The 
Scotsman? 

I will return to my critique of the Labour Party‟s 
position. We can dismiss the arguments that 
Richard Baker put forward, especially when 
Labour‟s track record is so readily to hand.  I think 
that the reason for its position relates to the 
prevalence within Labour of an attitude that 
anyone who can afford to go to university is fair 
game.  I recall John Prescott justifying the 
introduction of tuition fees south of the border by 
asking why a bus driver should be asked to 
subsidise a lawyer‟s education. It clearly had not 
occurred to him that the lawyer in question could 
be the bus driver‟s son or daughter. Alternatively, 
perhaps the motivation behind Labour‟s position is 
even simpler and uglier: political spite born out of 
the party‟s loss of power and the position that 
Labour members had come to see as theirs as of 
right. 

What are we to make of the curious case of 
Conservative recanting? As Fiona Hyslop pointed 
out in her opening speech, people who were 
vociferous opponents of the graduate endowment 
six years ago have turned into some of its most 
steadfast supporters. Try as I might, I cannot 
detect any principled reason for the U-turn and 
Conservatives‟ desire to remove the student-
support fig leaf from a back-end tuition fee.  I 
suspect that coming into line with David 
Cameron‟s acceptance of tuition fees down south 
has much to do with it. So much for wrapping 
themselves in the saltire—nature will out; they 
cannot resist those tattered old union flags, 
stained or not.  

The bill is about reducing the debt burden for 
young people and the fear of debt, which puts off 
students from less-well-off backgrounds. Richard 
Simpson was incorrect: the graduate endowment 
is not means tested. Students are not exempted 
from paying it on the ground of income. That gives 
the fee a particularly menacing edge. I note that 
Jeremy Purvis described it as a poll tax on 
graduates.  

Jeremy Purvis: If I may clarify, my point is that 
if, as the Labour Party and the Conservatives are 
proposing, part of the funds that are raised are no 
longer ring fenced for student support but, instead, 
go straight to universities, it would become a poll 
tax on graduates.  

Adam Ingram: I thank Jeremy Purvis for 
clarifying his position. As I said, we are giving 
careful consideration to his amendment.  

It is disappointing that, in light of all the evidence 
and the wide support from across the higher 
education sector, student bodies, unions and the 
public at large, some members of the Education, 
Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee still 
choose to defend the maintenance of the debt 
burden on students. Not only that, they want to 
turn it into a backdoor tuition fee, which is what we 
always knew the graduate endowment was. The 
majority of people who have provided evidence to 
the committee and responded to our consultation 
supported the intentions of the bill. It is 
disappointing that the committee failed to 
recognise that and decided, on a casting vote, to 
reject the benefits that this bill will clearly bring to 
Scottish graduates and their hard-working families. 

The failure of the graduate endowment fee is 
clear, as is the need to abolish it.  Therefore, I 
commend the bill to Parliament. 
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16:30 
On resuming— 

Decision Time 
The Presiding Officer (Alex Fergusson): The 

next item of business is decision time. There are 
four questions to be put as a result of today‟s 
business. The first question is, that amendment 
S3M-964.1, in the name of Jeremy Purvis, which 
seeks to amend motion S3M-964, in the name of 
Fiona Hyslop, on the Graduate Endowment 
Abolition (Scotland) Bill, be agreed to. Are we 
agreed? 

Members: No. 

The Presiding Officer: There will be a division. 
FOR 
Adam, Brian (Aberdeen North) (SNP)  
Ahmad, Bashir (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Allan, Alasdair (Western Isles) (SNP)  
Brown, Keith (Ochil) (SNP)  
Brown, Robert (Glasgow) (LD)  
Campbell, Aileen (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Coffey, Willie (Kilmarnock and Loudoun) (SNP)  
Constance, Angela (Livingston) (SNP)  
Crawford, Bruce (Stirling) (SNP)  
Cunningham, Roseanna (Perth) (SNP)  
Don, Nigel (North East Scotland) (SNP)  
Doris, Bob (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Ewing, Fergus (Inverness East, Nairn and Lochaber) (SNP)  
Fabiani, Linda (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
Finnie, Ross (West of Scotland) (LD)  
FitzPatrick, Joe (Dundee West) (SNP)  
Gibson, Kenneth (Cunninghame North) (SNP)  
Gibson, Rob (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)  
Grahame, Christine (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Harper, Robin (Lothians) (Green)  
Harvie, Christopher (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)  
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green)  
Hepburn, Jamie (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
Hume, Jim (South of Scotland) (LD)  
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)  
Ingram, Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Kidd, Bill (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP)  
MacAskill, Kenny (Edinburgh East and Musselburgh) (SNP)  
Marwick, Tricia (Central Fife) (SNP)  
Mather, Jim (Argyll and Bute) (SNP)  
Matheson, Michael (Falkirk West) (SNP)  
Maxwell, Stewart (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
McArthur, Liam (Orkney) (LD)  
McInnes, Alison (North East Scotland) (LD)  
McKee, Ian (Lothians) (SNP)  
McKelvie, Christina (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
McMillan, Stuart (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
Morgan, Alasdair (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Munro, John Farquhar (Ross, Skye and Inverness West) 
(LD)  
Neil, Alex (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
O'Donnell, Hugh (Central Scotland) (LD)  
Paterson, Gil (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
Pringle, Mike (Edinburgh South) (LD)  
Purvis, Jeremy (Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale) (LD)  
Robison, Shona (Dundee East) (SNP)  
Rumbles, Mike (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine) (LD)  
Russell, Michael (South of Scotland) (SNP)  

Salmond, Alex (Gordon) (SNP)  
Scott, Tavish (Shetland) (LD)  
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)  
Smith, Margaret (Edinburgh West) (LD)  
Somerville, Shirley-Anne (Lothians) (SNP)  
Stephen, Nicol (Aberdeen South) (LD)  
Stevenson, Stewart (Banff and Buchan) (SNP)  
Stone, Jamie (Caithness, Sutherland and Easter Ross) 
(LD)  
Sturgeon, Nicola (Glasgow Govan) (SNP)  
Swinney, John (North Tayside) (SNP)  
Thompson, Dave (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)  
Tolson, Jim (Dunfermline West) (LD)  
Watt, Maureen (North East Scotland) (SNP)  
Welsh, Andrew (Angus) (SNP)  
White, Sandra (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Wilson, Bill (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
Wilson, John (Central Scotland) (SNP) 

AGAINST 
Aitken, Bill (Glasgow) (Con)  
Brocklebank, Ted (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Brown, Gavin (Lothians) (Con)  
Brownlee, Derek (South of Scotland) (Con)  
Carlaw, Jackson (West of Scotland) (Con)  
Fraser, Murdo (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Goldie, Annabel (West of Scotland) (Con)  
Johnstone, Alex (North East Scotland) (Con)  
Lamont, John (Roxburgh and Berwickshire) (Con)  
McGrigor, Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con)  
McLetchie, David (Edinburgh Pentlands) (Con)  
Milne, Nanette (North East Scotland) (Con)  
Mitchell, Margaret (Central Scotland) (Con)  
Scanlon, Mary (Highlands and Islands) (Con)  
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con)  
Smith, Elizabeth (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con) 

ABSTENTIONS 
Alexander, Ms Wendy (Paisley North) (Lab)  
Baillie, Jackie (Dumbarton) (Lab)  
Baker, Claire (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Baker, Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)  
Boyack, Sarah (Edinburgh Central) (Lab)  
Brankin, Rhona (Midlothian) (Lab)  
Butler, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (Lab)  
Chisholm, Malcolm (Edinburgh North and Leith) (Lab)  
Craigie, Cathie (Cumbernauld and Kilsyth) (Lab)  
Curran, Margaret (Glasgow Baillieston) (Lab)  
Eadie, Helen (Dunfermline East) (Lab)  
Ferguson, Patricia (Glasgow Maryhill) (Lab)  
Foulkes, George (Lothians) (Lab)  
Gillon, Karen (Clydesdale) (Lab)  
Glen, Marlyn (North East Scotland) (Lab)  
Godman, Trish (West Renfrewshire) (Lab)  
Gordon, Charlie (Glasgow Cathcart) (Lab)  
Grant, Rhoda (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Gray, Iain (East Lothian) (Lab)  
Henry, Hugh (Paisley South) (Lab)  
Jamieson, Cathy (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley) 
(Lab)  
Kelly, James (Glasgow Rutherglen) (Lab)  
Kerr, Andy (East Kilbride) (Lab)  
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow Pollok) (Lab)  
Livingstone, Marilyn (Kirkcaldy) (Lab)  
Macdonald, Lewis (Aberdeen Central) (Lab)  
MacDonald, Margo (Lothians) (Ind)  
Macintosh, Ken (Eastwood) (Lab)  
Martin, Paul (Glasgow Springburn) (Lab)  
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)  
McCabe, Tom (Hamilton South) (Lab)  
McConnell, Jack (Motherwell and Wishaw) (Lab)  
McMahon, Michael (Hamilton North and Bellshill) (Lab)  
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McNeil, Duncan (Greenock and Inverclyde) (Lab)  
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow Kelvin) (Lab)  
McNulty, Des (Clydebank and Milngavie) (Lab)  
Mulligan, Mary (Linlithgow) (Lab)  
Murray, Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)  
Oldfather, Irene (Cunninghame South) (Lab)  
Park, John (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Peacock, Peter (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Simpson, Dr Richard (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Stewart, David (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Whitefield, Karen (Airdrie and Shotts) (Lab)  
Whitton, David (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (Lab) 

The Presiding Officer: The result of the division 
is: For 65, Against 16, Abstentions 45. 

Amendment agreed to. 

The Presiding Officer: The second question is, 
that motion S3M-964, as amended, in the name of 
Fiona Hyslop, on the Graduate Endowment 
Abolition (Scotland) Bill, be agreed to. Are we 
agreed? 

Members: No.  

The Presiding Officer: There will be a division. 
FOR 
Adam, Brian (Aberdeen North) (SNP)  
Ahmad, Bashir (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Allan, Alasdair (Western Isles) (SNP)  
Brown, Keith (Ochil) (SNP)  
Brown, Robert (Glasgow) (LD)  
Campbell, Aileen (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Coffey, Willie (Kilmarnock and Loudoun) (SNP)  
Constance, Angela (Livingston) (SNP)  
Crawford, Bruce (Stirling) (SNP)  
Cunningham, Roseanna (Perth) (SNP)  
Don, Nigel (North East Scotland) (SNP)  
Doris, Bob (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Ewing, Fergus (Inverness East, Nairn and Lochaber) (SNP)  
Finnie, Ross (West of Scotland) (LD)  
FitzPatrick, Joe (Dundee West) (SNP)  
Gibson, Kenneth (Cunninghame North) (SNP)  
Gibson, Rob (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)  
Grahame, Christine (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Harper, Robin (Lothians) (Green)  
Harvie, Christopher (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)  
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green)  
Hepburn, Jamie (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
Hume, Jim (South of Scotland) (LD)  
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)  
Ingram, Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Kidd, Bill (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP)  
MacAskill, Kenny (Edinburgh East and Musselburgh) (SNP)  
MacDonald, Margo (Lothians) (Ind)  
Marwick, Tricia (Central Fife) (SNP)  
Mather, Jim (Argyll and Bute) (SNP)  
Matheson, Michael (Falkirk West) (SNP)  
Maxwell, Stewart (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
McArthur, Liam (Orkney) (LD)  
McInnes, Alison (North East Scotland) (LD)  
McKee, Ian (Lothians) (SNP)  
McKelvie, Christina (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
McMillan, Stuart (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
Morgan, Alasdair (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Munro, John Farquhar (Ross, Skye and Inverness West) 
(LD)  
Neil, Alex (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
O'Donnell, Hugh (Central Scotland) (LD)  

Paterson, Gil (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
Pringle, Mike (Edinburgh South) (LD)  
Purvis, Jeremy (Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale) (LD)  
Robison, Shona (Dundee East) (SNP)  
Rumbles, Mike (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine) (LD)  
Russell, Michael (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Salmond, Alex (Gordon) (SNP)  
Scott, Tavish (Shetland) (LD)  
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)  
Smith, Margaret (Edinburgh West) (LD)  
Somerville, Shirley-Anne (Lothians) (SNP)  
Stephen, Nicol (Aberdeen South) (LD)  
Stevenson, Stewart (Banff and Buchan) (SNP)  
Stone, Jamie (Caithness, Sutherland and Easter Ross) 
(LD)  
Sturgeon, Nicola (Glasgow Govan) (SNP)  
Swinney, John (North Tayside) (SNP)  
Thompson, Dave (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)  
Tolson, Jim (Dunfermline West) (LD)  
Watt, Maureen (North East Scotland) (SNP)  
Welsh, Andrew (Angus) (SNP)  
White, Sandra (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Wilson, Bill (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
Wilson, John (Central Scotland) (SNP) 

AGAINST 
Aitken, Bill (Glasgow) (Con)  
Alexander, Ms Wendy (Paisley North) (Lab)  
Baillie, Jackie (Dumbarton) (Lab)  
Baker, Claire (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Baker, Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)  
Boyack, Sarah (Edinburgh Central) (Lab)  
Brankin, Rhona (Midlothian) (Lab)  
Brocklebank, Ted (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Brown, Gavin (Lothians) (Con)  
Brownlee, Derek (South of Scotland) (Con)  
Butler, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (Lab)  
Carlaw, Jackson (West of Scotland) (Con)  
Chisholm, Malcolm (Edinburgh North and Leith) (Lab)  
Craigie, Cathie (Cumbernauld and Kilsyth) (Lab)  
Curran, Margaret (Glasgow Baillieston) (Lab)  
Eadie, Helen (Dunfermline East) (Lab)  
Ferguson, Patricia (Glasgow Maryhill) (Lab)  
Foulkes, George (Lothians) (Lab)  
Fraser, Murdo (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Gillon, Karen (Clydesdale) (Lab)  
Glen, Marlyn (North East Scotland) (Lab)  
Godman, Trish (West Renfrewshire) (Lab)  
Goldie, Annabel (West of Scotland) (Con)  
Gordon, Charlie (Glasgow Cathcart) (Lab)  
Grant, Rhoda (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Gray, Iain (East Lothian) (Lab)  
Henry, Hugh (Paisley South) (Lab)  
Jamieson, Cathy (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley) 
(Lab)  
Johnstone, Alex (North East Scotland) (Con)  
Kelly, James (Glasgow Rutherglen) (Lab)  
Kerr, Andy (East Kilbride) (Lab)  
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow Pollok) (Lab)  
Lamont, John (Roxburgh and Berwickshire) (Con)  
Livingstone, Marilyn (Kirkcaldy) (Lab)  
Macdonald, Lewis (Aberdeen Central) (Lab)  
Macintosh, Ken (Eastwood) (Lab)  
Martin, Paul (Glasgow Springburn) (Lab)  
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)  
McCabe, Tom (Hamilton South) (Lab)  
McConnell, Jack (Motherwell and Wishaw) (Lab)  
McGrigor, Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con)  
McLetchie, David (Edinburgh Pentlands) (Con)  
McMahon, Michael (Hamilton North and Bellshill) (Lab)  
McNeil, Duncan (Greenock and Inverclyde) (Lab)  
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow Kelvin) (Lab)  
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McNulty, Des (Clydebank and Milngavie) (Lab)  
Milne, Nanette (North East Scotland) (Con)  
Mitchell, Margaret (Central Scotland) (Con)  
Mulligan, Mary (Linlithgow) (Lab)  
Murray, Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)  
Oldfather, Irene (Cunninghame South) (Lab)  
Park, John (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Peacock, Peter (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Scanlon, Mary (Highlands and Islands) (Con)  
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con)  
Simpson, Dr Richard (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Smith, Elizabeth (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Stewart, David (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Whitefield, Karen (Airdrie and Shotts) (Lab)  
Whitton, David (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (Lab)  

The Presiding Officer: The result of the division 
is: For 65, Against 60, Abstentions 0. 

Motion, as amended, agreed to. 

Resolved, 

That the Parliament agrees to the general principles of 
the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill and, in 
so doing, calls for a statutory duty on Scottish Ministers to 
provide student support and provision made thereunder to 
be improved for existing and future students and further 
calls for more research into the barriers to accessing further 
and higher education to be undertaken.  

The Presiding Officer: The third question is, 
that motion S3M-992, in the name of Stewart 
Stevenson, on the Abolition of Bridge Tolls 
(Scotland) Bill, be agreed to. Are we agreed? 

Members: No.  

The Presiding Officer: There will be a division. 
FOR 
Adam, Brian (Aberdeen North) (SNP)  
Ahmad, Bashir (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Aitken, Bill (Glasgow) (Con)  
Alexander, Ms Wendy (Paisley North) (Lab)  
Allan, Alasdair (Western Isles) (SNP)  
Baillie, Jackie (Dumbarton) (Lab)  
Baker, Claire (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Baker, Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)  
Boyack, Sarah (Edinburgh Central) (Lab)  
Brankin, Rhona (Midlothian) (Lab)  
Brocklebank, Ted (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Brown, Gavin (Lothians) (Con)  
Brown, Keith (Ochil) (SNP)  
Brown, Robert (Glasgow) (LD)  
Brownlee, Derek (South of Scotland) (Con)  
Butler, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (Lab)  
Campbell, Aileen (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Carlaw, Jackson (West of Scotland) (Con)  
Chisholm, Malcolm (Edinburgh North and Leith) (Lab)  
Coffey, Willie (Kilmarnock and Loudoun) (SNP)  
Constance, Angela (Livingston) (SNP)  
Craigie, Cathie (Cumbernauld and Kilsyth) (Lab)  
Crawford, Bruce (Stirling) (SNP)  
Cunningham, Roseanna (Perth) (SNP)  
Curran, Margaret (Glasgow Baillieston) (Lab)  
Don, Nigel (North East Scotland) (SNP)  
Doris, Bob (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Eadie, Helen (Dunfermline East) (Lab)  
Ewing, Fergus (Inverness East, Nairn and Lochaber) (SNP)  
Fabiani, Linda (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
Ferguson, Patricia (Glasgow Maryhill) (Lab)  
Finnie, Ross (West of Scotland) (LD)  

FitzPatrick, Joe (Dundee West) (SNP)  
Foulkes, George (Lothians) (Lab)  
Fraser, Murdo (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Gibson, Kenneth (Cunninghame North) (SNP)  
Gibson, Rob (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)  
Gillon, Karen (Clydesdale) (Lab)  
Glen, Marlyn (North East Scotland) (Lab)  
Godman, Trish (West Renfrewshire) (Lab)  
Goldie, Annabel (West of Scotland) (Con)  
Gordon, Charlie (Glasgow Cathcart) (Lab)  
Grahame, Christine (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Grant, Rhoda (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Gray, Iain (East Lothian) (Lab)  
Harvie, Christopher (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)  
Henry, Hugh (Paisley South) (Lab)  
Hepburn, Jamie (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
Hume, Jim (South of Scotland) (LD)  
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)  
Ingram, Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Jamieson, Cathy (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley) 
(Lab)  
Johnstone, Alex (North East Scotland) (Con)  
Kelly, James (Glasgow Rutherglen) (Lab)  
Kerr, Andy (East Kilbride) (Lab)  
Kidd, Bill (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow Pollok) (Lab)  
Lamont, John (Roxburgh and Berwickshire) (Con)  
Livingstone, Marilyn (Kirkcaldy) (Lab)  
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP)  
MacAskill, Kenny (Edinburgh East and Musselburgh) (SNP)  
Macdonald, Lewis (Aberdeen Central) (Lab)  
Macintosh, Ken (Eastwood) (Lab)  
Martin, Paul (Glasgow Springburn) (Lab)  
Marwick, Tricia (Central Fife) (SNP)  
Mather, Jim (Argyll and Bute) (SNP)  
Matheson, Michael (Falkirk West) (SNP)  
Maxwell, Stewart (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
McArthur, Liam (Orkney) (LD)  
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)  
McCabe, Tom (Hamilton South) (Lab)  
McConnell, Jack (Motherwell and Wishaw) (Lab)  
McGrigor, Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con)  
McInnes, Alison (North East Scotland) (LD)  
McKee, Ian (Lothians) (SNP)  
McKelvie, Christina (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
McLetchie, David (Edinburgh Pentlands) (Con)  
McMahon, Michael (Hamilton North and Bellshill) (Lab)  
McMillan, Stuart (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
McNeil, Duncan (Greenock and Inverclyde) (Lab)  
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow Kelvin) (Lab)  
McNulty, Des (Clydebank and Milngavie) (Lab)  
Milne, Nanette (North East Scotland) (Con)  
Mitchell, Margaret (Central Scotland) (Con)  
Morgan, Alasdair (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Mulligan, Mary (Linlithgow) (Lab)  
Munro, John Farquhar (Ross, Skye and Inverness West) 
(LD)  
Murray, Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)  
Neil, Alex (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
O'Donnell, Hugh (Central Scotland) (LD)  
Oldfather, Irene (Cunninghame South) (Lab)  
Park, John (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Paterson, Gil (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
Peacock, Peter (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Pringle, Mike (Edinburgh South) (LD)  
Purvis, Jeremy (Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale) (LD)  
Robison, Shona (Dundee East) (SNP)  
Rumbles, Mike (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine) (LD)  
Russell, Michael (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Salmond, Alex (Gordon) (SNP)  
Scanlon, Mary (Highlands and Islands) (Con)  
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con)  
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Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 
 

Marshalled List of Amendments for Stage 2 
 

The Bill will be considered in the following order— 
 

Sections 1 to 5 Long Title  
 

Amendments marked * are new (including manuscript amendments) or have been altered.  
 

After section 3 

Richard Baker 
Supported by: Jeremy Purvis 
 

1 After section 3, insert— 

<Reports on impact of Act 

(1) The Scottish Ministers must, within— 

(a) the period of one year beginning on the day this Act received Royal Assent, and 

(b) each of the four subsequent periods of one year, 

lay before the Scottish Parliament a report assessing the impact that section 1 of this Act 
has had in relation to widening access to higher education. 

(2) Without prejudice to the generality of subsection (1), a report under that subsection must 
include such information on— 

(a) the proportion of Scottish domiciled entrants to higher education falling within 
subsection (3), and 

(b) the proportion of such entrants who complete their course of higher education, 

 as the Scottish Ministers consider necessary to enable a comparison to be made with the 
equivalent figures for entrants to higher education in each academic session since 2001-
02. 

(3) An entrant to higher education falls within this subsection if the entrant is from one of 
the 20 per cent lowest ranked areas in the Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation.>  

Jeremy Purvis 
 

2 After section 3, insert— 

<Effect on student support 

(1)  The Scottish Ministers are, in making budget proposals to the Scottish Parliament, to 
rectify any adverse effect, arising by virtue of the abolition by this Act of the graduate 
endowment, on the sums available for student support. 

(2) In this section, “student support” means the provision of allowances for living costs, and 
loans, under section 73(f)(i) of the Education (Scotland) Act 1980 (c. 44).> 

SP Bill 2-ML  Session 3 (2008) 
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Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 
 

Groupings of Amendments for Stage 2 
 

This document provides procedural information which will assist in preparing for and 
following proceedings on the above Bill. In this case the information provided consists solely 
of the list of groupings (that is the order in which amendments will be debated). The text of 
the amendments set out in the order in which they will be debated is not attached on this 
occasion as the debating order is the same as the order in which the amendments appear in 
the Marshalled List. 

 
 

Groupings of amendments 
 

Reports on impact of Act 
1 

Effect on student support 
2 

SP Bill 2-GError! Unknown document property name.  Session 3 (2
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EDUCATION, LIFELONG LEARNING AND CULTURE COMMITTEE 
 

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES 
 

2nd Meeting, 2008 (Session 3) 
 

Wednesday 23 January 2008 
 
Present: 
 

Aileen Campbell  Rob Gibson (Deputy Convener) 

Ken Macintosh  Christina McKelvie  

Mary Mulligan Jeremy Purvis 

Elizabeth Smith Karen Whitefield (Convener) 
 

Also present: Richard Baker, Fiona Hyslop (Cabinet Secretary for Education and 
Lifelong Learning). 
 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill: The Committee considered the 
Bill at Stage 2. 

The following amendments were agreed to by division— 

1 (For 5, Against 3, Abstentions 0) 

2 (For 4, Against 4, Abstentions 0; amendment agreed to on casting vote) 

Sections 1 to 5 and the long title were agreed to without amendment. 

The Committee completed Stage 2 consideration of the Bill. 
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Scottish Parliament 

Education, Lifelong Learning and 
Culture Committee 

Wednesday 23 January 2008 

[THE DEPUTY CONVENER opened the meeting at 
10:04] 

Graduate Endowment Abolition 
(Scotland) Bill: Stage 2 

The Deputy Convener (Rob Gibson): Good 
morning and welcome to the second meeting in 
2008 of the Education, Lifelong Learning and 
Culture Committee. The first item of business is 
stage 2 consideration of the Graduate Endowment 
Abolition (Scotland) Bill. I welcome to the meeting 
the Cabinet Secretary for Education and Lifelong 
Learning. 

I should point out for the benefit of members 
who have not been through stage 2 consideration 
of a bill before that we are required to debate and 
dispose of any amendments lodged at stage 2 and 
to agree each section of the bill and the long title. 
Members should have copies of the marshalled list 
and groupings. 

Sections 1 to 3 agreed to. 

The Deputy Convener: I will now pass over to 
the convener, who has just arrived. 

After section 3 
The Convener (Karen Whitefield): Amendment 

1, in the name of Richard Baker, is in a group on 
its own. 

Richard Baker (North East Scotland) (Lab): I 
hope that the committee will agree to amendment 
1. According to the policy memorandum, the bill 
has been introduced as part of the Scottish 
Government’s agenda of widening access. The 
Government seeks to abolish the graduate 
endowment because, it argues, the policy has not 
succeeded in widening access. 

I realise that neither the Parliament nor the 
committee has reached consensus on these 
matters, but there is consensus on the need to 
ensure equity of opportunity with regard to 
studying in higher education. Amendment 1 seeks 
to give Parliament the chance to examine in future 
whether the graduate endowment’s abolition had 
played a material role in widening access to higher 
education and to find out whether students from 
poorer backgrounds who went to university made 
progress when they got there. 

It should not be onerous for the Scottish 
Government to report annually to Parliament on 
such issues. After all, much of the data are already 
available. However, collating the information, 
assessing its relationship to the Government’s 
policy and laying it formally before Parliament will 
help the Parliament in its future deliberations on 
these important issues. We all accept the need for 
on-going scrutiny of and debate on these vital 
concerns, and such reports would undoubtedly 
help the committee’s post-legislative scrutiny. On 
that basis, I hope that the committee—and, 
indeed, the cabinet secretary and the 
Government—feels able to support the 
amendment. 

I move amendment 1. 

Jeremy Purvis (Tweeddale, Ettrick and 
Lauderdale) (LD): Even though Richard Baker 
and I have had our differences over the bill’s 
general principles, I support amendment 1. During 
its stage 1 consideration, the committee was 
struck—not, I should stress, in a positive way—by 
the level and quality of the Government’s 
information. Given the paucity of information on 
access, the committee should support the 
amendment, as it seeks to put into legislation the 
means for the Government to provide Parliament 
with further information on an issue on which there 
is general consensus—the need to increase 
access to higher education for people from poorer 
backgrounds. Of course, the Government might 
have to introduce other policy instruments to bring 
that about. 

It is for ministers to decide whether the level and 
quality of information is such that the Government 
needs to commission new research or simply 
continue collating the information while finding a 
way of presenting it accurately. I hope that if the 
Government does not support amendment 1 it 
supports the reasons behind it. 

I hope that the committee supports amendment 
1. 

Ken Macintosh (Eastwood) (Lab): I, too, 
support amendment 1. Like my colleagues, I felt at 
stage 1 that the bill was predicated on 
assumptions that were not borne out by the 
evidence that was presented to the committee or 
to Parliament. Given that all parties agree that 
widening access is important, I am concerned that 
we have such different approaches to achieving 
the objective. The cabinet secretary believes that 
the bill will help to widen access, while some of us 
believe that it will have quite the reverse effect. 
Amendment 1 seeks to address the provision of 
information in future, and will allow us to check 
whether the bill is achieving our joint objective of 
widening access. 
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Aileen Campbell (South of Scotland) (SNP): I 
agree with some of the sentiments that have been 
expressed, in that we all want to widen access to 
higher education. Richard Baker stated that much 
of the information is already publicly accessible, so 
I do not see any point in duplicating the work if we, 
as parliamentarians, can access that information 
and see for ourselves whether or not the abolition 
of the graduate endowment widens access. I firmly 
believe that the graduate endowment’s abolition 
will widen access, as do many of the people from 
whom we took evidence.  

Rob Gibson (Highlands and Islands) (SNP): I 
would like to challenge the assumption that 
everything about widening access should be 
contained in the bill. The bill is only part of a 
package. It is doing a specific part of the job of 
moving towards free education. I am surprised 
that, with the resources that are available in 
Parliament, members feel the need to lodge 
amendments such as amendment 1. The relevant 
information is easily available from the Higher 
Education Statistics Agency. The HESA papers 
are available for everyone to read, and the tables 
in HESA reports clearly show the trends.  

The committee will scrutinise many such issues 
throughout its life, and they will normally come up 
when we consider what happens in education 
annually. I believe that there is no need for 
amendment 1. The information that it seeks is 
easily accessible and can be discussed in other 
fashions. The provisions of amendment 1 would 
clog up an otherwise simple bill. 

The Cabinet Secretary for Education and 
Lifelong Learning (Fiona Hyslop): As a minority 
Government, we accept that every piece of 
legislation is subject to the will of Parliament. That 
means not only that Parliament must approve the 
principal behind each of our legislative proposals, 
as was the case at stage 1 of this bill, but that 
parliamentary committees will wish to exercise 
close and careful scrutiny of the detail. I am happy 
to appear before the committee this morning to 
discuss the two amendments. 

On Richard Baker’s amendment 1, on assessing 
the impact that the bill will have on widening 
access, my position on the issue has been clear 
and consistent throughout the process. Debt and 
the fear of debt have an adverse effect on the 
decisions that young people make about entering 
university. That in turn influences how successful 
all universities, agencies and Government can be 
with widening access initiatives. Debt is a 
particular disincentive for people from low-income 
backgrounds. 

The Scottish Further and Higher Education 
Funding Council has been given a particular role 
in widening access to higher education. The 
council’s corporate plan for 2006 to 2009 sets out 

seven broad aims. First among them is access to 
higher education 
“to offer … fair access to a diverse range of learning 
programmes suited to individual learners’ circumstances.” 

The corporate plan embraces the 
recommendations of the “Learning for All” report 
and sets out 15 targets on widening access under 
the broad objectives of reducing the barriers to 
enrolment and progression that still face many 
people and of improving the pattern of the supply 
of lifelong learning programmes. It is open to the 
Parliament and its committees to take evidence on 
that at any time. 

The Scottish funding council has two main 
strands of widening access funding: the widening 
access premiums that are paid to institutions and 
funding for the four regional widening access 
forums. In 2007-08, specific allocations for 
widening access initiatives represented £25 million 
to all Scotland’s higher education institutions. As 
well as substantial Government investment, the 
institutions themselves are active in funding and in 
pursuing widening access initiatives. 

As I said, the funding council funds the four 
regional widening access forums, which cover 
access to college and university and are charged 
with developing policies and delivering 
collaborative projects to meet local and nationally 
set priorities. The forums are managed by 
representatives of colleges and universities.  

Each year, as Rob Gibson indicated, the Higher 
Education Statistics Agency publishes 
performance indicator figures showing widening 
access performance by individual institutions. The 
figures show the number of students from lower 
socioeconomic groups—both from state schools 
and from low-participation neighbourhoods—and 
are important analytical tools in monitoring 
performance. I agree with those members who 
have stressed the importance of our analysing 
widening access initiatives. The figures fluctuate 
from year to year, but they have not improved over 
the past four years. 

In addition, the Scottish Government publishes 
data on entrants to Scottish universities from 
deprived areas, which I think is mentioned in 
amendment 1. The data were produced for the 
first time in 2007, and over time they will enable us 
to track progress on widening access. 

10:15 
The main driver for widening access policy is the 

report “Learning for All”, which was published in 
2005 by the Scottish Higher Education Funding 
Council and the Scottish Further Education 
Funding Council, whose successor body, the 
Scottish funding council, has developed an action 
plan and holds an annual conference on widening 
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access. The second annual conference will take 
place in March, and it is open to members of the 
committee to attend, to receive a report from it or 
to take evidence. The conference provides an 
opportunity for all stakeholders to consider the 
action plan and options for the year ahead. 

Given that background, I query the benefits that 
would be gained if amendment 1 were agreed to. 
A reporting requirement would probably have been 
more appropriately included in the Education 
(Graduate Endowment and Student Support) 
(Scotland) Act 2001, which set up the graduate 
endowment fee, the explicit policy intention of 
which was to widen access. 

Debt and the fear of debt have an impact. As I 
have consistently said, the abolition of the 
graduate endowment fee is only one element in 
our plans to reduce student debt, therefore it might 
be difficult to draw out and assess the direct 
impact of abolition of the fee on widening access. 
However, it goes without saying that if the 
committee agrees to amendment 1, I will fulfil the 
requirement on the Scottish ministers to report on 
the bill’s impact and effect. As Rob Gibson said, 
we should bear in mind the fact that many direct 
and indirect factors are at play, and abolition of the 
graduate endowment fee is only one factor. A 
report on the bill’s impact would need to be very 
much within the broader context of other activity. 

I would be concerned if the allocation of 
resources to the production of more reports on 
widening access meant that fewer resources could 
be put into action to widen access. The 
Government thinks that amendment 1 is 
unnecessary and bureaucratic, and suggests that 
the committee reject it. The bill is short, but 
amendment 1 would increase its length by 25 per 
cent, while doing nothing to widen access. 

Richard Baker: A substantial increase in the 
length of a two-page bill should not be a huge 
concern for the committee. 

I challenge Mr Gibson’s assertion that all the 
information that would be required is easily 
accessible and highlighted in the way that it should 
be. It is important to draw together all the 
information, so that we can focus on the impact of 
the policy on its goal of widening access. That 
would deliver an important service to 
parliamentarians and to all people who have 
concerns about the policy and want to ensure that 
it is properly scrutinised in future. 

I am disappointed that the Scottish Government, 
which says that it is committed to widening 
access, does not agree that an annual report on 
how its policy is driving that agenda forward would 
be desirable. Such a report is necessary, in 
particular given the paucity of research and 
evidence that was provided with the bill, which Mr 

Purvis mentioned. The cabinet secretary said that 
not all data on widening access have been 
published regularly. The committee should send a 
clear message that such data should be published 
regularly. 

Parliamentarians would be quite able to weigh 
up the effect of other activity on the outcomes in 
the report. I press amendment 1. 

The Convener: The question is, that 
amendment 1 be agreed to. Are we agreed? 

Members: No. 

The Convener: There will be a division. 
FOR 
McIntosh, Ken (Eastwood) (Lab) 
Mulligan, Mary (Linlithgow) (Lab) 
Purvis, Jeremy (Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale) (LD) 
Smith, Elizabeth (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con) 
Whitefield, Karen (Airdrie and Shotts) (Lab) 

AGAINST 
Campbell, Aileen (South of Scotland) (SNP) 
Gibson, Rob (Highlands and Islands) (SNP) 
McKelvie, Christina (Central Scotland) (SNP) 

The Convener: The result of the division is: For 
5, Against 3, Abstentions 0. 

Amendment 1 agreed to. 

The Convener: Group 2 is on the effect on 
student support. Amendment 2, in the name of 
Jeremy Purvis, is the only amendment in the 
group. 

Jeremy Purvis: Amendment 2—which contains 
only 64 words, cabinet secretary—is significant 
and I hope that it will gain the committee’s support. 
The Government was elected on clear 
commitments to dump all student debt and to 
replace all loans with grants. One of those policies 
has been arbitrarily dumped and there is 
considerable concern among students about the 
other. 

The cabinet secretary and others have said that 
abolition of the graduate endowment is a small 
measure in an overall journey. The problem is that 
members of all parties are uncertain about the 
Government’s destination. The Government was 
elected to remove all student debt, but now it 
plans simply to reduce that debt. I am afraid that 
we cannot take it on trust that the sum of money 
that was raised previously by the graduate 
endowment will continue to be earmarked for its 
purpose and that that purpose will be retained. 
The statutory duty that the budget and budget 
documentation reflect the sum that is raised by the 
graduate endowment and that the money is spent 
on student support—grants and servicing loans—
will be repealed. My amendment 2 addresses 
concerns about the potential negative impact of 
abolishing the graduate endowment on the money 
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that is available for student support and the 
purposes for which it is used, as the Scottish 
ministers will have to state clearly in budget 
documentation the sums that are available for 
student support. Student support through the 
provision of grants and loans will continue in the 
normal way. 

There are on-going concerns that such money 
will no longer be available. The statements of the 
Cabinet Secretary for Education and Lifelong 
Learning are on the record, but I do not think that 
they are sufficient. I lodged amendment 2 to 
ensure that the money that is raised by the 
graduate endowment continues to be spent on 
student support and that it is made clear what 
sums are available. 

I move amendment 2. 

Rob Gibson: I question whether this is the 
place for such a debate. Surely the proper place is 
the committee that debates the budget’s 
provisions. To my knowledge, Mr Purvis’s party 
did not raise the issue in the Finance Committee, 
where one would have expected it to be raised. 
Instead, the matter has cropped up here and is 
causing the Education, Lifelong Learning and 
Culture Committee to interfere in the budget 
process. I seek a ruling on whether the 
amendment is competent. Even if it is, it is bad 
practice to insert budget restraints in other 
legislation. It may be that the amendment falls 
outwith the scope of the legislation. 

In addition, the cabinet secretary has already 
made clear that the abolition of the graduate 
endowment will not affect student support moneys. 
The Government can be held to account on that 
point. Those moneys are already secured in the 
budget, so there is no need for the amendment. 

Ken Macintosh: I speak in favour of Jeremy 
Purvis’s amendment 2. Both this morning and 
during the stage 1 debate, the cabinet secretary 
asserted that claims were made that the abolition 
of the graduate endowment was the be-all and 
end-all of widening access, when it is merely part 
of a broader package of measures. In fact, the 
contrast is between the sweeping and unfounded 
claims that the cabinet secretary has made for the 
bill and what it actually does. For example, the 
cabinet secretary conflates the broader issue of 
debt, on which the Government has made 
sweeping and unfulfilled promises, with this 
specific and limited measure, which provides a 
post-graduation benefit to some. I am particularly 
concerned that the minister confuses debt with the 
worrying issue of student hardship, on which the 
bill says nothing so far. That is why I am pleased 
that Jeremy Purvis has lodged amendment 2. 

Richard Baker: I, too, speak in favour of Mr 
Purvis’s amendment. It is right that there should 

be a legislative requirement for student support to 
be provided and for there to be proper 
accountability for the level of that support. We will 
debate the impact of the bill on student funding. In 
the context of the Government’s argument—which 
is disputed—that the bill will not affect student 
support, amendment 2 seems perfectly sensible 
and should be included in the bill. I support the 
amendment. 

Christina McKelvie (Central Scotland) (SNP): 
I support the assertion of my colleague Rob 
Gibson that amendment 2 is not competent. Ken 
Macintosh and Richard Baker brought up a 
number of different issues that confused me 
slightly. Earlier, it was not accepted that the 
abolition of the graduate endowment is part of a 
package for widening access and supporting 
students through their studies. The contradictory 
response, especially from Ken Macintosh, was 
that the graduate endowment is only part of a 
package of measures to widen access. I am 
confused, because both points contradict each 
other. 

I question the assertion that the bill is the right 
place for the amendment. It should have been 
brought forward in addressing the budget. I do not 
support the amendment. 

Fiona Hyslop: I welcome the chance to give the 
committee my view on Jeremy Purvis’s 
amendment 2. I have been consistent on the 
financial impact of the bill and the fact that the 
abolition of the graduate endowment fee will have 
no effect on the amount of student support funding 
that is available in Scotland. 

To put things in perspective, student support 
funding for 2008-09 is planned to be in the region 
of £280 million, more than a third of which will go 
on young student bursaries. The graduate 
endowment fee income goes directly to the 
Government in Scotland, which comes to us from 
students who pay the fee via the student support 
system. Within the legislative restrictions that are 
outlined in the Education (Graduate Endowment 
and Student Support) (Scotland) Act 2001, that 
income must be used to fund student support. In 
practice, the Government has implemented the 
provisions of that act by specifically applying the 
income from the fees to the cost of providing 
student loans. 

We must bear it in mind that two thirds of 
students add their graduate endowment fee to 
their loans. That addresses Ken Macintosh’s point 
about how important the abolition of the graduate 
endowment fee is to tackling student debt. The 
previous Liberal Democrat and Labour 
Government used the income by freeing up some 
of the budget for the student loan subsidy, which 
could then be used elsewhere within the lifelong 
learning budget. The income will no longer be 

196



559  23 JANUARY 2008  560 

 

available to free up some of the student loan 
subsidy budget for other uses, but that only means 
a loss of flexibility, not the loss of student support. 

I have sympathy for this committee and the 
Finance Committee as they have to understand 
the Government’s accounting on this issue, which 
is not easy to follow. However, it is clear that only 
the additional flexibility to fund in-year non-
baseline pressures will be lost. The previous 
Government did not use the income from the 
graduate endowment fee to fund baseline regular 
student support for fees, grants or bursaries. Only 
the flexibility to fund in-year non-baseline 
pressures will be lost. There will be no effect on 
the fees, grants and bursaries that are currently 
paid by the Student Awards Agency for Scotland. 
Because of that, there will be no adverse effect on 
the amount of money that is available for student 
support that arises by virtue of the abolition of the 
Education (Graduate Endowment and Student 
Support) (Scotland) Act 2001. 

I accept that it will be for committee members to 
decide whether they agree with my view or that of 
Jeremy Purvis. However, the Government’s 
position is that the proposals in amendment 2 are 
redundant, given that there is no actual adverse 
effect. I hope that Mr Purvis is prepared to take my 
assurance, and I urge him to withdraw amendment 
2. 

If he presses the amendment, I urge committee 
members to reject it on two grounds, the first of 
which is the reasons that I have just given. 
Secondly—this is just to inform the committee’s 
deliberations and nothing more—I query whether 
Mr Purvis has got the terms of the amendment 
right. Budget proposals are, as we know, subject 
to the will of Parliament, and proposals are 
different from enacted provisions that have been 
approved by a majority of MSPs. It is important to 
note that the current position, as established by 
the 2001 act, is that, contrary to what Mr Purvis 
said, there is no statutory duty to provide student 
support in the Budget (Scotland) Bill, so there is 
an issue about whether the amendment could 
rectify anything, even if members thought that 
there was something to rectify. 

The amendment does not address the issue in 
several ways. Regardless of one’s position on 
whether the problem exists—I do not think that it 
does, and I have said why—and needs to be 
rectified, I am not sure that budget proposals 
would be the solution. 

I have raised two grounds for objecting to the 
amendment and, on that basis, I ask that the 
amendment be withdrawn. If Mr Purvis presses 
the amendment, I ask the committee not to agree 
to it.  

10:30 
The Convener: I invite Jeremy Purvis to wind 

up the debate on amendment 2 and to say 
whether he wishes to press or withdraw it. 

Jeremy Purvis: Members will know that the 
amendment makes it clear that ministers would be 
required 
“to rectify any adverse effect” 

that arises from the abolition of the graduate 
endowment. That is quite clear with regard to the 
fact that there would be no reduction in the level of 
support that is provided to students while they are 
studying. 

Rob Gibson and others stated that the bill is not 
the proper place to make such provision. The 
2001 act—sections 1 and 2 of which the bill seeks 
to repeal—states clearly that provisions must be 
made within budget proposals with regard to the 
money that is raised by the graduate endowment. 
Amendment 2 is absolutely within the scope of the 
bill, and the bill is the proper place for the 
provision. The amendment would not have been 
selected for debate by the committee if it had been 
considered outside the scope of the bill. 

Members will know that the Education, Lifelong 
Learning and Culture Committee included in its 
report to the Finance Committee as part of the 
budget process considerations with regard to 
student support and, indeed, university funding. It 
is perhaps for Scottish National Party members of 
this committee to ask why those considerations 
were voted down by SNP members of the Finance 
Committee. No doubt that will be mentioned in the 
debate this afternoon. 

On holding the Government to account, we have 
heard from the Government commitments on 
student debt and increased support for students, 
but I am afraid that it is not sufficient to read the 
Official Report and take ministers at their word. 
We need the commitments to be reflected in the 
bill. 

I press amendment 2 on the basis that, without 
it, there will be no legislative guarantee that the 
sums that have been ring fenced for student 
support will continue. Accepting the amendment 
will send a strong signal to students that, even 
with the abolition of the graduate endowment, the 
funds that have been made available to support 
students while they are studying will be protected. 
That is a strong signal for the committee to send. I 
hope that amendment 2 will get members’ support. 

Rob Gibson: Convener, can I ask whether the 
amendment is in order? 

The Convener: It is in order. The decision is 
made at the discretion of the convener and I do 
not have to explain it, but I point out that I took 
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advice on all lodged amendments from the clerks, 
who advised me that amendments 1 and 2 were 
indeed competent. There was no question that 
they were outwith the scope of the bill. For your 
information, another amendment that was lodged 
was outwith the scope of the bill and it was ruled 
out of order. 

The question is, that amendment 2 be agreed to. 
Are we agreed? 

Members: No. 

The Convener: There will be a division. 
FOR 
McIntosh, Ken (Eastwood) (Lab) 
Mulligan, Mary (Linlithgow) (Lab) 
Purvis, Jeremy (Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale) (LD) 
Whitefield, Karen (Airdrie and Shotts) (Lab) 

AGAINST 
Campbell, Aileen (South of Scotland) (SNP) 
Gibson, Rob (Highlands and Islands) (SNP) 
McKelvie, Christina (Central Scotland) (SNP) 
Smith, Elizabeth (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con) 

The Convener: The result of the division is: For 
4, Against 4, Abstentions 0. 

The result is tied. I use my casting vote in 
support of amendment 2, which is therefore 
agreed to. 

Amendment 2 agreed to. 

Fiona Hyslop: May I say a word, convener? 
The committee has just accepted Jeremy Purvis’s 
amendment on your casting vote. I ask the 
committee and particularly Mr Purvis to reflect on 
the technical impact of the wording that has been 
used. I and my officials will be more than happy to 
engage with him on that. 

The Convener: We may well return to the issue 
at stage 3, if necessary. 

Sections 4 and 5 agreed to. 

Long title agreed to. 

The Convener: That ends stage 2 consideration 
of the bill. Thank you for your attendance today, 
cabinet secretary. 

10:34 
Meeting suspended. 
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Amendments to the Bill since the previous version are indicated by sidelining in the right 
margin. Wherever possible, provisions that were in the Bill as introduced retain the original 

numbering. 
 
 
 
 
 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) 
Bill 

[AS AMENDED AT STAGE 2] 
 
 
 
 
An Act of the Scottish Parliament to abolish the graduate endowment; and for connected 
purposes.  
 
 
 
1 Abolition of the graduate endowment 

(1) Sections 1 and 2 of the 2001 Act are repealed (and consequently the principal 
regulations are revoked). 5 

10 

15 

20 

(2) In schedule 3 to the Further and Higher Education (Scotland) Act 2005 (asp 6), 
paragraph 10 is repealed. 

 
2 Extinguishing of liabilities 

(1) This section applies to graduate endowment liability in relation to which the due date is 
1 April 2008 or after. 

(2) Any such graduate endowment liability is extinguished. 

(3) And any such graduate endowment liability (whether extinguished by this section or 
previously discharged) is to be regarded as having never existed. 

 
3 Saving of prior liabilities 

(1) This section applies to graduate endowment liability in relation to which the due date is 
before 1 April 2008. 

(2) To the extent required for the purposes of or in connection with any such graduate 
endowment liability— 

(a) section 1 of the 2001 Act, and  

(b) the principal regulations, 

continue to have the effect that they had immediately before the coming into force of 
this Act (despite the repeals made by section 1). 

 

SP Bill 2A (Revised) Session 3 (2008) 
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3A Reports on impact of Act 

(1) The Scottish Ministers must, within— 

(a) the period of one year beginning on the day this Act received Royal Assent, and 

(b) each of the four subsequent periods of one year, 

lay before the Scottish Parliament a report assessing the impact that section 1 of this Act 
has had in relation to widening access to higher education. 

5 

10 

15 

20 

25 

30 

35 

(2) Without prejudice to the generality of subsection (1), a report under that subsection must 
include such information on— 

(a) the proportion of Scottish domiciled entrants to higher education falling within 
subsection (3), and 

(b) the proportion of such entrants who complete their course of higher education, 

 as the Scottish Ministers consider necessary to enable a comparison to be made with the 
equivalent figures for entrants to higher education in each academic session since 2001-
02. 

(3) An entrant to higher education falls within this subsection if the entrant is from one of 
the 20 per cent lowest ranked areas in the Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation. 

 
3B Effect on student support 

(1) The Scottish Ministers are, in making budget proposals to the Scottish Parliament, to 
rectify any adverse effect, arising by virtue of the abolition by this Act of the graduate 
endowment, on the sums available for student support. 

(2) In this section, “student support” means the provision of allowances for living costs, and 
loans, under section 73(f)(i) of the Education (Scotland) Act 1980 (c. 44). 

 
4 Definitions 

(1) In this Act, “graduate endowment liability” is liability, existing by virtue of section 1 of 
the 2001 Act and the principal regulations, of a person to— 

(a) pay to the Scottish Ministers the amount of the graduate endowment, or 

(b) repay to the Scottish Ministers any loan (including interest) made by them under 
those provisions for the purposes of discharging the person’s liability to pay the 
graduate endowment. 

(2) In this Act— 

the “2001 Act” is the Education (Graduate Endowment and Student Support) 
(Scotland) Act 2001 (asp 6), 

the “principal regulations” are the Graduate Endowment (Scotland) Regulations 
2007 (S.S.I. 2007/155), 

“the graduate endowment” is to be construed in accordance with the 2001 Act, 

“due date” is to be construed in accordance with the principal regulations. 

 
5 Commencement and short title 

(1) This Act comes into force on the day after Royal Assent. 
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(2) The short title of this Act is the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Act 2008. 
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SP Bill 2A–EN 1 Session 3 (2007)

GRADUATE ENDOWMENT ABOLITION (SCOTLAND)
BILL

[AS AMENDED AT STAGE 2]

——————————

REVISED EXPLANATORY NOTES

CONTENTS

1. As required under Rule 9.7.8A of the Parliament’s Standing Orders, these revised 
Explanatory Notes are published to accompany the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) as 
amended at Stage 2.

INTRODUCTION

2. These Explanatory Notes have been prepared by the Scottish Government in order to 
assist the reader of the Bill and to help inform debate on it. They do not form part of the Bill and 
have not been endorsed by the Parliament.  

3. The Notes should be read in conjunction with the Bill.  They are not, and are not meant to 
be, a comprehensive description of the Bill.  So where a section, or a part of a section, does not 
seem to require any explanation or comment, none is given.

BACKGROUND

4. This Bill provides for the abolition of the fee known as the graduate endowment (“GE”) 
for students who successfully completed their course on 1 April 2007 or thereafter.

5. The GE was introduced by the Education (Graduate Endowment and Student Support) 
(Scotland) Act 2001 (“the 2001 Act”) and applied from 1 August 2001.  The GE is imposed by 
reference to the undertaking of a course of higher education at a publicly-funded institution.  The 
GE currently operates in accordance with the 2001 Act and regulations made under the 2001 
Act, the Graduate Endowment (Scotland) Regulations 2007 (S.S.I. 2007/155) (“the principal 
regulations”).  

6. The 2001 Act and the principal regulations operate so that liability to pay the GE arises 
when the student graduates or ceases to undertake the course having satisfied the academic 
requirements for the award of the degree (i.e. when the student becomes a “liable graduate”).  
But the obligation to actually pay the GE (i.e. settle the liability) does not crystallise until 1 April 

203



This document relates to the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill as amended at
 Stage 2 (SP Bill 2A)

2

following the last day of the last academic year of the course (that date being the “due date”).  
Thus, any student who successfully completes his or her course on or after 1 April in a particular 
year is under obligation to pay the GE on 1 April in the following year.  The amount payable is 
set at the beginning of the degree course and, for entrants in academic year 2006-07, the fee 
would be £2,289 at the time of successful completion of the course.  

THE BILL

7. The Bill provides for abolition of the GE by repealing the relevant sections of the 2001 
Act (and revoking the principal regulations), together with the express extinguishing of liabilities 
by reference to the due date of 1 April 2008 and savings for certain prior liabilities.

COMMENTARY ON SECTIONS

8. The Bill consists of 7 sections.

THE BILL – SECTION BY SECTION

Section 1: Abolition of the graduate endowment

9. Subsection (1) repeals sections 1 and 2 of the 2001 Act (and revokes the principal 
regulations).  No student will become a liable graduate after the coming into force of this section 
(as the repeals completely remove the graduate endowment for the future).  Sections 2 and 3 of 
the Bill make provision for students who have become liable graduates up to the coming into 
force of this section.

10. Subsection (2) makes a consequential repeal of paragraph 10 of schedule 3 to the Further 
and Higher Education (Scotland) Act 2005 (“the 2005 Act”), which made an amendment to 
section 1 of the 2001 Act in consequence of the 2005 Act.  That amendment is spent by virtue of 
the repeal of section 1 of the 2001 Act.

Section 2: Extinguishing of liabilities

11. Section 2 applies to those liable graduates whose due date is 1 April 2008 or after.  This 
means any liable graduate who successfully completed his or her course on or after 1 April 2007.  
Subsection (2) extinguishes the liability to pay the GE for this category of person.  

12. Subsection (3) provides that the GE liability is regarded as never having existed.  This 
primarily addresses the eventuality of the Bill not commencing (on the day after receiving Royal 
Assent) until after 1 April 2008.  On 1 April 2008 the liable graduates in this category will be 
under a legal obligation to make payment in discharge of their GE liability and any student who 
successfully completes his or her course between this date and the day the Bill comes into force 
will become a liable graduate (with a due date of 1 April 2009).  It also addresses any possibility 
that such liable graduates might seek to make payment ahead of those due dates.  For these 
circumstances, subsection (3) ensures that the extinguishing of the liability has effect from when 
the liability first arose.
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Section 3: Saving of prior liabilities 

13. Section 3 applies to those liable graduates whose due date is before 1 April 2008.  This 
means liable graduates whose due date was 1 April 2005, 2006 and 2007.  Subsection (2) means 
that section 1 of the 2001 Act and the principal regulations are kept in force for the purpose of 
on-going collection of the GE from this category of person (whose GE liability is not being 
extinguished by the Bill).

Section 3A: Reports on impact of Act

14. Section 3A requires Scottish Ministers to report annually to Parliament on the impact of 
the Bill on widening access to higher education. Subsections (2) and (3) require that the reports
include information on the proportion of entrants to higher education from the most deprived 
areas of Scotland and the proportion of such entrants who complete their course. This obligation 
will last for five years.

Section 3B: Effect on student support

15. Section 3B requires that Scottish Ministers, in making Budget proposals to Parliament, 
rectify any adverse affect on student support funding as a result of lost income from the GE fee. 
“Student support” is defined in subsection (2).

Section 4: Definitions

16. Section 4 defines terms used in the Bill.  In particular, subsection (1) specifies that GE 
liabilities include not only the original liability to pay the GE itself but also any superseding loan 
from the Scottish Ministers made under the principal regulations.

Section 5: Commencement and short title

17. Under section 5, the resulting Act is to come into force the day after Royal Assent.
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Marshalled List of Amendments selected for Stage 3 
 

The Bill will be considered in the following order— 
 

Sections 1 to 5 Long Title 
 

Amendments marked * are new (including manuscript amendments) or have been altered.  
 

Section 3B 

Jeremy Purvis 
 

1* In section 3B, page 2, line 19, leave out from <rectify> to end of line 20 and insert <ensure that 
any provision proposed for the purposes of student support is not adversely affected because of 
the abolition by this Act of the graduate endowment.> 

Jeremy Purvis 
 

2* In section 3B, page 2, line 21, after <section> insert— 

 <“budget proposals” means proposals, in relation to a Bill for a Budget Act, for 
the use of resources> 

SP Bill 2A-ML (Revised)  Session 3 (2008) 
 

1
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Groupings of Amendments for Stage 3 
 

This document provides procedural information which will assist in preparing for and 
following proceedings on the above Bill. In this case, the information provided consists 
solely of the list of groupings (that is, the order in which amendments will be debated). The 
text of amendments set out in the order in which they will be debated is not attached on this 
occasion as the debating order is the same as the order in which the amendments appear in 
the Marshalled List. 

 
 

Groupings of amendments 
 
Note: The time limit indicated is set out in the timetabling motion to be considered by the 
Parliament before the Stage 3 proceedings begin. If that motion is agreed to, debate on the 
groups above the line must (subject to rule 9.8.4A of Standing Orders) be concluded by the 
time indicated, although the amendments in those groups may still be moved formally and 
disposed of later in proceedings. 

Group 1: Effect on student support 
1, 2 
 

Debate to end no later than 20 minutes after proceedings begin 
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EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 
 

Vol. 1, No. 57 Session 3 
 

Meeting of the Parliament 
 

Thursday 28 February 2008  
 

Note: (DT) signifies a decision taken at Decision Time. 
 
Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill: David McLetchie, on behalf of the 
Parliamentary Bureau, moved S3M-1431—That the Parliament agrees that, during 
Stage 3 of the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill, debate on groups of 
amendments shall, subject to Rule 9.8.4A, be brought to a conclusion by the time 
limit indicated, that time limit being calculated from when the Stage begins and 
excluding any periods when other business is under consideration or when a 
meeting of the Parliament is suspended (other than a suspension following the first 
division in the Stage being called) or otherwise not in progress: 
 
Group 1:         20 minutes. 
 
The motion was agreed to. 
 
Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill - Stage 3: The Bill was considered 
at Stage 3. 
 
The following amendments were agreed to without division: 1 and 2. 
 
Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill - Stage 3: The Cabinet Secretary 
for Education and Lifelong Learning (Fiona Hyslop) moved S3M-1367—That the 
Parliament agrees that the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill be passed. 
Rhona Brankin moved amendment S3M-1367.1 to motion S3M-1367— 
 
insert at end— 

 “and, in so doing, notes that the Scottish Government is no longer pledged to 
abolish graduate loan debt and acknowledges also the inadequate increase in 
the Young Students’ Bursary and, as the Scottish Government has a 
responsibility to develop a system of student funding to provide sufficient 
financial support to students while they study, believes that an independent 
commission should be established on further and higher education in 
Scotland whose remit shall include consideration of structures and future 
funding of the sector and student support.” 
 

Murdo Fraser moved amendment S3M-1367.1.1 to amendment S3M-1367.1— 
 
insert at end— 

 “and whose remit and membership shall be agreed in partnership with the 
Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee and which shall be set 
up by the end of June 2008 and shall report to the Scottish Government and 
the Parliament by the end of 2009.” 
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Jeremy Purvis moved amendment S3M-1367.2 to motion S3M-1367— 
 
insert at end— 

 “and, in so doing, calls on the Scottish Ministers, when taking forward their 
consultation on student support later this year, to consider a number of wider 
options to improve financial support for students, including specific reference 
to the development of a new minimum income guarantee.” 
 

After debate, amendment 1367.1.1 was disagreed to ((DT) by division: For 63, 
Against 65, Abstentions 0). 
 
Amendment 1367.1 was disagreed to ((DT) by division: For 63, Against 65, 
Abstentions 0). 
 
Amendment 1367.2 was agreed to ((DT) by division: For 66, Against 16, Abstentions 
46). 
 
The motion was then agreed to ((DT) by division: For 67, Against 61, Abstentions 0). 
 
Accordingly, the Parliament resolved—That the Parliament agrees that the Graduate 
Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill be passed and, in so doing, calls on the Scottish 
Ministers, when taking forward their consultation on student support later this year, to 
consider a number of wider options to improve financial support for students, 
including specific reference to the development of a new minimum income 
guarantee. 
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Business Motion 

14:55 
The Presiding Officer (Alex Fergusson): The 

next item of business is consideration of business 
motion S3M-1431, in the name of Bruce Crawford, 
on behalf of the Parliamentary Bureau, setting out 
a timetable for stage 3 consideration of the 
Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill. 

I call on Bruce Crawford to move motion S3M-
1431—oh dear, he is not in the chamber. I ask the 
Cabinet Secretary for Education and Lifelong 
Learning to move the motion in lieu of Mr 
Crawford. [Interruption.] Sorry. It has been pointed 
out to me that a member of the Parliamentary 
Bureau must move the timetabling motion. I 
therefore ask Mr McLetchie whether he is willing to 
move it. 

David McLetchie (Edinburgh Pentlands) 
(Con): It is a rare honour. We are getting into 
practice for the future. 

I move,  
That the Parliament agrees that, during Stage 3 of the 

Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill, debate on 
groups of amendments shall, subject to Rule 9.8.4A, be 
brought to a conclusion by the time limit indicated, that time 
limit being calculated from when the Stage begins and 
excluding any periods when other business is under 
consideration or when a meeting of the Parliament is 
suspended (other than a suspension following the first 
division in the Stage being called) or otherwise not in 
progress: 

Group 1: 20 minutes. 

Motion agreed to. 

Graduate Endowment Abolition 
(Scotland) Bill: Stage 3 

14:57 
The Presiding Officer (Alex Fergusson): The 

next item of business is stage 3 proceedings on 
the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill. 
In dealing with amendments, members should 
have in front of them the reissued bill—SP Bill 2A 
(Revised); the reissued marshalled list—SP Bill 
2A-ML (Revised); and the groupings, which I have 
agreed. The division bell will sound and 
proceedings will be suspended for five minutes in 
the event of a division this afternoon, and the 
period of voting for that and for any other divisions 
will be 30 seconds. 

Section 3B—Effect on student support 
The Presiding Officer: There is one group with 

two amendments. Amendment 1, in the name of 
Jeremy Purvis, is grouped with amendment 2.  

Jeremy Purvis (Tweeddale, Ettrick and 
Lauderdale) (LD): I congratulate Mr McLetchie on 
perhaps the first formal act of the new coalition 
that is developing in the chamber—his moving a 
motion on behalf of Mr Crawford. 

The amendments in the group tidy up the 
amendments that were agreed during stage 2 
consideration of the bill. At stage 1, there was 
debate about whether an unintended 
consequence of the abolition of the graduate 
endowment would be the removal of a duty on 
ministers to provide specific support for students 
through bursaries and the servicing of student 
loans. The current statutory provision in the 
Education (Graduate Endowment and Student 
Support) (Scotland) Act 2001 that allows ministers 
to provide such support amended the provision in 
the Education (Scotland) Act 1980 and required 
ministers to make specific budgetary provisions for 
the use of the funds raised through the graduate 
endowment. 

Members know that the funds raised through the 
graduate endowment could not be used for 
anything other than student support and that 
specific reference to that effect had to be made in 
each budget bill. That provision would be 
abolished if the bill were passed later this 
afternoon, as the graduate endowment would no 
longer exist and so the funds would not be raised. 
Inadvertently, in passing the bill as it is currently 
drafted, we would ensure that there was no longer 
a specific requirement for ministers to indicate 
within the budget process what support they are 
providing specifically for the young student bursary 
scheme, which was previously funded through the 
graduate endowment. 
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The Government says that there will be no 
diminution in the funding that will be made 
available for the young student bursary scheme 
but, even with the best of intentions, the minister 
cannot bind her successors to that. The provision 
in the 2001 act that the bill will abolish states in 
statute that ministers are required to make funding 
available, and it is appropriate that that should 
continue to be reflected in statute.  

I am grateful for the support of the Scottish 
Government officials who advised me on the 
wording of my amendments. Amendment 2 
concerns the budget proposals that would require 
to be outlined so that funding for student support is 
not adversely affected when we pass the new 
measures this afternoon. I hope that my 
amendments will receive cross-party support. 

I move amendment 1. 

15:00 
Aileen Campbell (South of Scotland) (SNP): I 

am glad to be participating in today‟s stage 3 
debate, which will finally kick tuition fees into the 
bucket where they belong. I thank the students 
from the University of Edinburgh, who mobilised 
their peers to protest today. 

Jeremy Purvis seeks to amend the bill to 
guarantee that student support will not be 
adversely affected by the abolition of the graduate 
endowment. I accept that he is trying to be 
constructive and make the bill more acceptable to 
a party that introduced the graduate endowment, 
and although the amendments are not entirely 
necessary, I am sure that the cabinet secretary will 
agree that there is no difficulty in agreeing to them. 

The abolition of the graduation endowment will 
improve student support, remove the worrying 
burden of additional debt from current students 
and give them stability and confidence when 
planning their future. However, until we can be 
sure that Labour and the Tories will concede that 
they are wrong in their opposition to the aim of the 
Scottish National Party Government to make 
higher education in Scotland free once again—and 
there was a hint of a breakthrough in Annabel 
Goldie‟s comments at First Minister‟s question 
time—I guess that it will be down to the SNP, the 
Greens and the Liberal Democrats to speak up for 
Scotland‟s students. 

The Tories have flip-flopped all over— 

Murdo Fraser (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con): 
On a point of order, Presiding Officer. 

The Presiding Officer: I am about to anticipate 
it. Miss Campbell, I would be grateful if you could 
address the amendment that we are meant to be 
discussing. 

Aileen Campbell: I have addressed the 
amendment; I am explaining why I think that the 
abolition of the graduate endowment is— 

The Presiding Officer: I do not think that that is 
appropriate under the discussion of amendments, 
Miss Campbell. If you would confine your remarks 
to the amendments, I would be grateful. 

Aileen Campbell: Today‟s abolition of the 
graduate endowment, including the amendments, 
will stop students being penalised financially and 
affected by the hardship that the endowment 
causes. The Government should be applauded for 
tackling student financial hardship and for making 
Scottish education free once again— 

Members: Oh, come on! 

The Presiding Officer: Miss Campbell, I am 
afraid that you are not referring to the amendment. 

Aileen Campbell: Today‟s bill is not an end in 
itself but a start— 

The Presiding Officer: I am sorry but I am 
moving on to the next speaker. 

Richard Baker (North East Scotland) (Lab): 
That justifies our arguments, which will follow this 
afternoon. 

We supported Jeremy Purvis‟s amendments at 
stage 2, so we have no objection to the 
amendments that he seeks to make today. The 
matter is technical and in no way changes the 
effect of the bill. It certainly does not represent any 
kind of victory on student funding. However, it will 
be helpful to have the clarity that a legislative 
requirement on the provision of student support 
that might otherwise have been affected by the 
new act will give. Therefore, we have no objection 
to amendment 1. 

The Presiding Officer: I call Christina 
McKelvie. [Interruption.] Her name seems to have 
been withdrawn. I call Murdo Fraser. 

Murdo Fraser: As Richard Baker pointed out, 
the wording of amendments 1 and 2 would replace 
wording that Mr Purvis inserted at stage 2. The 
amendments would not change the bill‟s 
substance or policy intent. On that basis, the 
Conservatives are happy to support Mr Purvis‟s 
amendments, although if Mr Purvis has ministerial 
ambitions, he should improve his drafting 
technique. 

The Cabinet Secretary for Education and 
Lifelong Learning (Fiona Hyslop): To put 
amendment 1 in context, two thirds of students 
cannot afford to repay the graduate endowment 
fee in cash, so they add it to their student loans, 
and one third of it is lost in administration charges. 
It is not an efficient generator of income for 
student support. 
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The terms of the original act meant that any 
income was uncertain because it came in via 
student loan repayments, had to be applied in-
year, and could not be baselined. This 
Government—and, indeed, the previous 
Administration—did not rely on income from the 
graduate endowment to finance support for 
students, and the current budget for student 
support runs at more than £500 million. 

When the amendment to introduce new section 
3B was first lodged at stage 2, I resisted its 
inclusion for two reasons. First, it was redundant, 
given that there could be no adverse effect on the 
student support budget and because of the actions 
that we have taken since, in the budget and 
spending review. Secondly, I thought that 
technically Mr Purvis‟s amendments were not 
expressed in terms that represented accurately 
the way in which budget proposals are made. 

Throughout the process, I have given clear 
assurances that the student support budget will 
not be adversely affected by the bill. That is clearly 
stated in the policy and financial memoranda, and 
I repeated the point on the record in the chamber 
and in committee during stages 1 and 2. The key 
point is that, due to the overly complicated system 
that was set up to account for the graduate 
endowment fee, income was never used directly 
for core student support. Instead, it was used to 
free up resources to fund other in-year pressures, 
such as language courses for non-English 
speakers, that we have now taken steps to 
mainstream. Through the Budget (Scotland) Bill, 
which the Parliament passed, we have been able 
to baseline those additional pressures, while 
increasing the amount of support that will go to 
students. 

Over the next three years, we will invest an 
additional £119 million in student support, to allow 
the abolition of the graduate endowment fee and 
the introduction of new support, in the form of a 
grant for part-time students to replace loans. In 
2010-11, £30 million will be invested in improving 
support for students. Later this year, we will 
consult students and other interested parties on 
the best way in which to invest that money. 

I am happy to support the amendments, even 
though they take a posture on student funding. 
There is no shortfall or adverse effect to address. 
However, the amendments provide for post-
budget approval of the actions that the 
Government has already taken to increase student 
support by providing £119 million over three years 
for that purpose. I am willing to take a generous 
view of the matter today, if it means that we can 
reach a consensus on removing this inefficient and 
unfair tax. I am satisfied that redrafting the 
amendments has improved them. If my supporting 
them will allow us to provide a final assurance that 

the bill will have no adverse effect on student 
support budgets, I am content to do so. 

Jeremy Purvis: I am grateful to the Government 
for acknowledging that students need to be given 
a final assurance that the bill will have no 
unintended or intended adverse effects on student 
support. I will leave ministerial ambitions to my 
colleagues on the Conservative benches. 

Amendment 1 agreed to. 

Amendment 2 moved—[Jeremy Purvis]—and 
agreed to. 

The Presiding Officer: That ends the 
consideration of amendments. 
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Graduate Endowment Abolition 
(Scotland) Bill 

The Presiding Officer (Alex Fergusson): The 
next item of business is a debate on motion S3M-
1367, in the name of Fiona Hyslop, on the 
Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill.  

15:08 
The Cabinet Secretary for Education and 

Lifelong Learning (Fiona Hyslop): With this bill, 
we are finally abolishing tuition fees. The Scottish 
National Party Government has promised to do so 
before and today we can deliver that commitment. 
The graduate endowment fee was a sleight of 
hand that replaced up-front fees with a back-end 
charge on graduation—a new burden for our 
students as they leave university to enter the world 
of work. Today the chamber has the opportunity to 
get it right for our young graduates by scrapping 
that unfair fee and removing the financial hurdle 
that they face when they leave university. 

Access to education should be based on the 
ability to learn and not on the ability to pay. Today 
the SNP Government is providing the Parliament 
with the opportunity to restore free education in 
Scotland. 

Jeremy Purvis (Tweeddale, Ettrick and 
Lauderdale) (LD): In supporting the abolition of 
the graduate endowment fee, will the cabinet 
secretary acknowledge that more students in 
Scotland will continue to pay tuition fees than will 
not, because part-time students, of whom there 
are more than there are full-time higher education 
degree students, will still pay part-time tuition 
fees? 

Fiona Hyslop: I note the point that the member 
makes and welcome the Scottish Liberal 
Democrats‟ support for the abolition of the 
graduate endowment fee. I hope that the member 
welcomes the fact that the Government has 
already moved to tackle the unfair system that 
requires part-time students to take out loans to 
pay fees. Our introduction of a grant to help part-
time students addresses precisely the issue that 
he raises. 

Abolishing the graduate endowment fee will 
immediately save 50,000 young people almost 
£2,300 each. The young people who will benefit 
include those who graduated last year; those who 
will graduate this year; other students who are 
currently at university; and all future generations of 
graduates. 

The bill will send a clear message to students 
and graduates that the Scottish Parliament values 
the contribution that they make to society and will 

do all that it can to support them at one of the 
most crucial stages of their lives. 

Rhona Brankin (Midlothian) (Lab): Will the 
minister abolish student debt? 

Fiona Hyslop: We have to tackle student debt. 
Abolition of the graduate endowment fee will 
tackle 20 per cent of that graduate debt. If Labour 
members are concerned to abolish graduate debt, 
they should support us in abolishing the graduate 
endowment debt. 

I am delighted to open this stage 3 debate on 
the bill. I take this opportunity to record my 
appreciation for all the hard work of officials, the 
parliamentary authorities and the members of the 
Finance Committee and the Education, Lifelong 
Learning and Culture Committee. Both those 
committees considered the bill and its implications. 

In the wide-ranging discussion that took place 
throughout that process, I was pleased that the bill 
received such broad support from students, 
universities and many others who are involved in 
the higher education sector. With that 
overwhelming support, the SNP Government is 
assured that abolishing this unfair and inefficient 
fee is the right thing to do. 

As the debate has progressed, I have heard no 
substantial argument for keeping the graduate 
endowment fee. Indeed, from the amendments 
that have been lodged, it is clear that Labour and 
the Conservatives are falling over themselves to 
find an excuse to vote for this popular bill. 

During the budget process, Labour members of 
the Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture 
Committee unsuccessfully sought to amend the 
budget to divert funds from the abolition of the 
graduate endowment fee to provide additional 
funding for universities. They clearly did not 
understand that by keeping the fee and their 
original legislation, the Parliament would be locked 
into retaining that income for student support as 
the money could not be diverted into general 
university funding. 

Richard Baker (North East Scotland) (Lab): 
Will the cabinet secretary take an intervention? 

Fiona Hyslop: No, thank you. 

There are many myths about the Education 
(Graduate Endowment and Student Support) 
(Scotland) Act 2001. It was meant to widen 
access; it did not. It was to provide income for 
universities; legally, it could not. It was to provide a 
regular, dependable income stream for student 
support; it never did. The issue of university 
funding is important, but the act that Labour and 
the Liberal Democrats introduced was not about 
university funding then and its abolition is not 
about university funding now. 
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Elizabeth Smith (Mid Scotland and Fife) 
(Con): Will the cabinet secretary present us this 
afternoon with evidence that the abolition of the 
graduate endowment fee will increase access? 

Fiona Hyslop: If the member is prepared to 
listen, she will find that the evidence will be 
presented as the debate develops. Indeed, the 
evidence was presented at stage 1 and stage 2. 

The graduate endowment fee was a political 
compromise that suited no one. It bears repeating 
that more than two thirds of students cannot afford 
to pay the graduate endowment fee in cash so 
they are forced to add it on to their student loan. 
Furthermore, around one third of that loan income 
is lost because it is paid out in administration and 
other associated charges due to the inefficiencies 
of the student loan system. If a charity lost one 
third of its income to administration charges, there 
would be a public outcry. On the graduate 
endowment fee, there is a public outcry and it is 
being led by the SNP Government. 

We are investing in the future not only of our 
students but of our universities. An additional £263 
million will be invested in our universities between 
now and 2010-11. That will increase our overall 
investment during the next spending review period 
to a massive £3.24 billion. Investment in 
universities represents 3.77 per cent of 
departmental expenditure allocated by the 
Government. The equivalent figure over the 
previous spending review period was 3.75 per 
cent. That represents an increase under the SNP 
Government. 

On top of that, since coming to power, the 
Government has provided universities with an 
additional cash injection of £50 million for use in 
improving their estates. Having said that I would 
explore the possibility of providing extra funding 
beyond that, I recently announced a further 
funding package of £10 million. The effects of both 
those allocations will be felt not just this year but 
over many years to come. 

To raise income for our universities, we need to 
use innovative and sustainable solutions that 
make the most effective use of all the available 
resources without adding to the burden on 
students or the universities that they attend. I am 
exploring a number of the issues around that with 
Universities Scotland, as part of our joint future 
thinking task force on universities, which is 
engaged in short, sharp, focused, radical thinking, 
not in kicking issues into the long grass. The task 
force will report to the further and higher education 
round table, where staff and student 
representatives and principals are equal partners. 

Murdo Fraser (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con): 
Is the cabinet secretary aware of the University 
and College Union Scotland‟s comments on her 
joint future thinking task force? It said: 

“If the new Scottish government is genuinely interested in 
a new approach to Scottish higher education, what is 
needed is something closer to a Robbins report rather than 
this narrow review.” 

How does she respond to that criticism? 

Fiona Hyslop: Our aim is not to kick the issue 
into the long grass. Such a review would be too 
late to influence the next spending review. At the 
FE/HE round table to which the task force will 
report, unions represent staff and students as 
equal partners. 

Let me trade quotations. Murdo Fraser might not 
be aware that David Caldwell of Universities 
Scotland has today summed up well the work that 
is being done in the task force. He said: 

“We appreciate that those calling for an independent 
review are doing so with the best of intentions. However the 
universities think that the most promising way forward at 
the present time is through the Joint Future Thinking 
Taskforce on Universities which has enabled constructive 
and positive engagement with the Scottish Government.” 

The president of the National Union of Students 
Scotland, James Alexander—who I believe is in 
the public gallery—is also against the review of 
higher education that is proposed by Labour and 
supported by the Conservatives, as it would create 
the lethal cocktail of a simultaneous review of 
student support and university funding, which in 
England resulted in top-up fees. 

Alongside the new partnership that we are 
forging with universities, we have been able to 
deliver new money for Scotland‟s students. As well 
as finding the funds to allow us to abolish the 
graduate endowment fee, we have pledged to 
invest an additional £30 million in student support 
in 2010-11. We intend to consult later this year on 
how to use that extra money to best effect. I 
assure members that our decision will see record 
amounts being invested in student support. In fact, 
our total package amounts to £119 million over the 
next three years. 

Through the actions of this Government, 
students in Scotland will experience something 
that, in years gone by, was available to many of 
the graduates on the Opposition benches, many of 
whom might, later today, vote to deny students the 
key benefit that they enjoyed—free university 
education. 

As we debate the future of the graduate 
endowment fee, it is important for me to address 
some of the issues that emerged during stages 1 
and 2 of the bill‟s consideration so that all 
members are clear about what we are trying to 
achieve. 

I acknowledge that, in itself, abolition of the 
graduate endowment fee will not widen access to 
higher education overnight. The evidence clearly 
shows that a number of deep-seated factors need 
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to be addressed if we are to widen access to 
higher education. Debt, and the fear of debt, is 
one of many such factors. Debt, and the fear of 
debt, is a barrier, particularly to people from lower-
income backgrounds. By removing a significant 
proportion of the debt that is incurred at university, 
we will remove part of that barrier, thereby aiding 
wider access. 

Our measure will help students from low-income 
backgrounds. The graduate endowment fee is not 
means tested, as some people believe and as 
members such as Rhona Brankin have suggested. 
As a front-bench spokesperson and a member of 
the party that was responsible for introducing the 
graduate endowment fee in the first place, she 
should have known better. 

Rhona Brankin: Will the minister give way? 

Fiona Hyslop: In a moment. 

The Presiding Officer: You are in your final 
minute. 

Fiona Hyslop: Under the Education (Graduate 
Endowment and Student Support) (Scotland) Act 
2001, which I hope will be swept from the statute 
book today, students were burdened with £2,300 
of state-sponsored graduate debt. We will lift that 
burden, as part of the social democratic contract 
that this Government has made with the people of 
Scotland. Let us release our students from the 
burden of graduate endowment debt, let us 
remove a financial barrier to learning and let us 
restore Scotland to its proud place as the home of 
free education. We consider the abolition of the 
graduate endowment fee to be a down payment 
on our plans to tackle student debt. For those 
students who are affected, it will make a real 
difference as they leave university. 

I move, 
That the Parliament agrees that the Graduate 

Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill be passed.  

15:19 
Rhona Brankin (Midlothian) (Lab): In February 

2007, Alex Salmond made a podcast to students, 
during which he said: 

“the SNP‟s plan is to dump the debt.” 

I am sure that he thought that he was being very 
clever in communicating by podcast. Well, Mr 
Salmond, students are very clever, but it is not 
necessary to have a PhD to know who has really 
been dumped. The students in the public gallery 
know that there was not a single penny in the SNP 
budget for writing off student debt. That is yet 
another broken promise from the SNP. 

Today, the Cabinet Secretary for Education and 
Lifelong Learning, who has presided over the 
worst financial settlement for universities since 

devolution, told the chamber that the SNP cares 
about students and universities. 

Alex Neil (Central Scotland) (SNP): Will the 
member take an intervention? 

Rhona Brankin: No, thank you. 

The SNP claims that abolishing the graduate 
endowment will improve access to higher 
education and tackle student hardship, but those 
claims are not accurate. The cabinet secretary 
failed miserably to produce persuasive evidence to 
support her claim. As Universities Scotland has 
recognised, Scotland‟s record in bringing into 
university education students from under-
represented areas is 50 per cent higher than is the 
case in the rest of the United Kingdom.  

The age participation index shows that overall 
participation rates have risen since 2001. In an 
answer to a parliamentary question, the cabinet 
secretary acknowledged that the number of 
students entering higher education from the 20 per 
cent most deprived areas is, in fact, rising. We in 
the Labour Party want the number to rise yet 
further. 

We do not share the Government‟s simplistic 
view that abolition of the graduate endowment will 
automatically increase access to higher education. 
Indeed, the Scottish Further and Higher Education 
Funding Council told the Education, Lifelong 
Learning and Culture Committee that it was not 
aware of any clear evidence that the graduate 
endowment is of itself a barrier to access. There is 
no evidence to suggest that the endowment 
militates against increased access. Indeed, only 
half of all students pay the endowment, and only 
when they have graduated. The abolition of the 
endowment will not tackle the problems of access 
and student poverty. Students from poorer 
backgrounds do not pay it. They also have access 
to student bursaries during their period of study. 

Fiona Hyslop: Will the member give way?  

Rhona Brankin: Later on. 
Labour believes that the SNP should do more to 

support students from poorer backgrounds when 
they are at university. Student support in Scotland 
is already falling way behind. It has fallen behind 
support in England as a result of the totally 
inadequate increase in the young students 
bursary. 

The SNP Government has broken its promise to 
university principals that abolishing the graduate 
endowment would not impact on university 
funding. Is it simply a coincidence that, at the 
same time that the Government is seeking to 
abolish the graduate endowment, it has also 
produced a cut in university funding? In evidence 
to the committee, Universities Scotland said that it 
could not separate the two issues of student 
support and university funding. 
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Fiona Hyslop: It is important that the chamber 
is informed by members who understand not only 
the current legislation, but that which is proposed. 
It is clear that the existing legislation does not 
provide opportunities for investment in universities. 
It is also clear that the existing graduate 
endowment fee is not means tested. In terms of 
participation, does the member acknowledge that, 
whereas in 2000-01 51 per cent of people went to 
university, the figure is now down to 47 per cent? 
It is important that members debate the issues 
from a position of knowledge, information and 
understanding. Does she agree? 

Rhona Brankin: The cabinet secretary is fond 
of quoting Universities Scotland. Let me tell her 
what David Caldwell said on the matter. He said 
that, if student support comes out of the Scottish 
block, funding  
“will not be available for other purposes.”—[Official Report, 
Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee, 28 
November 2007; c 407.] 

There we are. That is what Universities Scotland 
said. He could not have been clearer than that. 

Fiona Hyslop: What about the figures? 

Rhona Brankin: The cabinet secretary wants 
me to quote the figures. Last year, a record 74,500 
students graduated from Scottish universities. 

In its budget, the SNP has shown that exactly 
what was predicted has happened. The 
universities have the worst settlement since 
devolution. Universities such as the University of 
St Andrews are planning cuts in staffing. Sir Alan 
Langlands, the principal of the University of 
Dundee, had the courage of his convictions when 
he spoke out about the poor settlement there. 

When I talk to university principals, they tell me 
about their grave concerns for their universities. 
They tell me that they worry that whole 
departments could go south or abroad if we lose 
our international competitiveness. Indeed, 
university principals in Ireland are calling for a 
return to fees, given that abolition failed 
completely to improve access to university 
education. 

Alasdair Allan (Western Isles) (SNP): Will the 
member give way?  

Rhona Brankin: No, thank you. 

The SNP has presided over a complete mess in 
terms of universities and student funding. Indeed, 
the Liberal Democrats continue to be in a 
complete mess on all the issues. What has the 
SNP Government done about the outcry that 
followed its appalling budget settlement? It has 
provided a measly £10 million in additional funding 
to universities that will leave them £10 million short 
in meeting pay agreements alone. It has set up a 

working party with no representation from either 
students or university staff and announced at the 
first meeting that the working party could discuss 
only what the Government wanted it to discuss. 

Labour believes that it is time to establish an 
independent commission on further and higher 
education in Scotland, whose remit should include 
consideration of structures, future funding of the 
sector and—what is important—student support. It 
is eight years since the Cubie committee reported 
and Andrew Cubie fervently supports the 
establishment of an independent commission, as 
do students and many university staff. 

To be frank, Scottish universities have just 
received an appalling settlement that has met 
universal criticism from universities, students and 
Opposition politicians. Labour members 
passionately believe in the importance of world-
class universities to the Scottish economy, to 
Scottish students and to the wellbeing of 
everybody in Scotland. 

Mike Rumbles (West Aberdeenshire and 
Kincardine) (LD): Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Rhona Brankin: No, thank you. 

That belief is why the previous Government put 
record funding into our universities. The Labour 
Party believes in social justice. We want to create 
opportunities for students from less well-off 
backgrounds and for those who come from 
communities, such as mine in Midlothian, that 
have little tradition of going to university. 

The time is right to set a long-term direction for 
our universities and to support students. I urge 
members to support the amendment in my name. 
Labour will also support the Conservative 
amendment. In the spirit of co-operation and from 
a desire to go forward jointly to deliver a vibrant 
and world-class education sector, if those 
amendments are agreed to, Labour will support 
the bill. 

I move amendment S3M-1367.1, to insert at 
end: 

“and, in so doing, notes that the Scottish Government is 
no longer pledged to abolish graduate loan debt and 
acknowledges also the inadequate increase in the Young 
Students‟ Bursary and, as the Scottish Government has a 
responsibility to develop a system of student funding to 
provide sufficient financial support to students while they 
study, believes that an independent commission should be 
established on further and higher education in Scotland 
whose remit shall include consideration of structures and 
future funding of the sector and student support.” 

15:26 
Murdo Fraser (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con): 

In the stage 1 debate, I set out the Scottish 
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Conservatives‟ concerns about the bill. I made it 
clear that the Scottish Conservatives opposed the 
introduction of the graduate endowment, which I 
gently remind Jeremy Purvis and his colleagues 
that the Liberal Democrats—and, of course, 
Labour—introduced while in government. 
However, abolition of the graduate endowment will 
take £17 million per year out of the Scottish 
Government‟s budget. Our concern was and 
remains that that has indirectly resulted in a poor 
financial settlement for Scottish universities. 

It is well known, as Rhona Brankin said, that our 
universities face a real-terms cut in funding for the 
next financial year. We already know of 
widespread concerns that our universities are 
falling behind their counterparts south of the 
border, which have the benefit of the additional 
income from top-up tuition fees of £3,000 per year. 
As we also know, in 2009, the cap on those fees 
might be lifted. 

Alex Neil: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Murdo Fraser: Let me make a point—I might 
give way in a moment. 

We in the Conservative party are immensely 
proud of our Scottish universities and of their 
contribution to Scotland‟s standards of education 
and economy. The Conservatives in government 
substantially expanded student numbers at 
universities in Scotland and created many more 
institutions. We should all be concerned if our 
universities‟ future competitive position is under 
threat. 

In our manifesto for the election last May, we 
called for a wide-ranging independent review of 
Scottish higher and further education. That review 
would consider not simply funding, but the 
purpose of higher and further education, the 
number of institutions, the proportion of young 
people who attend institutions as students and 
proper student support. I am pleased that our call 
for such an independent review has been echoed 
elsewhere and that the Labour Party has reached 
a similar conclusion to us. I have seen support for 
an independent review from the likes of Dr Andrew 
Cubie and Dr Brian Lang, who is the principal of 
the University of St Andrews; from student 
representatives, including the Coalition of Higher 
Education Students in Scotland; and from the 
University and College Union, which represents 
lecturers. 

Margo MacDonald (Lothians) (Ind): Will the 
member give way? 

Mike Rumbles: Will the member take an 
intervention on that point? 

Murdo Fraser: I will happily give way to Mr 
Rumbles, who voted to introduce the graduate 
endowment. 

Mike Rumbles: Do Murdo Fraser and the 
Conservatives find it somewhat ironic that they are 
using arguments from trade unions and the Labour 
Party to oppose a major tax cut for our students? 

Murdo Fraser: What is ironic is the position of 
the Liberal Democrats, who claim at every turn to 
be concerned about the future funding of our 
universities but who are prepared to vote for a 
measure that will take £17 million a year out of the 
Scottish Government‟s budget. That is irony. 

I will make progress. 

Alex Neil: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Murdo Fraser: Not at the moment, Mr Neil. 

The SNP Government has established its future 
thinking task force on higher education, but it does 
not go far enough. For a start, it is internal to the 
Government and is therefore unlikely to ask the 
hard questions that we need to ask, never mind 
come up with the answers. Further, apart from 
Government, only university principals are 
represented on the body. There is no room to hear 
the voices of students, lecturers or wider interests 
such as those of the business community. It is no 
surprise that Universities Scotland, which 
represents university principals, has welcomed the 
future thinking task force, but from a wider 
perspective it is far too narrow in its focus.  

The Conservatives are calling for an 
independent review to be established because we 
believe that it is time for a proper look at the future 
of further and higher education in Scotland, and in 
particular at threats to its future competitive 
position. 

Margo MacDonald: If the member believes that 
it is time to look at the future, the structure—
presumably—and the funding of higher and further 
education, does that include redrawing the 
demarcation line between the two and reassessing 
whether the competitiveness of the universities is 
needed as much as it was? 

Murdo Fraser: That is a fair point from Margo 
MacDonald. There are real issues regarding the 
relationship between further and higher education 
in Scotland. A lot of higher education is delivered 
within the setting of FE colleges, which is exactly 
the sort of issue that could be considered by a 
review.  

As I have set out, our concern about the 
graduate endowment is about taking money out of 
the higher education budget. However, if 
Parliament can agree today to establish an 
independent review, that objection would be 
largely removed and we would be happy to vote 
for the abolition of the graduate endowment. 

Fiona Hyslop: Will the member give way? 
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Murdo Fraser: I am sorry—I am out of time. 

It would be a tremendous way forward if 
Parliament could speak with one voice on the 
issue and agree to abolish the graduate 
endowment, while at the same time agreeing to 
establish an independent review of the sector. I 
am happy to support the Labour amendment. It 
largely reflects our position, which our amendment 
fleshes out in more detail. 

We have still not heard one word from the SNP 
on fulfilling its manifesto pledge to write off student 
debt. In the run-up to the election, there was no 
doubt where the SNP stood on the issue. It would 
replace student loans with student grants and 
write off outstanding debts. We are coming up to 
the first anniversary of the election and there are 
still no detailed costings for the proposal, no 
proposed legislation and not even a consultation. 
It is perfectly clear that this is a manifesto pledge 
that the SNP has no intention of fulfilling. It is yet 
another broken promise from the SNP, and a 
betrayal of Scotland‟s students. We must have an 
independent review.  

I move amendment S3M-1367.1.1, to insert at 
end:  

“and whose remit and membership shall be agreed in 
partnership with the Education, Lifelong Learning and 
Culture Committee and which shall be set up by the end of 
June 2008 and shall report to the Scottish Government and 
the Parliament by the end of 2009.” 

15:33 
Jeremy Purvis (Tweeddale, Ettrick and 

Lauderdale) (LD): Regrettably, it is still the case 
that, as a proportion of the population, fewer 
young people who go to our universities are from 
poorer backgrounds than are from wealthier ones. 
For some families and communities, that is deeply 
ingrained. For others, finance is the key 
consideration. Even considering the best 
intentions behind the establishment of the 
graduate endowment in 2001, as part of an overall 
package Liberal Democrats support a different 
path for student funding in future.  

Interesting evidence in the Education, Lifelong 
Learning and Culture Committee‟s consideration 
of the bill revealed that many students from a 
poorer background have a greater fear of being 
unable to afford to study while studying than of 
post-graduation debt. That is why Liberal 
Democrats are pressing to uplift both the bursary 
support and the borrowing limit to establish a 
package of funding to what the National Union of 
Students has established is a baseline of about 
£7,000 in an academic year—a minimum income 
guarantee to allow students to afford to live. It 
would mean that we would provide a student with 
more support in one year than they would gain 
from the abolition of the graduate endowment.  

Richard Baker: Does the point that Mr Purvis 
makes not reinforce the fact that it is more 
important to provide additional funding to students 
while they study than to abolish the graduate 
endowment? 

Jeremy Purvis: If that is the case, Mr Baker 
must deeply regret moves on his and his 
colleagues‟ part to use part of the funding, if the 
graduate endowment is retained, to fund 
institutions. 

Rhona Brankin: That is rubbish.  
Jeremy Purvis: Rhona Brankin says that that is 

rubbish. She will regret that comment when I 
quote it back to her in a moment.  

The graduate endowment was put in place as 
part of a fundamental package that has had a 
radical impact on the reduction of debt in Scotland. 
Today we are asked by the Conservatives and 
Labour to support an independent review. Why? 
Our university sector in Scotland is incredibly 
strong and internationally renowned. We are far 
from complacent, however; Liberal Democrats 
have argued consistently, both in the 2007 
election and since, that the Universities Scotland 
funding bid is sound and should be met in full. 
That would mean that there would be no 
requirement for the type of review that the Labour 
Party and the Conservatives want. 

Fiona Hyslop: I appreciate the member‟s 
comments, but the idea that the Liberal Democrats 
could fund in full the universities settlement by 
mutualising Scottish Water, which would not be 
realised during the current spending review, 
makes that analysis somewhat remote. 

Jeremy Purvis: I say to the cabinet secretary 
that that is a regrettable and irrelevant position on 
the argument in our manifesto, which was that 
choices would be made in an overall budget. The 
point is that we accepted the Universities Scotland 
bid as a coherent approach to the future of 
universities, not just with regard to public sector 
funding, but because they would use the bid to 
lever in over £160 million a year from other 
funding sources—and not from student sources. 

This is the point at which we ask the 
Conservatives, in particular, whether, hand on 
heart, they really are opposed to students 
contributing to their tuition costs in Scotland or 
whether they are hoping that an independent 
commission will propose that and provide them 
with political cover. They must be very clear about 
their position. 

Murdo Fraser: Will Mr Purvis give way? 

Jeremy Purvis: I would normally, but I am 
afraid that there are time restrictions. 

During the consideration of the bill and, more 
specifically, the budget process, the Labour and 
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Conservative parties argued strongly that part of 
the funds raised from the graduate endowment 
should be used to fund universities directly. Rhona 
Brankin said that that was rubbish. Paragraph 58 
of the Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture 
Committee‟s report on the budget, agreed to on 
the casting vote of the Labour convener, stated: 

“If the Parliament should vote to retain the graduate 
endowment, the Committee submits that the £17 million 
sum which would have been spent on its abolition should 
be reallocated to the budgets for higher education revenue 
funding and the provision of more Young Students‟ 
Bursaries.” 

I voted against that paragraph, but it was agreed 
to by Labour and the Conservatives. Given that 
the funds raised through the endowment already 
fund the young students bursaries, I am not sure 
how they propose to spend the money twice, but 
Labour and the Conservatives actually wanted the 
law to be changed to allow the funds raised to go 
directly to universities. 

Rhona Brankin: Will the member give way? 

Jeremy Purvis: No, I would normally, but I do 
not have time. 

Imaginative as it is to try and spend the same 
money three times over, it was a clear illustration 
of their policy now that they believe that graduates 
should pay a charge for funding the university 
institutions separately from their contributions on 
income tax. That is quite clearly a graduate poll 
tax. 

Our amendment would make a considerable 
improvement to the current situation, which is 
already radically better than when this Parliament 
was established. 

At stage 1, I said that since the legislation to 
abolish tuition fees came into force, 200,000 
Scottish students entering Scottish institutions 
have not paid the English-style tuition fees. I offer 
one example. For a medical degree in England, 
the graduate tuition debt alone now stands at 
£45,000. In Scotland, the figure is zero for an 
eligible graduate. Liberal Democrats have a strong 
record on alleviating graduate debt. We wish to go 
further and work with students. A minimum student 
income guarantee would have the beneficial effect 
of encouraging people from poorer backgrounds to 
apply to university and it would quadruple the 
impact of the Graduate Endowment Abolition 
(Scotland) Bill. I hope that the measure gains 
overall support in Parliament today. 

I move amendment S3M-1367.2, to insert at 
end: 

“and, in so doing, calls on the Scottish Ministers, when 
taking forward their consultation on student support later 
this year, to consider a number of wider options to improve 
financial support for students, including specific reference 
to the development of a new minimum income guarantee.” 

15:39 
Keith Brown (Ochil) (SNP): Students today 

leave university with an average debt of around 
£11,000. We should be clear about that at the 
outset. With the stroke of a pen—or at least the 
push of a button—we can reduce that figure by 
around 20 per cent, or perhaps even more. 

Partisan comments have already been made in 
the debate and there might be more before its 
end, perhaps including one or two from me. 
However, all members should be clear that we 
face a simple choice. Why is that choice 
important? As the cabinet secretary outlined, the 
fear of debt puts off potential students and it is 
precisely those young people whom we should be 
attracting if our universities are to be fair and be 
seen to be fair. 

Before I move on, I point out to members that 
students from the University of Stirling, in my 
constituency, are in the public gallery today. I 
commend the students for their action to save their 
campus post office, which is set for closure by the 
Westminster Government. Facilities, as well as 
access, are important. 

Just a fortnight ago, the Sutton Trust educational 
charity published a report on the English model, 
which I understand Labour proposes as a model 
for Scotland. In theory, there is higher up-front 
support, with much higher levels of debt 
afterwards. When I say much higher levels, I am 
talking about debts of £20,000 or £30,000 as 
standard—Jeremy Purvis mentioned debts of 
£45,000. However, it is flawed logic to think that 
we can increase access to universities by 
increasing student debt. The Sutton Trust found 
that two thirds of those who had decided not to 
apply to university blamed the fear of debt and the 
crippling financial burden that it imposes. Crucially, 
the decision was linked with being from a low-
income background. 

Most damning for Labour‟s world view was the 
Sutton Trust‟s finding that 
“Most students make their choices about studying in Higher 
Education before they hear about the bursary options.” 

Nearly three quarters did not even know what the 
word “bursary” meant. Young people at the age of 
17, who mostly have little or no experience of 
financial independence, are presented with five-
digit debts as the cost of going to university. Sitting 
here, we think that those debts are too high but, to 
young people at the sharp end, they must look 
astronomical. 

Margo MacDonald: I do not mean to be 
facetious, but if people who have reached the age 
of 17 and mean to go to university do not know 
what “bursary” means, they should think again 
about their choice of career development. That 
brings me to the point that I made to Murdo 
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Fraser. Does the SNP, anywhere in its planning, 
foresee a realignment of further and higher 
education, because that would have big funding 
implications? 

Keith Brown: As Murdo Fraser said, that is a 
fair point. The question of university specialisation 
is also a pressing one. 

On bursaries, facts are chiels that winna ding—
whether or not people should know what bursaries 
are, the fact is that three quarters of students do 
not know that, perhaps because they have not had 
to consider the issue previously. 

The Sutton Trust, which carried out the study on 
the English model, has widening access as its 
main objective. To say the least, its founder is no 
enemy of the Labour Party. The trust funds the 
sort of summer schools and access initiatives on 
which, I assume, Labour would like to spend the 
graduate endowment money. Despite that, the 
Sutton Trust evidence makes the Labour Party 
policy of prioritising the complex and badly 
perceived bursary system look like mince, to 
borrow The Sun’s view of Labour‟s position on the 
budget. 

Richard Baker: Will Keith Brown take an 
intervention? 

Keith Brown: Not just now. 

We must be clear that the overriding problem is 
that going to university is seen by too many people 
as expensive. All the evidence shows that that is 
the case. Perhaps for the Tories, putting off people 
from lower-income backgrounds does not matter 
much, but other members would be advised to 
drop the craven and clucking imitation of the line 
of their masters at Westminster—who seem to be 
addicted to ever-higher tuition fees—and take a 
look at what is on the ground. They should ask the 
students and the school kids. The right-wing 
alliance that has developed is interesting. The 
Tories really should think about the company that 
they keep these days. We are talking about a 
party that is in bed with foreign media moguls and 
that believes in identity cards and huge tax breaks 
for non-domiciled millionaires. 

A high-profile report last year by researchers 
from the London School of Economics and 
Political Science contained the shocking find that 
social mobility in the United Kingdom had 
plummeted. One of the main reasons given for 
that was the university system. In an ideal system, 
family background would not matter one way or 
the other, because young people would go to 
university on the basis of their ability, not their 
family income. We cannot create such a system 
here and now, but we can reduce student debt by 
about 20 per cent. More important, we can reduce 
fees by 100 per cent. Some argue that the 
graduate endowment is not a tuition fee, but it 

certainly is a fee of some kind that people are 
charged when they graduate. If something looks 
like a tuition fee, hits like a tuition fee and not so 
much smells, but stinks like a tuition fee, it is a 
tuition fee. Abolishing the graduate endowment 
will, more than any other single act, send out a 
signal that ability to learn, not ability to pay will 
once again be the key to our universities. 

As I said, the University of Stirling is in my 
constituency. Students from there and from many 
other universities are in the public gallery watching 
proceedings. No doubt, they are taking notes, 
along with the teaching unions and the universities 
of Scotland. Even the one or two university 
principals who complained about being apparently 
cash starved are part of the consensus in favour of 
abolishing the graduate endowment. Today, the 
Parliament can join that consensus and, by 
passing the bill, can go from opinion to reality. I 
support the motion. 

15:44 
Karen Whitefield (Airdrie and Shotts) (Lab): I 

welcome the opportunity to speak in the debate. 
As convener of the Education, Lifelong Learning 
and Culture Committee, I thank all those who were 
involved in assisting with the Parliament‟s 
consideration of the bill for their vital contribution 
to the process. In its consideration of the bill, the 
committee received submissions from a large 
number of individuals and organisations and I 
place on record my appreciation of those who 
submitted written evidence or gave oral evidence. 
I also thank my fellow committee members and 
the members of the Finance Committee for their 
thorough scrutiny of the bill; the clerking teams to 
both committees for ensuring that the correct 
procedures were followed and that the process 
was as smooth as possible; SPICe for producing 
detailed and helpful briefings; and the minister for 
her full engagement in the process. 

The aim of the bill is to widen access to higher 
education. It is part of a package that is aimed at 
addressing student debt—an objective that I am 
sure everyone in the chamber shares. For too 
many people, especially in many of the 
communities that I represent, and others 
throughout Scotland, accessing higher education 
continues to be seen as something that other 
people do. It is the exception rather than the norm, 
and many of the opportunities that other young 
people take for granted can seem way out of 
reach. That is a wasted opportunity for not just the 
young people concerned, but their communities 
and Scotland as a whole. 

During the stage 1 debate, I highlighted the 
evidence that the committee received as part of its 
scrutiny of the bill. That evidence demonstrated 
clearly that scrapping the graduate endowment will 
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have little impact on access to higher education; 
will do nothing to ease the financial hardship of 
students who are currently studying at university; 
and will do little to raise the aspirations of young 
people who are currently being left behind. 

Scrapping the endowment will be of no benefit to 
part-time students either. If anything, it will worsen 
the situation and widen the gap between full-time 
and part-time students. 

Fiona Hyslop: Does the member welcome the 
£38 million package of support for moving from 
loans to grants to help the part-time students to 
whom she refers? 

Karen Whitefield: Of course any help for part-
time students is welcome, but the reality is that 
part-time students will still pay fees after today. 
The bill does absolutely nothing to help such 
students, many of whom come from constituencies 
such as mine and need the most help. 

If we are to ensure that in 21st century Scotland 
higher education is something to which all our 
young people can aspire, we need, as a matter of 
urgency, to consider ways of opening up higher 
education to all Scotland‟s young people, 
whatever their background. We need a strategy for 
widening access that begins in the early years and 
continues throughout school and beyond to raise 
not only attainment and achievement but 
aspirations. 

As a recent Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development report highlights, 
differences do not emerge only at age 16, when 
young people decide whether they will go on to 
higher education or into the world of work; 
significant differences can appear even before 
children have reached two years of age. Despite 
progress in recent years, the gap continues to 
widen when young people enter secondary school. 
Those who fall behind tend to stay behind. That 
affects not only the young person‟s chance of 
going to college or university, but their future life 
chances, confidence, employment prospects, 
health and even the opportunities that will be 
available to their children. 

Margo MacDonald: I am anxious to discover 
from the various parties how they approach the 
issue of higher education philosophically. The 
member has given me the impression that if 
people do not go to university they can just lie 
down and die—I did not. 

Karen Whitefield: I did not mean that at all. I do 
not think that university is for everyone, nor should 
it be if they do not choose to go. My point is that 
many young people in my constituency should be 
encouraged and supported in going to university if 
they want to do so. I still think that, at the moment, 
they do not get that opportunity or support. 

That is why we need a strategy that addresses 
the gaps at every stage of the education system, 
to ensure that every young person can fulfil their 
potential and has the opportunity to succeed. The 
Government‟s proposals to scrap the graduate 
endowment will do little to address that vital issue. 
Rather than improving access, they will hit 
students from the most deprived backgrounds 
hardest. I fully support the intentions of the 
Government‟s bill, but it will do nothing to deliver 
its stated goal. 

In evidence to the committee, Fiona Hyslop 
highlighted a quotation from a student who said 
that although she had enjoyed being at university, 
she did not have enough money to continue. The 
proposals in the bill will do nothing to help that 
individual. There are real problems with the 
proposals. That is why the Labour amendment, 
which calls for an independent commission, is 
important. I urge colleagues to support our 
amendment, which would enable us to look at the 
bigger picture and to develop a strategy to ensure 
that Scotland‟s universities are properly funded, 
that higher education is open and accessible to 
all—if people choose it—and that now and in the 
future Scotland‟s students receive the support and 
funding that they deserve. 

15:51 
Bill Wilson (West of Scotland) (SNP): 

“Education, education, education”, Tony Blair 
assured us. What he meant was: education if 
someone is from a wealthy family; education if 
they can pay their fees; education that is free for 
members of the Scottish Parliament and members 
of Parliament, but not for students living under a 
Labour Government. That final point highlights the 
hypocrisy of the right-wing political parties—of the 
right-wing Tory-new Labour alliance. Tory and 
Labour MSPs in the chamber benefited from free 
education, but new Labour—or, should I say, the 
new tartan Tories—now seeks to deny others that 
benefit. 

Rhona Brankin: Will the member give way? 

Bill Wilson: Not at this point, thanks. 

Free education is a benefit that I enjoyed. As I 
come from a working-class family and a low-
income background, I can honestly say that I am 
not certain that I would have gone to university 
had I been faced with the debts that were imposed 
on students by new Labour policies. I certainly 
would not have chosen to study the environmental 
sciences, because that does not generate the 
income that is required to pay off the debts 
created by fees and loans. 

When I look at the debts that many students 
must incur, I wonder how many of my old friends 
could have stayed in the environmental sciences. 
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Many of my friends took undergraduate degrees 
and postgraduate degrees before they went on to 
work in research or for environmental charities or 
to run nature reserves. Most of them were rather 
poorly paid. Many of my old colleagues never 
achieved the median wage—never mind the 
average wage—but they contributed greatly to 
society. Society cannot do without such 
contributions. However, under new Labour, 
students who wish to take that route—those who 
sacrifice earnings to contribute to society—
become the sacrificial victims of new Labour fees 
and new Labour loans. No doubt we will hear 
words from some, perhaps from Richard Baker—
the same member who, in 1999, assured The 
Herald that he was in favour of abolishing 
graduate endowment fees—who will argue that we 
need the endowments to pay for bursaries for poor 
students. 

Richard Baker: Will the member give way? 

Bill Wilson: I will let Richard Baker in shortly. 

We can easily discard such arguments. One has 
only to look at the performance of new Labour in 
government to see how contemptible such 
promises are. The United States 2005 report into 
global higher education placed the UK 14th out of 
16 developed nations for student support. New 
Labour provided exceptionally low levels of 
support when it came to helping students. In 
respect of the affordability of higher education, the 
UK was again placed 14th out of the 16 developed 
nations examined. New Labour has made 
Scotland and England among the most expensive 
places in the world in which to attend university. 
The graduate endowment is one more new Labour 
barrier to education. Two thirds of students add 
the endowment to their student debt. Student debt 
is increased by an average of 20 per cent to pay 
new Labour‟s new tartan Tory endowment fees. 

Rhona Brankin rose— 

Bill Wilson: I mentioned Richard Baker, so I will 
let him in now if he wants. 

Richard Baker: I supported the establishment 
of the endowment as a student president, because 
it meant the introduction of bursaries. I was 
consistent on that for seven years—the SNP was 
not consistent for seven months on the abolition of 
graduate debt. If there is a more generous 
bursary, surely students will get into less debt. 
Does Bill Wilson not accept that? 

Bill Wilson: That argument is bizarre. It is 
ludicrous to say that if we give students more 
generous bursaries, we should hit them with a 
£2,300-odd fee. New Labour is launching on to 
students debts that they should not have. It is a 
principle—remember that word? Perhaps new 
Labour has forgotten it. 

The hypocrisy of the new Labour argument is 
revealed in the figures that I mentioned, which 
also reveal the failure of new Labour to support 
education. New Labour‟s right-wing credentials are 
also revealed in the figures. That is not the end of 
the dishonesty in the arguments from the right-
wing, new Labour-Tory alliance. If those who 
imposed student fees—laughably called an 
endowment—really cared about inequality of 
access to education, they would have tackled that 
inequality. How do we know whether previous 
Governments tackled inequality? The answer is 
easy. The gap in attendance at universities 
between those from poor areas and those from 
wealthy areas would have vanished. How do we 
know that Labour did not tackle inequalities in 
access to higher education? Again, the answer is 
easy. The gap in attendance between those from 
poor areas and those from wealthy areas has 
certainly not vanished. If a person is born in a 
deprived area on any part of these islands, they 
are less likely to attend a higher education 
institution. What clearer condemnation of new 
Labour‟s claims could there be? 

Rhona Brankin: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Jeremy Purvis: Will the member give way? 

Bill Wilson: No. I do not have much time. 
Perhaps I will give way later. 

In the eight years of new Labour in Scotland and 
the years for which it has been in power in the UK, 
there has been a complete and utter failure to 
break education barriers for poorer students. New 
Labour has used fees and loans to push students 
deeper into debt and to deny a place in higher 
education to students from the poorest 
backgrounds. Enough is enough. Unlike new 
Labour, the Scottish National Party is committed to 
social justice and believes that a person‟s social 
background should not determine their access to 
higher education. That is why the SNP is 
abolishing the graduate endowment and why it will 
deliver on student grants. It will do so because it is 
committed to a fair and just society and equal 
access to education for all. 

If most Scots or MSPs were asked what Scots 
can be most proud of and what marks us out 
above all else, I believe that they would say 
“Education.” Scotland was the first nation to 
introduce comprehensive education. It had four 
universities by 1583 and free education for 100 
years. What became of that proud heritage? It was 
squandered by new Labour and the first two 
Scottish Executives. A hundred years of free 
education was replaced by education for a price, 
and 100 years of access for all was replaced by 
education for the wealthy. A hundred years of 
principle was abandoned by new Labour. 
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Today we can reclaim the proud traditions of 
Scotland and return to the fundamental principles 
of free education. We are all Jock Tamson‟s 
bairns. Regardless of status, wealth or birth, we all 
have a fundamental right to free education. I urge 
all members, especially those who have benefited 
from a free education, to ensure that that benefit is 
returned to all Scotland‟s people. I support the 
abolition of the graduate endowment. 

15:57 
David Whitton (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) 

(Lab): I do not know how many years Mr Wilson 
laboured for at university, but it strikes me that a 
poor investment was involved. 

On the way to Parliament today, I met a group of 
University of Strathclyde students who were 
handing out leaflets. Those leaflets said that we 
should vote yes to abolish the graduate 
endowment. They added that the tax is one of the 
biggest barriers to students entering higher 
education. Whatever the graduate tax is, it is not 
the biggest barrier to any youngster entering 
higher education. I also heard a student 
representative saying on the radio this morning 
that most students did not even realise that they 
had to pay the graduate endowment, and that it 
was just another sum of money that was included 
in their overall debt. 

There is no doubt that the graduate endowment 
fee has had a bad press. Members have heard 
why it was introduced, but it is probably worth 
reminding ourselves why that was done and what 
it tried to achieve. The endowment was to be paid 
after graduation and after the student got a job at 
a given salary level. The money that was raised 
was specifically meant to pay for bursaries for 
students from poorer backgrounds, whom Mr 
Wilson does so much to support. Indeed, Labour 
increased the young students bursary in the years 
between 2004 and 2007 by almost 17 per cent, 
which was well above the rate of inflation. That 
increase was accompanied by a steep increase in 
the family income ceiling for determining eligibility 
for the maximum bursary, which rose from 
£10,740 to £18,360. That led to an increase of 
8,000 in the number of students who qualified for 
that assistance, and took the number who 
qualified to more than 20,000. 

Robin Harper (Lothians) (Green): Will the 
member take an intervention? 

David Whitton: No. 

The most recent statistics show that under 12 
per cent of school leavers from Scotland‟s most 
deprived areas are entering higher education, 
compared with 53 per cent of school leavers from 
our least deprived areas doing so. It is clear that a 
lot of work still has to be done to create a more 

level playing field in the interests of social justice. 
Labour was doing that. 

Let us consider what the SNP said prior to last 
year‟s elections. Its manifesto proclaimed: 

“it‟s time to dump student debt.” 

That was a catchy phrase, and I am sure that it 
persuaded many students and even their 
parents—who, in most cases, end up at least 
sharing the debt burden—to vote for the SNP. 
However, there was a different story, as there was 
for much of the rest of its manifesto, once the SNP 
got into office. 

Alasdair Allan: The member has painted a rosy 
picture of the graduate endowment and all its 
benefits. Are there any circumstances in which he 
would vote this afternoon to preserve the 
endowment? 

David Whitton: The graduate endowment will 
stay unless we get the commission. 

Margo MacDonald: Will the member clarify 
something for me? Am I correct in thinking that the 
motion says that the graduate endowment will go, 
and that Labour‟s amendment merely adds a 
measure to that? 

David Whitton: Yes, that is correct. 

It did not take long for the Cabinet Secretary for 
Finance and Sustainable Growth, John Swinney, 
to announce that, instead of dumping student 
debt, he was dumping the promise. To try and 
maintain some semblance of credibility with 
Scotland‟s students, the SNP has opted to get rid 
of the graduate endowment. 

Labour members believe that the more 
important issue is widening access and providing 
financial support to students during their time at 
university and college. That is why I support the 
amendment in the name of my colleague Rhona 
Brankin, which calls on the Executive both to 
develop a system of student funding that provides 
sufficient financial support to students while they 
study, and to establish an independent 
commission to consider further and higher 
education, with a remit that includes consideration 
of their structures and future funding. It is not only 
students who are suffering under this SNP 
Government: the very institutions that the students 
attend are facing cuts in real terms to their 
financial support. 

However the SNP and its spokespeople want to 
portray things, there is a reduction of £5 million for 
the year 2008-09. No wonder places such as the 
University of Dundee have announced job cuts. 
More may follow elsewhere. That is why Labour‟s 
call for a commission—to consider funding for 
universities and, more important, funding to deal 
with student hardship—should be supported. 
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Fiona Hyslop: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

David Whitton: Not yet. 

I am surprised that SNP members are not 
supporting us, because the SNP said in its 2003 
manifesto: 

“We will reconvene the Cubie Committee with a remit to 
review financial support for students at present, as well as 
the overall context of further and higher education funding. 
The committee will not be restricted in its remit”. 

A lot has changed. 

I find it incredible that Liberal members also 
refuse to support Labour‟s amendment. They are 
members of the party that, time and again, has 
raised questions on university finance in this 
chamber. During the debates on the spending 
review, those members made claims about 
inadequate funding, but now, when they can 
actually vote for something that could investigate 
the issues, they will sit on their hands. How 
typically Liberal—a complete refusal to take any 
responsibility for anything. Let us not forget that it 
was the party‟s leader, Nicol Stephen, who raised 
the issue of redundancies at the University of 
Dundee with the First Minister. What will he say in 
Dundee now? As someone who comes from that 
city, I have a fair idea of what they might say to 
him, but I would be accused of unparliamentary 
language if I repeated it. 

Labour introduced the education maintenance 
allowance to provide financial support to pupils 
from low-income families to enable them to stay 
on at school beyond 16. Almost 30,000 youngsters 
benefited, many of whom went on to university or 
college. The SNP is taking 20 per cent out of that 
budget, so fewer youngsters will get the support. It 
is safe to assume that fewer people from less well-
off backgrounds will find their way into higher 
education. So much for social justice, SNP style. 

The SNP refuses to increase student bursaries 
beyond the level of inflation. We have heard that 
the current maximum funding available to students 
through grants and loans is £4,000. It will soon be 
£6,000 in the rest of the United Kingdom, and the 
National Union of Students would like to see a 
level of £7,000. Coincidentally, that is about the 
same as the average cost of annual school fees in 
the private sector, which I read about this morning. 
While people who have always been able to afford 
to pay for their education carry on as normal, the 
SNP does nothing for youngsters who are not born 
with a silver spoon in their mouths. 

This Government is not doing enough to support 
students; it is not doing enough to support 
universities; and—as is clear from its actions—it is 
not doing enough to help Scotland‟s education 
system to keep pace with the rest of the UK, never 
mind the rest of the world. 

16:04 
Mike Rumbles (West Aberdeenshire and 

Kincardine) (LD): I am pleased that we are 
debating a party policy of the Liberal Democrats—
the abolition of the graduate endowment—that 
was hard fought for at the election. As I have said 
before—during the stage 1 debate and earlier than 
that—the issue of the graduate endowment is 
unfinished business. As the SNP and Tories have 
discovered in the course of their budget 
negotiations together, coalitions between political 
parties invariably involve compromise. There is no 
question but that the introduction of the graduate 
endowment was a compromise between two 
political parties with very different views on 
education. 

Rhona Brankin: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Mike Rumbles: In a moment. 

The Liberal Democrats believe in the principle of 
free education. The Labour Party clearly 
demonstrated that difference between us when, in 
one of its first acts, Tony Blair‟s Government 
introduced tuition fees and scrapped student 
grants. The Labour Party does not believe in the 
concept of free education for all, and its opposition 
to that principle continues in the chamber today. 
Therefore, the introduction of the graduate 
endowment was, inevitably, a compromise. 

I am proud, however, of the role that the Liberal 
Democrats played in abolishing tuition fees in 
Scotland. Since we did so, Scottish students have 
been paying £2,000 at the end of their studies 
instead of £9,000. If I was a student, I know which 
I would prefer to pay. 

As I mentioned, the abolition of the graduate 
endowment was included in our election manifesto 
last May. It was, of course, also in the SNP‟s 
manifesto. It must be fantastic for SNP MSPs to 
be here today to deliver one of their manifesto 
commitments. I congratulate them on that, as they 
have failed to deliver on a range of other issues in 
their manifesto, such as reducing class sizes, 
providing 1,000 extra police officers, building new 
schools—I could go on and on, but I will not. 

As well as promising to abolish the graduate 
endowment, the SNP manifesto said: 

“We will remove the burden of debt repayments owed by 
Scottish domiciled and resident graduates.” 

It is very clear on that point. 

Alex Neil: Does the member agree that the 
burden of debt on students was created by the 
Labour Government between 1997 and today? 
Student debt prior to the election of Tony Blair‟s 
Government was never a big issue—it was Labour 
that plunged students into dire poverty. 
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Mike Rumbles: As so often, Alex Neil makes a 
pertinent intervention. When that particular 
promise from the SNP manifesto—to dump our 
student debt—will be delivered, I do not know; I 
have a feeling that I will wait a long time for a 
specific commitment to an actual debate. I know 
that the minister has been writing to students to 
say that there is no majority in the chamber to do 
that, and that the Government will therefore not 
bring anything forward. Why does it not test the 
chamber? I would be delighted to be able to vote 
for a bill that abolished student debt—the 
Government should bring it on. It is a bit 
disingenuous of the Government to say that that 
cannot be done, when it has never been tested in 
the chamber. I will be interested to hear what the 
cabinet secretary says about that when she sums 
up. 

Tricia Marwick (Central Fife) (SNP): Not 
having a majority, and therefore not testing it, was 
precisely the reason that the Liberal Democrats 
gave for not supporting my bill on proportional 
representation by single transferable vote when it 
came to the chamber in 2002. 

Mike Rumbles: Does the member not realise 
that we have proportional representation, and the 
single transferable vote? That is why we delivered 
it, and that is why there are Liberal Democrats in 
one third of the administrations of local councils 
throughout Scotland. Once more, I thank an SNP 
member for a pertinent intervention. 

I am very pleased—I am laughing, as it is a 
good news day for our students and for everybody 
who is involved with this—that we are ready to 
scrap the graduate endowment. 

I turn to the Tories. Having been attacked for 
years by the Conservatives for introducing the 
endowment in return for abolishing fees, we find it 
slightly galling that they will vote today to retain it. 
However, I can assure them that I am only too 
happy to point out to my constituents in West 
Aberdeenshire the Conservatives‟ position on this 
issue— 

Murdo Fraser: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Mike Rumbles: In a moment. 

I am only too happy to point out to graduates 
who already find themselves with thousands of 
pounds of debt when they leave university that the 
Conservatives support this additional burden. The 
Conservatives‟ position is completely bizarre. They 
are in favour of cutting taxes by cutting business 
rates— 

Murdo Fraser: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Mike Rumbles: I will let the member respond in 
a moment.  

The Deputy Presiding Officer (Trish 
Godman): The member has one minute left. 

Mike Rumbles: The Conservatives are in favour 
of cutting taxes by cutting business rates—and 
they want more business rates cuts, and again, 
and faster—but when it comes to cutting taxes on 
our students, they say, “Oh no—it will affect other 
budgets and should not be done.” Murdo Fraser 
has just said that. I think that our young people 
have got the measure of the Conservatives—the 
Tories are just not interested in them. 

I happily give way to the Tories. 
The Deputy Presiding Officer: Please be brief, 

Mr Fraser. 
Murdo Fraser: I will be brief, Presiding Officer. 
Is Mr Rumbles, as a unionist, not concerned 

about the dangerous game that he is playing today 
in propping up the SNP Government? 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: Mr Rumbles, 
you should be finishing now. 

Mike Rumbles: I came to the Parliament having 
been elected on a manifesto. I hope that the SNP 
will implement its manifesto promises as well. 

The argument that students should pay for 
education because they will earn more in later 
years is simply ridiculous. We already have a 
system that ensures that those who earn more 
contribute more. It is called income tax. The 
Labour Party should remember that. 

There can be no doubt that the graduate 
endowment is a barrier and a disincentive to those 
who wish to go into higher education. Access to 
higher education must be based on the ability to 
learn and not on the ability to pay. I will therefore 
take pleasure in voting for the abolition of the 
graduate endowment. 

16:10 
Christina McKelvie (Central Scotland) (SNP): 

I am sure that Jeremy Purvis, Mike Rumbles and 
my other Liberal Democrat colleagues are 
delighted that, today, at last, the removal of tuition 
fees for Scottish students is truly non-negotiable. I 
am also sure that the Conservatives will welcome 
the opportunity to remove an education tax from 
the shoulders of Scotland‟s students. 

There are long-running debates about funding of 
students through higher education, but we can be 
fairly certain that student poverty and graduate 
debt have a negative effect on our country. Gurjit 
Singh, who is president of the University of 
Strathclyde Students Association, laid out the case 
by saying: 

“Students are facing spiralling levels of debt and 
immense hardship, and the graduate endowment only adds 
to this burden.” 
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I am delighted that David Whitton confirmed that in 
his speech. 

Gurjit Singh‟s view is representative of the 
opinion of students the length and breadth of the 
country who support the bill and who asked us to 
end the graduate endowment. He also said: 

“Today‟s vote will be an important milestone in making 
sure Scotland has an education system that is accessible 
to all.” 

That is what we are looking for. The principle that 
underpins the SNP‟s policy on education is that 
access to education should—it has been said 
already today, but I say it again—be based on the 
ability to learn and not the ability to pay. Education 
should be free at the point of delivery. 

We all pay for education in our contributions 
through the tax system, but we have to consider 
reducing the massive burden of debt that our 
graduates carry. At present, they leave university 
with debts that hamper their life chances and 
make it more difficult to start a family, buy a house 
and get on with their careers. As Keith Brown said, 
20 per cent of their debt is due to the graduate 
endowment. 

Removing the graduate endowment tuition fee 
will not, in itself, address all the issues around 
student poverty and graduate debt, but it is the 
first step. As Fiona Hyslop said, it is “a down 
payment” on the duty that we all have to improve 
the education system in Scotland and open up life 
chances for all. 

Rhona Brankin: Is the member disappointed by 
her party‟s failure to dump student debt? 

Christina McKelvie: I am not disappointed at all 
today—I am delighted to be standing here. I 
believe that Rhona Brankin is trying to engage me 
in a battle of wits, but I will not go into combat with 
someone who is unarmed. I remember the days 
during the Thatcher years when Labour 
campaigned for grants instead of loans. Labour 
has lost its principles. 

The NUS‟s support for the SNP‟s policy might 
have been predicted, but the support of lecturers, 
through the Association of Teachers and 
Lecturers, is pleasing. The ATL noted that the 
SNP has moved swiftly to deliver on its manifesto 
promise to reduce student debt—another promise 
delivered. Edinburgh College of Art pointed out 
that the abolition of the graduate endowment will 
make it easier to attract students from less affluent 
backgrounds and will therefore help to level the 
playing field. I am sure that that widening of 
access is an important touchstone for us all. 

Opening up education opportunities for all is an 
important contribution to Scotland‟s future. A well-
educated and highly skilled workforce will be 
Scotland‟s best economic weapon in the future 

and, indeed, is needed now. The more members 
of our population we can get through the system, 
the better served our country will be. 

Margo MacDonald: The member said that the 
more members of our population we can get 
through the system—I presume she means the 
higher education system—the better. Does she 
believe that higher education and further 
education must be structured as they are just now 
and that the students in both sectors must be 
supported as they are just now? 

Christina McKelvie: I think that Margo 
MacDonald knows the answer to that question. 
The matter is already being examined. 

The Coalition of Higher Education Students in 
Scotland is also clear about the effect of the 
removal of this barrier. CHESS says that 
“for a working class family it”— 

“it” is attending University— 
“becomes a question of economics; „can I afford it? Do I 
want to spend the rest of my working life trying to clear 
debts incurred because I chose to study?‟” 

In other words, the choice for potential students 
from poorer backgrounds is stark, and the fear of 
debt can be enough to persuade them that further 
study is not an appropriate route. 

We have seen unprecedented levels of support 
for the bill—the students demonstrated that 
today—and we cannot but be persuaded that it is 
in the best interests of the people of Scotland that 
we return to fees-free education. The universities 
are behind the bill, too. Napier University went as 
far as to point out that the abolition of the graduate 
endowment would aid the welfare of students. The 
Association of Scottish Colleges welcomed the bill, 
as did the Educational Institute of Scotland, which 
argued a case with which I agree. 

The bill is the first step. I am confident that the 
Scottish Government intends to deliver more in 
due course and that it has every intention of 
moving towards a system that allows participation 
in further and higher education for everyone who 
wants it and can benefit from that learning. The 
SNP believes in providing education opportunities 
from the cradle to the grave and in ensuring that 
those opportunities are open to all. 

The benefits of education for individuals and for 
our society far outweigh the cost of education. We 
are constantly reminded about the economic 
benefits of education—the increased earning 
potential that it provides for individuals and for our 
nation, which brings greater taxation returns that 
pay for the education. We should also bear in 
mind the improved self-esteem of a successful 
learner, the improvement in public awareness and 
the greater engagement in public life that come 
with learning. We should be doing everything in 
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our power to increase and widen access to 
education, to improve the educational experience 
and to bring the benefits of education to us all. 

The graduate endowment tuition fee has failed 
completely to serve Scotland‟s students and 
potential students. It is time for it to go. 

16:17 
Mary Mulligan (Linlithgow) (Lab): When I 

speak in the chamber, I usually—as many 
members do—welcome the opportunity to do so. 
Whether I agree with the motion or oppose it, it is 
always good to hear other members‟ views in a 
democratic chamber. Today, however, I have little 
enthusiasm for the debate because it is a sop—a 
fraud. It is a nod in the direction of students who 
were cruelly misled by the SNP prior to the May 
2007 elections. Students were told by the SNP 
that it would “dump the debt”. Despite many 
warnings that were given by many people that that 
would cost millions of pounds that the Government 
could not afford, it brushed aside all protests. The 
reality is that the SNP is scrapping a graduate 
endowment that does nothing for student hardship 
because it is not paid until the students are in 
employment. 

The only thing I can say in favour of the bill is 
that it is a piece of legislation—and we are here to 
legislate. Some members might say that there was 
too much legislation in the past, but that was 
because there was—I suggest that there still is—
much that we have to do. However, the 
Government‟s approach of avoiding legislating 
while, at the same time, calling for additional 
powers for Parliament is nonsense. 

So, what would be better than today‟s debate? It 
would be to face up to the two big issues that we 
really face: first, the need to widen access by 
addressing student hardship; and, secondly, 
university funding. I will start with the need to 
widen access. Abolition of the graduate 
endowment will not, in itself, widen access—even 
the cabinet secretary has accepted that today. I 
am glad that the Education, Lifelong Learning and 
Culture Committee accepted Labour‟s amendment 
at stage 2, which requires the Government to 
publish an annual report detailing how the policy 
has contributed to widening access. I suspect, 
however, that we will be disappointed. 

Fiona Hyslop: The Education (Graduate 
Endowment and Student Support) (Scotland) Act 
2001 had as a stated up-front policy intention the 
widening of access to, and participation in, 
university for people from poorer backgrounds. On 
the basis that that has not happened, does the 
member agree that the 2001 act has clearly 
failed? 

Mary Mulligan: The graduate endowment 
allowed us to provide bursaries and, as the 

cabinet secretary well knows, there has been an 
increase in student numbers, so what she is 
saying is not true. The most recent statistics on 
the destinations of Scottish school leavers note 
that just under 12 per cent of leavers from the 
most deprived areas enter higher education, 
compared with more than 53 per cent of those 
who come from the least deprived areas. It is 
foolishly optimistic to think that removing the 
graduate endowment from a larger debt burden 
that will not be paid until the graduate is working 
will address that huge gap. 

I understand that students say that they fear 
debt and that it might put them off becoming 
students. 

Robin Harper: Will the member give way? 

Mary Mulligan: I will give way in a moment. 

There might be some members for whom this is 
not true, but I suggest that, for most of us, debt is 
a part of our adult lives. It is a problem if we have 
no income to pay it, which is why the graduate 
endowment was to be paid only when there was 
an income out of which it could be paid. 

The biggest financial problems for students are 
their living costs—paying rent, buying food and 
heating their properties. Abolition of the graduate 
endowment does not tackle those problems, but 
providing more bursaries at a higher rate would, 
and that is what we should be discussing this 
afternoon. 

Robin Harper: The Cubie committee report 
recommended that the point at which people 
should pay the endowment should be £23,000, 
which is what I was earning at the time as a 
teacher with 37 years in the profession. In other 
words, repayment was some distance in time from 
leaving university, which would allow people to 
establish themselves before they had to pay back 
the debt. Why did the Government of the time 
reduce that limit by 50 per cent, thereby bringing 
almost everyone who left university immediately to 
the point where they had to pay it back? 

Mary Mulligan: If Mr Harper remembers, we 
raised the threshold. If the debt is delayed, people 
will get other burdens and responsibilities. There 
are pros and cons and they would have to be 
resolved. 

It would be wrong to think that widening access 
is just about money. There is clearly a cultural 
issue. Some people do not believe that university 
is for them. Abolition of the graduate endowment 
does not tackle that. 

I am running out of time to raise the issue of 
university funding. By establishing a commission, 
we could consider several issues, including 
student hardship and how we fund our 
universities. We are already coming under 
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pressure because, around the world—not just in 
England—investment in universities is increasing 
and we seem to be unable to respond to that. The 
figures that the Scottish Government included in 
its budget settlement for university funding show 
that it is half-hearted about it. 

Do we just ignore the challenges, as the SNP 
Government appears to be doing? The Labour 
proposal for a commission is a positive way 
forward. What does the SNP fear from a 
commission? Other cabinet secretaries seem to 
be happy to introduce independent bodies, for 
example, to review our health service—I see that 
Shona Robison is in the chamber—and there does 
not seem to be a problem with that. However, the 
Cabinet Secretary for Education and Lifelong 
Learning seems to fear such a commission that 
would consider widening access, student hardship 
and university funding. I hope that she will change 
her mind and vote to support the Labour 
amendment. 

16:23 
Robin Harper (Lothians) (Green): Like the 

SNP and Liberal Democrats, the Green party 
believes in free education. I support the Liberal 
Democrat amendment and the motion to abolish 
the graduate endowment. 

I have been lobbied by students who wish to see 
the graduate endowment abolished, but I have 
received no lobbying on the Labour and 
Conservative proposals. Whether they came too 
late for overall discussion or whether their 
students are simply not interested in lobbying me 
on the issue, I do not know. As I will not be voting 
for them, I do not particularly care. 

The Green party believes in parity of esteem for 
all young people who enter further and higher 
education. In a quiet way, Margo MacDonald 
made the same point. The Green party‟s basic 
income scheme would provide parity of esteem 
because, on attaining the age of 16, all young 
people would qualify for a basic income that would 
allow them to opt for part-time education. Such a 
scheme would also allow people to receive the 
same level of support if they were to return to 
university or college education as mature students 
at any time in their lives. 

Fiona Hyslop: The member makes an 
important point. Because an increasing number of 
part-time students are taking higher education 
courses at colleges, we have moved quickly to 
equalise the system by ensuring that they do not 
have to take out loans to pay their fees. That will 
not happen overnight, but it is on the horizon and I 
have discussed the matter with students. Only last 
week, I met 30 college principals to discuss the 
future of the college sector in that regard. 

Robin Harper: I thank the cabinet secretary for 
her intervention. 

I turn to the Labour and Conservative 
amendments. This is not the right time—as has 
been explained—to set up an alternative to the 
discussion that is already taking place between 
the Government and the universities. I hope that 
that direct relationship will lead fairly rapidly to 
solutions that take us forward. 

Richard Baker rose— 

Murdo Fraser: Will the member give way? 

Robin Harper: I want to finish the point that I 
am making. The proposed commission could take 
up to two years to report and its conclusions could 
be ignored totally by the Government, as 
happened with the principal conclusion of the 
Cubie committee, on the point at which debt 
should be repaid. The establishment of a 
commission would simply delay matters. 

We must address as a matter of urgency the 
problems of student debt, student funding and the 
funding of our universities; the quicker we get on 
with doing so, the better. I see the Labour and 
Conservative amendments as delaying tactics—
perhaps not intentionally so, but delay would be 
the unintended consequence of establishing a 
commission. 

Margo MacDonald: The member has voiced 
concerns about the timing of the proposed 
commission‟s work. However, that need not be a 
problem if Parliament were to say that the 
commission must report within the timescale that 
is set out in the Conservative amendment. 

Robin Harper: I still think that the proposal is 
not productive and could turn out not to be the 
best use of everyone‟s time. A process is already 
under way and we hope that it will come up with 
some answers. Why should we interrupt that with 
a new process? 

Murdo Fraser: Mr Harper is rector of that fine 
institution, the University of Aberdeen, of which I 
am an alumnus. Does he share my concern that 
the process that has already been established and 
that he described does not allow the voices of 
students and lecturers to be heard? The only 
voices that are being heard are those of university 
principals. Would it not make sense for us to 
support a wider review to allow other voices to be 
heard? 

Robin Harper: I have some sympathy with 
Murdo Fraser‟s observations on the need for us to 
listen to students and university staff. However, 
the current process does not preclude the 
Government from listening directly to students and 
university staff. I hope that the cabinet secretary 
will say whether she intends in due course to 
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initiate a similar process with students and 
university staff, as would be wise and proper. 

Perhaps I should have declared an interest as 
rector of the University of Aberdeen. However, I 
have not been lobbied directly by the university‟s 
students or staff—or by the principal—so I have 
felt myself free to say what I like in today‟s debate. 

The fact that there has not been much time for 
people to respond to the Conservatives‟ proposal 
is one of my principal concerns about the Tory 
amendment. The Conservatives have given us 
pretty short notice. They should have been 
campaigning on their proposal for months 
beforehand to give people time to respond. 

I thank the Government for introducing the bill, 
which I hope Parliament will pass. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: We now move 
to winding-up speeches. 

16:30 
Hugh O’Donnell (Central Scotland) (LD): 

Much of what has been said today has been a 
rehash of the stage 1 debate. To that extent, the 
debate has felt a little bit like groundhog day. 

I should first declare an interest. Upon being 
elected to Parliament, I think that one of the first 
pieces of correspondence that I received was a 
letter from the Student Loans Company requesting 
that I start repaying my current student debt. 
Therefore, I have first-hand experience of the 
issue that we are debating. 

For the Liberal Democrats, the debate on 
student finance goes well beyond the measure 
that we are considering today. As my colleague 
Jeremy Purvis said, we believe that the 
Government needs to give a commitment to 
provide a minimum student income. That is why 
we have lodged our amendment. Such a 
guarantee is fundamental to ensuring that quick 
progress is made on the widening access agenda, 
to which every party has signed up. 

The need for quick progress is the key difficulty 
that the Liberal Democrats have with the Labour 
and Conservative amendments. All too often, 
commissions are simply mechanisms—all 
Governments have been guilty of using them—for 
kicking issues into the long grass. Liberal 
Democrats believe that our students are already 
under excessive pressure because of the need to 
balance study and work, which many require to do 
almost full time in order to make a living. The 
sooner we make progress, the better. 

The abolition of the endowment fee is not a bad 
thing in itself—far from it. Indeed, its abolition was 
a Liberal Democrat manifesto commitment. We 
costed our manifesto proposals as a whole 

package. Rather than simply tinker around the 
edges of student finance, we wanted—and 
continue to want—to consider the wider issues 
such as housing costs, living costs and student 
income as a whole. To that end, our manifesto 
commitment is reflected in the amendment in the 
name of Jeremy Purvis. 

On its own, the bill will have limited impact on 
the widening access agenda. Fewer than 50 per 
cent of students currently pay the graduate 
endowment fee in any case, but the fee is only a 
small part of the burden on students. As other 
members have said, we must scotch the myth that 
such education is completely free. We have 
received assurances from the cabinet secretary in 
relation to part-time students. I look forward to 
further support for them, but issues remain about 
people who study for second degrees and those 
who have come to Scotland from elsewhere in the 
UK. Such students, who will not be affected by the 
bill, will still be liable to pay something in the order 
of £2,700 a year in fees. 

Strong evidence suggests that debt worries are 
a disincentive to studying. Students from less 
affluent backgrounds are likely to incur far higher 
levels of debt because their parents lack the ability 
to provide additional support—they have a smaller 
bank of mum and dad. Parental contribution to 
student maintenance costs varies markedly by 
social class. Most students from semi-skilled and 
unskilled backgrounds desperately rely on 
bursaries, grants or loans. In that regard, such 
students will be disappointed that—yet again—the 
SNP Government has not completely fulfilled its 
manifesto commitment to dump student debt. I 
fully acknowledge that the bill is a small step in 
that direction, but to take only baby steps in 
dealing with a problem on such a scale is far from 
acceptable. 

The Joseph Rowntree Foundation found that 
there is a sense of fear among young people from 
disadvantaged backgrounds, who are deterred 
from entering full-time education. In a previous 
existence, when I taught in FE, I found that that 
was a barrier even at FE level. That sense of fear 
results in a continuing cycle of economic hardship 
in those communities. If people do not recognise 
the opportunity that full-time education offers or 
are frightened by the prospect of stepping outside 
their comfort zones, they will not create role 
models or have the opportunity to see their peer 
group progress, which is not good for improving 
the outcomes for those poorer communities to 
which previous speakers have referred. 

The Liberal Democrats welcome the removal of 
the graduate endowment fee from the debt burden 
on our students, but we will continue to press the 
Government hard to meaningfully address student 
debt and student support as a whole and, more 
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specifically, the development of a minimum 
income guarantee for Scotland‟s students, which 
we request in our amendment. 

16:36 
Elizabeth Smith (Mid Scotland and Fife) 

(Con): At 5 o‟clock, members will face a stark 
choice. They can either show courage, by 
standing up and confronting the difficult task of 
delivering the long-term sustainable future of our 
universities and colleges—to which Margo 
MacDonald alluded—without which Scotland 
cannot retain the standards of excellence for 
which she is renowned and which the students in 
the public gallery represent, or they can show 
timidity, by opting to merely tinker at the edges 
and deliver nothing but more headaches for the 
years ahead. 

This debate is one of the most important to 
come to Parliament in recent times. It is important 
not just because the Government chose to make 
the abolition of the graduate endowment a flagship 
policy, but because, in doing so, it has, perhaps 
unwittingly at times, sparked off—not just in the 
Parliament—one of the most vigorous and 
passionate debates about the future of our 
university and college structure. 

Let me again put firmly on the record that it is 
our belief—and, I believe, that of at least one other 
party in the Parliament—that we have no less than 
a moral obligation to Scotland and to our future 
generations to ensure that that wider debate takes 
centre stage. 

Fiona Hyslop: I appreciate the sincerity with 
which the member makes her point, but would she 
be satisfied with an independent review that 
reported at the end of 2009 but which had not 
received the Government‟s response, had not 
engaged with staff and students to come up with 
policy solutions and which arrived after the next 
spending review was published? Do we not have 
an obligation to move quickly to develop the bold 
and radical thinking that we need in this area? 

Elizabeth Smith: I will be happy when there is a 
moral obligation to examine from all angles how to 
achieve a sustainable future for our universities 
and colleges, not just for the next few years but for 
decades ahead. Such a moral obligation seemed 
to appeal to the Liberals on 8 October 2007, when 
Jeremy Purvis said that unless we got a clear 
commitment from the Government to meet in full 
the Universities Scotland recommendation, 
Scotland would sleepwalk into an uncompetitive 
higher education sector, with potentially disastrous 
long-term implications for the Scottish economy. 

Jeremy Purvis: I am grateful to Elizabeth Smith 
for highlighting the Liberal Democrats‟ consistency 
in stating the importance of the higher education 

sector. We were the only party that said during the 
election campaign that we would meet the sector‟s 
funding in full. 

Was the member as surprised as I was when, 
after the Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture 
Committee had reached its unanimous 
conclusions on the need for additional support for 
the sector, the proposals were voted down by her 
colleagues on the Finance Committee? 

Elizabeth Smith: I am grateful for Mr Purvis‟s 
intervention. What I find extraordinary about the 
Liberal Democrats‟ position and cannot 
understand is why they cannot agree to the 
Labour and Conservative amendments that are on 
the table, which not only agree with the SNP on 
the abolition of the graduate endowment fee but 
propose a future independent inquiry. 

I have listened carefully over many months to 
what the cabinet secretary has said about the joint 
future thinking task force on universities. She has 
claimed that the Graduate Endowment Abolition 
(Scotland) Bill is only the first step in dealing with 
student debt. I understand some of her points, but 
the overall supposition is naive and disingenuous. 
Before the election, in campaigning around the 
country, SNP members ingratiated themselves 
with the student body by making wild promises 
that they knew they could not keep—promises that 
would do nothing to secure the long-term future of 
our colleges and universities. As Jenny Hjul said in 
The Sunday Times at the weekend, the SNP took 
a calculated risk in the hope that its policy of 
underfunding would not upset as many people as 
would have been the case if the same policy had 
been directed at hospitals or schools. 

What the SNP Government should have done—
and what every MSP should do if they really care 
about the long-term future of colleges and 
universities—is recognise that the issue requires 
root-and-branch review to address not only the 
funding levels that are required to ensure that 
Scotland can compete on the international stage, 
university by university and college by college, but 
how university courses will articulate with the 
proposed changes in school education and those 
that may be made to the examination structure. 

Margo MacDonald: Hear, hear. 

Elizabeth Smith: I agree entirely with the point 
that Margo MacDonald made earlier. 

At committee and in the stage 1 debate, I said 
that the connection in the debate on the graduate 
endowment and future funding and structure 
issues, which the Government persistently 
chooses to ignore, is simple: the principles and 
priorities of policy making. That theme was 
eloquently expounded by Professor Duncan Rice 
in a recent lecture to the Royal Society of 
Edinburgh.  
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There is one simple fact in the debate: the 
structure and funding of the university and college 
structure is not built for the 21st century. At 5 
o'clock, with the courage of our convictions and 
minded of the moral obligation about which I 
spoke earlier, we have the opportunity to deliver 
on that. We must ensure that the structure and 
funding is so built. I ask members to dig deep into 
their consciences and support the Labour 
amendment and its Conservative addition. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: I call Richard 
Baker. You have eight minutes, Mr Baker. 

16:42 
Richard Baker (North East Scotland) (Lab): 

The debate has to be about what is best for 
students and our universities and colleges. The 
abolition of the graduate endowment may provide 
the SNP with a fig leaf for its failure to fulfil its 
manifesto promise to abolish all graduate loan 
debt, but it does not mean one penny more for one 
more student. The fact is that, under our 
proposals, students, particularly those from poorer 
backgrounds, would have seen a significant 
increase in their bursaries. Under the SNP, they 
will receive only an inflationary increase in the 
young students bursary. 

Unlike the SNP, which has simply not been 
honest with the student community, members on 
this side of the chamber have been consistent on 
the issue of student funding. We believe that the 
retention of the endowment would have secured 
better student support. One crucial reason for 
doing that is that we must tackle the problem of 
the drop-out rate at our universities. For students 
to drop out is a waste of our investment in their 
education and a waste of an important life chance 
for them. The previous Executive knew the 
importance of improving bursaries. It knew that 
they make the difference between people being 
able to continue their studies and dropping out. 
Indeed, there has been an increase in students 
from poorer backgrounds dropping out of 
university over the period. 

Mike Rumbles: In the debate, we have heard 
talk about the moral obligation on members. Does 
Richard Baker not feel that there is a moral 
obligation on Labour MSPs—as there is on Tory 
MSPs—to address the issue of our young people 
having to set out on their start in life with huge 
levels of debt? 

Richard Baker: The moral obligation is fulfilled 
by the examination of that very issue in the 
commission that we have proposed. 

The issues that are involved in student support 
should be examined more widely, which is why we 
are pleased to endorse the proposal for an 
independent commission of inquiry into student 

support and funding for further and higher 
education. The Scottish Conservatives‟ 
amendment will ensure that the inquiry will be 
undertaken in a tight timescale. The proposed 
commission will have real teeth and will be truly 
independent, as the Government will need to 
agree the full remit and membership with the 
Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture 
Committee. There is a clear need for such a 
commission to examine the wider issues, as well 
as student support. The proposal to abolish the 
endowment without significantly increasing 
bursaries is typical of the Government‟s chaotic 
and damaging approach to further and higher 
education funding.  

We are already seeing the consequences of the 
Scottish Government‟s decision to cut university 
funding, with the announcement of 100 job cuts at 
the University of Dundee. That is damaging not 
only for our universities but for the Scottish 
economy. The job cuts fly in the face of the 
Government‟s economic strategy, particularly 
when one considers that the University of Dundee 
has been at the forefront of making Scotland a 
world leader in biomedical research. The 
university has helped to attract some £50 million of 
private investment from Wyeth Pharmaceuticals.  

It is disastrous for Scottish universities that 
English universities will have a funding advantage 
of 5 per cent when, in the past, we in Scotland had 
the advantage. 

Alasdair Allan: Will the member give way? 

Richard Baker: In a moment. 

We face the prospect of losing vital academic 
expertise to south of the border, particularly given 
the funding gap for universities next year in 
meeting previously agreed pay deals. 

I will take one final intervention. 

Alasdair Allan: The member has set out his 
position on abolition of the graduate endowment. 
Do his former colleagues in the National Union of 
Students share his position? 

Richard Baker: My erstwhile university 
colleagues will remember that I have been 
consistent on the issue. I will not preach to my 
successors about what they have said today. 

The additional £10 million from the Scottish 
Government meets only half the £20 million 
funding gap for previously agreed pay deals, 
which is a fundamental difficulty. That is why we 
are pleased that the University and College Union 
supports the call for an independent commission. 

Christina McKelvie rose—  

Richard Baker: I am sorry; I do not have time to 
give way. 
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Student presidents support the abolition of the 
endowment, but some believe that a review is also 
essential, because students want to be properly 
supported while they study and they want to study 
at institutions that receive the right funding, so that 
they can provide an excellent education. 

Universities Scotland might be bound into the 
future thinking task force, which we believe is 
totally inadequate, and some principals might be 
reluctant to speak out for fear that a touchy 
Scottish Government will jump down their throats, 
but the sector realises that, for the future of 
Scottish education, which is important to us all, an 
independent review is essential. That is why 
Andrew Cubie supports the proposed review. 

I understand why the SNP does not want an 
independent commission to scrutinise its policies 
on student and institutional funding. 

Christina McKelvie: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Richard Baker: I am sorry; I cannot. 

However, it is extraordinary that the Liberal 
Democrats, who have attacked the funding 
settlement week in, week out, and who have 
argued that there is a crisis that needs to be 
addressed, have, when given the opportunity 
today to vote for an independent review to 
scrutinise and provide solutions to the issues, 
stood by culpable and supine. Any future criticisms 
from them on the issues will ring hollow. They 
stand in the way of consensus today. 

Jeremy Purvis: I thank Mr Baker for pointing to 
the fact that Liberal Democrats have asked why 
Labour did not accept Universities Scotland‟s 
funding bid in full, did not campaign for it and now 
seeks an independent review that would be a 
Trojan horse for what Labour wishes to do—use 
funds raised by the graduate endowment and ring 
fenced for student support to contribute to revenue 
funding for universities. That is a graduate poll tax 
from the Labour Party. 

Richard Baker: That is a ludicrous 
misrepresentation of our position. Like Liberal 
Democrats, we have campaigned for the funding 
settlement. However, although the Liberal 
Democrats say that they have campaigned for that 
settlement, they have not lodged amendments to 
that effect. In fact, they have objected to other 
amendments and moves to increase university 
funding, so I accept none of the points that Jeremy 
Purvis made. 

We must ask why the SNP is rounding up troops 
against an independent commission when, as 
David Whitton said, the SNP‟s 2003 manifesto 
said— 

Christina McKelvie rose— 

Richard Baker: I will give way if I have time. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: You should be 
finishing now. 

Richard Baker: I understood that I had eight 
minutes, Presiding Officer. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: I am sorry; you 
are absolutely right. 

Richard Baker: The manifesto said: 
“We will reconvene the Cubie Committee … The 

committee will not be restricted in its remit.” 

What has changed between then and now to 
make such a review unnecessary? Then, 
universities had the funding edge and we had 
increases in bursaries, for which more students 
were becoming eligible. Now, universities face a 
funding crisis and we have barely any increase in 
the bursary. Students from poorer backgrounds in 
Scotland now have some £2,000 a year less to 
live on than do their English counterparts. 

The arguments for a review are far more 
compelling now than they were in 2003. Is the 
SNP‟s reluctance born of a fear that putting its 
plans to abolish all student loans before a 
commission would reveal that, despite its 
protestations, the SNP always knew that its sums 
did not add up and had no intention of proceeding 
with the policy? 

There is no doubt that debate in the chamber on 
the issues is heated, because they are crucial, so 
there is all the more reason for them to be taken 
into a context where they can be considered in 
detail by people with specific expertise—by a body 
that involves not just the Government and 
principals, but students and campus unions. That 
would provide a blueprint for ambition for how we 
fund our universities and our students. 

Along with the Conservatives, we have lodged a 
reasoned amendment that presents the 
opportunity to build a consensus and move 
forward on these vital questions for Scotland‟s 
future. Not supporting such a review would not 
only deny the potential for that consensus but let 
down our education system, our students and our 
country. 

16:49 
Fiona Hyslop: In opening the debate, I tried to 

dispel some of the myths that surround the 
graduate endowment fee and to set out our 
intentions in abolishing it. 

I shall address a number of points from the 
debate, First, I ask Rhona Brankin why the Labour 
Party is now so desperate to use graduate 
endowment fees for bursaries, when for years on 
end previous Labour Administrations did not use 
the graduate endowment fee for student support—
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they used it for in-year pressures and loan 
charges. I do not expect Ms Brankin to answer 
that, because her contribution showed a clear 
misunderstanding of the subject. 

Karen Whitefield said that she fully supports the 
intention of the bill. Is that the self-same Karen 
Whitefield who used her casting vote to try to stop 
the bill at stage 1? I welcome her conversion. 
However, David Whitton said that Labour will vote 
for abolition only if its amendment is passed, and 
asked whether nothing was gained from the 
budget process. Labour members are all over the 
place. Members either support the abolition or 
they do not. 

Rhona Brankin: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Fiona Hyslop: No. 

Elizabeth Smith said that university funding is an 
issue of moral conscience. Does she not 
recognise that, for many members, the principle of 
free education can be described as such? Some 
members seem to choose not to recognise the 
impact that abolishing the fee will have on 
widening access. To remove any doubt, I shall 
repeat the basic premise.  

Richard Baker: Will the member give way? 

Fiona Hyslop: If Labour members had been 
more receptive to interventions in their speeches, I 
might have allowed them the opportunity to 
intervene now.  

Debt and the fear of debt are barriers to 
university access. That has been clearly shown in 
numerous pieces of research. In fact, two weeks 
ago, a new study from the Sutton Trust—referred 
to by Keith Brown—showed the impact that 
increasing debt in England has had on attempts to 
widen access.  

Rhona Brankin: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Fiona Hyslop: Let me develop my point. 

While university applications in England have 
increased since the introduction of top-up fees, 
when we look underneath those figures, as the 
Sutton Trust has done, we see that opportunities 
have been reduced for those from the lowest- 
income families. They are forced to stay at home 
in an attempt to minimise their debts—that is, if 
they actually go to university in the first place. The 
study also shows no increase in applications from 
the lowest-income groups and that almost two 
thirds of students who choose not to go to 
university cite financial concerns. It is clear that 
the expensive and complicated system across the 
border is doing nothing to help those most in need. 

Rhona Brankin: The member replied to my 
parliamentary question, when I asked how many 

students from areas of multiple deprivation had 
entered higher education each year since 1999— 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: Microphone, 
please. 

Rhona Brankin: She pointed out to me— 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: Ms Brankin, will 
you use your microphone? Speak into your 
microphone. 

Rhona Brankin: Sorry. 

The member claims that we have not increased 
access for poorer students and students from 
areas of deprivation. However, when she replied 
to my question— 

Fiona Hyslop: I am stuck for time. Can I say to 
the member, it is absolutely clear— 

Rhona Brankin: Excuse me. I have not finished 
my question. 

Fiona Hyslop: It is absolutely clear— 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: Minister, will 
you sit down for one moment? Ms Brankin, I ask 
you quickly to finish your question.  

Rhona Brankin: I am interested that the 
minister has a response when she has not heard 
the question.  

In a reply to a question that I asked about 
access to higher education, we discovered that 
more students entered higher education in 2006 
than in 2002-03. The minister should be 
consistent.  

Fiona Hyslop: It is clear that there has been a 
reduction in participation in higher education—51 
per cent in 2001-02 down to 47 per cent in 2005-
06. The graduate endowment fee has failed in its 
attempt to widen access. It was a stated 
objective—[Interruption.]  

The Deputy Presiding Officer: Order.  

Fiona Hyslop: It was introduced by Labour and 
the Liberal Democrats and has done nothing to 
help young people, as funds to provide bursary 
support have been made available without that 
income.  

As I stated at stages 1 and 2, abolishing the 
endowment fee will not on its own widen access; it 
is one part of our commitment. In the budget, we 
have earmarked an additional £119 million for 
student support over three years, including £30 
million for support in 2010-11. Above that, we 
have introduced a simpler and fairer income 
assessment in further and higher education. The 
Government has not been idle on student support. 

It is interesting that the Labour amendment 
raises the issue of debt. I find it strange that while 
Labour members are concerned about student 
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debt today, at stage 1 they voted against the 
principles of the bill—a bill that will reduce the debt 
burden on the individuals who pay the graduate 
endowment by more than 20 per cent. If they 
voted against abolishing 20 per cent of student 
debt, why should anyone believe that they would 
support removing the rest of student debt?  

The universities do not think that a review of 
student funding is necessary, and neither does 
this Government. [Interruption.] 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: Order. Far too 
many conversations are taking place that could 
take place outside the chamber. 

Fiona Hyslop: We need the opportunity to 
challenge each other on the key issues affecting 
the sector. As David Caldwell of Universities 
Scotland remarked: 

“We appreciate that those calling for an independent 
review are doing so with the best of intentions. However the 
universities think that the most promising way forward at 
the present time is through the Joint Future Thinking 
Taskforce on Universities which has enabled constructive 
and positive engagement with the Scottish Government.” 

Christina McKelvie: Will the minister give way?  

Fiona Hyslop: No, thank you.  

David Caldwell‟s view is consistent with that of 
the president of the NUS, James Alexander, who, 
as I stated earlier, believes that such a review 
would create the lethal cocktail of a review of both 
student support and university funding, which 
resulted in top-up fees in England. 

The task force will report to the HE/FE round 
table, where colleges, staff unions and student 
representatives meet as equals. 

I agree with Margo MacDonald that we need to 
have greater alignment, collaboration and 
articulation between the college and university 
sectors. However, we also need to involve the 
school sector. As the first minister to have 
responsibility for schools, colleges and 
universities, I am determined to take that forward.  

I suspect that the Labour and Tory amendments 
are more about scrambling to find an excuse to 
perform a volte-face and support the bill—or, 
perhaps, abstain on it. They are a face-saving 
exercise for those parties that voted against the 
principle of the abolition at stage 1. The Liberal 
Democrat amendment is worthy of more 
consideration, however. The consultation that we 
are planning later this year needs to provide a 
forum where we can have an open and frank 
dialogue about some of the key principles. I have 
no problem with widening the scope of that 
consultation to include the issue of a minimum 
income guarantee. I am aware that the NUS 
proposed that before the election, therefore we are 

content to support the amendment and consider it 
further during our consultation. 

Today, we have the opportunity to support our 
students by getting rid of this unfair education tax 
on graduation. I say to Mary Mulligan that 
abolishing the graduate endowment fee for 50,000 
students and graduates is not a sop or a fraud; it is 
extremely popular. I appeal to all members to do 
the right thing today and vote in favour of the bill. 
In voting for it, members will be doing the right 
thing for our students and their families and 
providing increased opportunities for future 
generations of Scottish students. Scotland will, 
once again, be a country where access to learning 
is based on the ability to learn, not the ability to 
pay. The principle of free education has served 
Scotland well in the past, and it will provide new 
opportunities for young Scots in the future. 

I urge all members to support the abolition of the 
graduate endowment fee. 

The Presiding Officer (Alex Fergusson): I 
have no option other than to suspend this meeting 
until 5 o‟clock. 

16:58 
Meeting suspended. 
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That the Parliament recognises the importance of making 
further progress on the 33 recommendations published by 
the Justice 2 Sub-committee on 15 December 2006 in 
connection with the management of registered sex 
offenders; believes that ensuring public safety is paramount 
in the management of registered sex offenders; further 
recognises that appropriate utilisation of DNA samples and 
fingerprints can play an important role in identifying 
offenders but that it is vital to strike the right balance 
between prosecuting criminals and protecting the innocent 
and notes the review that the Scottish Government has 
commissioned from Professor James Fraser; rejects the 
blanket retention of DNA samples and fingerprints; 
recognises the extensive powers already available to the 
police in monitoring sex offenders and ensuring public 
safety, and notes the Scottish Government‟s liaison with 
the Home Office as disclosure pilots progress in four 
English police areas and the Scottish Government‟s 
proposal to monitor the outcomes of these pilots to 
determine what lessons there might be for Scotland, and 
welcomes the Scottish Government‟s proposal to write to 
the Convener of the Scottish Parliament‟s Justice 
Committee to report progress on each of the 33 
recommendations made by the Justice 2 Sub-committee 
report J2SC/S2/06/R1. 

The Presiding Officer: The next question is, 
that amendment S3M-1367.1.1, in the name of 
Murdo Fraser, which seeks to amend amendment 
S3M-1367.1, in the name of Rhona Brankin, on 
the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill, 
be agreed to. Are we agreed? 

Members: No.  

The Presiding Officer: There will be a division. 
FOR 
Aitken, Bill (Glasgow) (Con)  
Alexander, Ms Wendy (Paisley North) (Lab)  
Baillie, Jackie (Dumbarton) (Lab)  
Baker, Claire (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Baker, Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)  
Boyack, Sarah (Edinburgh Central) (Lab)  
Brankin, Rhona (Midlothian) (Lab)  
Brocklebank, Ted (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Brown, Gavin (Lothians) (Con)  
Brownlee, Derek (South of Scotland) (Con)  
Butler, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (Lab)  
Carlaw, Jackson (West of Scotland) (Con)  
Chisholm, Malcolm (Edinburgh North and Leith) (Lab)  
Craigie, Cathie (Cumbernauld and Kilsyth) (Lab)  
Curran, Margaret (Glasgow Baillieston) (Lab)  
Eadie, Helen (Dunfermline East) (Lab)  
Ferguson, Patricia (Glasgow Maryhill) (Lab)  
Foulkes, George (Lothians) (Lab)  
Fraser, Murdo (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Gillon, Karen (Clydesdale) (Lab)  
Glen, Marlyn (North East Scotland) (Lab)  
Godman, Trish (West Renfrewshire) (Lab)  
Goldie, Annabel (West of Scotland) (Con)  
Gordon, Charlie (Glasgow Cathcart) (Lab)  
Grant, Rhoda (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Gray, Iain (East Lothian) (Lab)  
Henry, Hugh (Paisley South) (Lab)  
Jamieson, Cathy (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley) 
(Lab)  
Johnstone, Alex (North East Scotland) (Con)  
Kelly, James (Glasgow Rutherglen) (Lab)  
Kerr, Andy (East Kilbride) (Lab)  
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow Pollok) (Lab)  
Lamont, John (Roxburgh and Berwickshire) (Con)  

Livingstone, Marilyn (Kirkcaldy) (Lab)  
Macdonald, Lewis (Aberdeen Central) (Lab)  
MacDonald, Margo (Lothians) (Ind)  
Macintosh, Ken (Eastwood) (Lab)  
Martin, Paul (Glasgow Springburn) (Lab)  
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)  
McCabe, Tom (Hamilton South) (Lab)  
McConnell, Jack (Motherwell and Wishaw) (Lab)  
McGrigor, Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con)  
McLetchie, David (Edinburgh Pentlands) (Con)  
McMahon, Michael (Hamilton North and Bellshill) (Lab)  
McNeil, Duncan (Greenock and Inverclyde) (Lab)  
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow Kelvin) (Lab)  
McNulty, Des (Clydebank and Milngavie) (Lab)  
Milne, Nanette (North East Scotland) (Con)  
Mitchell, Margaret (Central Scotland) (Con)  
Mulligan, Mary (Linlithgow) (Lab)  
Murray, Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)  
Oldfather, Irene (Cunninghame South) (Lab)  
Park, John (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Peacock, Peter (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Peattie, Cathy (Falkirk East) (Lab)  
Scanlon, Mary (Highlands and Islands) (Con)  
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con)  
Simpson, Dr Richard (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Smith, Elaine (Coatbridge and Chryston) (Lab)  
Smith, Elizabeth (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Stewart, David (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Whitefield, Karen (Airdrie and Shotts) (Lab)  
Whitton, David (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (Lab)  

AGAINST 
Adam, Brian (Aberdeen North) (SNP)  
Ahmad, Bashir (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Allan, Alasdair (Western Isles) (SNP)  
Brown, Keith (Ochil) (SNP)  
Brown, Robert (Glasgow) (LD)  
Campbell, Aileen (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Coffey, Willie (Kilmarnock and Loudoun) (SNP)  
Constance, Angela (Livingston) (SNP)  
Crawford, Bruce (Stirling) (SNP)  
Cunningham, Roseanna (Perth) (SNP)  
Don, Nigel (North East Scotland) (SNP)  
Doris, Bob (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Ewing, Fergus (Inverness East, Nairn and Lochaber) (SNP)  
Fabiani, Linda (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
Finnie, Ross (West of Scotland) (LD)  
FitzPatrick, Joe (Dundee West) (SNP)  
Gibson, Kenneth (Cunninghame North) (SNP)  
Gibson, Rob (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)  
Grahame, Christine (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Harper, Robin (Lothians) (Green)  
Harvie, Christopher (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)  
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green)  
Hepburn, Jamie (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
Hume, Jim (South of Scotland) (LD)  
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)  
Ingram, Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Kidd, Bill (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP)  
MacAskill, Kenny (Edinburgh East and Musselburgh) (SNP)  
Marwick, Tricia (Central Fife) (SNP)  
Mather, Jim (Argyll and Bute) (SNP)  
Matheson, Michael (Falkirk West) (SNP)  
Maxwell, Stewart (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
McArthur, Liam (Orkney) (LD)  
McInnes, Alison (North East Scotland) (LD)  
McKee, Ian (Lothians) (SNP)  
McKelvie, Christina (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
McMillan, Stuart (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
Morgan, Alasdair (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Munro, John Farquhar (Ross, Skye and Inverness West) 

235



6549  28 FEBRUARY 2008  6550 

 

(LD)  
Neil, Alex (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
O‟Donnell, Hugh (Central Scotland) (LD)  
Paterson, Gil (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
Pringle, Mike (Edinburgh South) (LD)  
Purvis, Jeremy (Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale) (LD)  
Robison, Shona (Dundee East) (SNP)  
Rumbles, Mike (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine) (LD)  
Russell, Michael (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Salmond, Alex (Gordon) (SNP)  
Scott, Tavish (Shetland) (LD)  
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)  
Smith, Margaret (Edinburgh West) (LD)  
Somerville, Shirley-Anne (Lothians) (SNP)  
Stephen, Nicol (Aberdeen South) (LD)  
Stevenson, Stewart (Banff and Buchan) (SNP)  
Stone, Jamie (Caithness, Sutherland and Easter Ross) 
(LD)  
Sturgeon, Nicola (Glasgow Govan) (SNP)  
Swinney, John (North Tayside) (SNP)  
Thompson, Dave (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)  
Tolson, Jim (Dunfermline West) (LD)  
Watt, Maureen (North East Scotland) (SNP)  
Welsh, Andrew (Angus) (SNP)  
White, Sandra (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Wilson, Bill (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
Wilson, John (Central Scotland) (SNP) 

The Presiding Officer: The result of the division 
is: For 63, Against 65, Abstentions 0. 

Amendment disagreed to. 

The Presiding Officer: The next question is, 
that amendment S3M-1367.1, in the name of 
Rhona Brankin, which seeks to amend motion 
S3M-1367, in the name of Fiona Hyslop, on the 
Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill, be 
agreed to. Are we agreed? 

Members: No.  

The Presiding Officer: There will be a division. 
FOR 
Aitken, Bill (Glasgow) (Con)  
Alexander, Ms Wendy (Paisley North) (Lab)  
Baillie, Jackie (Dumbarton) (Lab)  
Baker, Claire (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Baker, Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)  
Boyack, Sarah (Edinburgh Central) (Lab)  
Brankin, Rhona (Midlothian) (Lab)  
Brocklebank, Ted (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Brown, Gavin (Lothians) (Con)  
Brownlee, Derek (South of Scotland) (Con)  
Butler, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (Lab)  
Carlaw, Jackson (West of Scotland) (Con)  
Chisholm, Malcolm (Edinburgh North and Leith) (Lab)  
Craigie, Cathie (Cumbernauld and Kilsyth) (Lab)  
Curran, Margaret (Glasgow Baillieston) (Lab)  
Eadie, Helen (Dunfermline East) (Lab)  
Ferguson, Patricia (Glasgow Maryhill) (Lab)  
Foulkes, George (Lothians) (Lab)  
Fraser, Murdo (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Gillon, Karen (Clydesdale) (Lab)  
Glen, Marlyn (North East Scotland) (Lab)  
Godman, Trish (West Renfrewshire) (Lab)  
Goldie, Annabel (West of Scotland) (Con)  
Gordon, Charlie (Glasgow Cathcart) (Lab)  
Grant, Rhoda (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Gray, Iain (East Lothian) (Lab)  
Henry, Hugh (Paisley South) (Lab)  

Jamieson, Cathy (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley) 
(Lab)  
Johnstone, Alex (North East Scotland) (Con)  
Kelly, James (Glasgow Rutherglen) (Lab)  
Kerr, Andy (East Kilbride) (Lab)  
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow Pollok) (Lab)  
Lamont, John (Roxburgh and Berwickshire) (Con)  
Livingstone, Marilyn (Kirkcaldy) (Lab)  
Macdonald, Lewis (Aberdeen Central) (Lab)  
MacDonald, Margo (Lothians) (Ind)  
Macintosh, Ken (Eastwood) (Lab)  
Martin, Paul (Glasgow Springburn) (Lab)  
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)  
McCabe, Tom (Hamilton South) (Lab)  
McConnell, Jack (Motherwell and Wishaw) (Lab)  
McGrigor, Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con)  
McLetchie, David (Edinburgh Pentlands) (Con)  
McMahon, Michael (Hamilton North and Bellshill) (Lab)  
McNeil, Duncan (Greenock and Inverclyde) (Lab)  
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow Kelvin) (Lab)  
McNulty, Des (Clydebank and Milngavie) (Lab)  
Milne, Nanette (North East Scotland) (Con)  
Mitchell, Margaret (Central Scotland) (Con)  
Mulligan, Mary (Linlithgow) (Lab)  
Murray, Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)  
Oldfather, Irene (Cunninghame South) (Lab)  
Park, John (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Peacock, Peter (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Peattie, Cathy (Falkirk East) (Lab)  
Scanlon, Mary (Highlands and Islands) (Con)  
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con)  
Simpson, Dr Richard (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Smith, Elaine (Coatbridge and Chryston) (Lab)  
Smith, Elizabeth (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Stewart, David (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Whitefield, Karen (Airdrie and Shotts) (Lab)  
Whitton, David (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (Lab) 

AGAINST 
Adam, Brian (Aberdeen North) (SNP)  
Ahmad, Bashir (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Allan, Alasdair (Western Isles) (SNP)  
Brown, Keith (Ochil) (SNP)  
Brown, Robert (Glasgow) (LD)  
Campbell, Aileen (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Coffey, Willie (Kilmarnock and Loudoun) (SNP)  
Constance, Angela (Livingston) (SNP)  
Crawford, Bruce (Stirling) (SNP)  
Cunningham, Roseanna (Perth) (SNP)  
Don, Nigel (North East Scotland) (SNP)  
Doris, Bob (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Ewing, Fergus (Inverness East, Nairn and Lochaber) (SNP)  
Fabiani, Linda (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
Finnie, Ross (West of Scotland) (LD)  
FitzPatrick, Joe (Dundee West) (SNP)  
Gibson, Kenneth (Cunninghame North) (SNP)  
Gibson, Rob (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)  
Grahame, Christine (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Harper, Robin (Lothians) (Green)  
Harvie, Christopher (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)  
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green)  
Hepburn, Jamie (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
Hume, Jim (South of Scotland) (LD)  
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)  
Ingram, Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Kidd, Bill (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP)  
MacAskill, Kenny (Edinburgh East and Musselburgh) (SNP)  
Marwick, Tricia (Central Fife) (SNP)  
Mather, Jim (Argyll and Bute) (SNP)  
Matheson, Michael (Falkirk West) (SNP)  
Maxwell, Stewart (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
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McArthur, Liam (Orkney) (LD)  
McInnes, Alison (North East Scotland) (LD)  
McKee, Ian (Lothians) (SNP)  
McKelvie, Christina (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
McMillan, Stuart (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
Morgan, Alasdair (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Munro, John Farquhar (Ross, Skye and Inverness West) 
(LD)  
Neil, Alex (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
O‟Donnell, Hugh (Central Scotland) (LD)  
Paterson, Gil (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
Pringle, Mike (Edinburgh South) (LD)  
Purvis, Jeremy (Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale) (LD)  
Robison, Shona (Dundee East) (SNP)  
Rumbles, Mike (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine) (LD)  
Russell, Michael (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Salmond, Alex (Gordon) (SNP)  
Scott, Tavish (Shetland) (LD)  
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)  
Smith, Margaret (Edinburgh West) (LD)  
Somerville, Shirley-Anne (Lothians) (SNP)  
Stephen, Nicol (Aberdeen South) (LD)  
Stevenson, Stewart (Banff and Buchan) (SNP)  
Stone, Jamie (Caithness, Sutherland and Easter Ross) 
(LD)  
Sturgeon, Nicola (Glasgow Govan) (SNP)  
Swinney, John (North Tayside) (SNP)  
Thompson, Dave (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)  
Tolson, Jim (Dunfermline West) (LD)  
Watt, Maureen (North East Scotland) (SNP)  
Welsh, Andrew (Angus) (SNP)  
White, Sandra (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Wilson, Bill (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
Wilson, John (Central Scotland) (SNP) 

The Presiding Officer: The result of the division 
is: For 63, Against 65, Abstentions 0. 

Amendment disagreed to. 

The Presiding Officer: The next question is, 
that amendment S3M-1367.2, in the name of 
Jeremy Purvis, which seeks to amend motion 
S3M-1367, in the name of Fiona Hyslop, on the 
Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill, be 
agreed to. Are we agreed? 

Members: No. 

The Presiding Officer: There will be a division. 
FOR 
Adam, Brian (Aberdeen North) (SNP)  
Ahmad, Bashir (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Allan, Alasdair (Western Isles) (SNP)  
Brown, Keith (Ochil) (SNP)  
Brown, Robert (Glasgow) (LD)  
Campbell, Aileen (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Coffey, Willie (Kilmarnock and Loudoun) (SNP)  
Constance, Angela (Livingston) (SNP)  
Crawford, Bruce (Stirling) (SNP)  
Cunningham, Roseanna (Perth) (SNP)  
Don, Nigel (North East Scotland) (SNP)  
Doris, Bob (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Ewing, Fergus (Inverness East, Nairn and Lochaber) (SNP)  
Fabiani, Linda (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
Finnie, Ross (West of Scotland) (LD)  
FitzPatrick, Joe (Dundee West) (SNP)  
Gibson, Kenneth (Cunninghame North) (SNP)  
Gibson, Rob (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)  
Grahame, Christine (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Harper, Robin (Lothians) (Green)  

Harvie, Christopher (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)  
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green)  
Hepburn, Jamie (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
Hume, Jim (South of Scotland) (LD)  
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)  
Ingram, Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Kidd, Bill (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP)  
MacAskill, Kenny (Edinburgh East and Musselburgh) (SNP)  
MacDonald, Margo (Lothians) (Ind)  
Marwick, Tricia (Central Fife) (SNP)  
Mather, Jim (Argyll and Bute) (SNP)  
Matheson, Michael (Falkirk West) (SNP)  
Maxwell, Stewart (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
McArthur, Liam (Orkney) (LD)  
McInnes, Alison (North East Scotland) (LD)  
McKee, Ian (Lothians) (SNP)  
McKelvie, Christina (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
McMillan, Stuart (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
Morgan, Alasdair (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Munro, John Farquhar (Ross, Skye and Inverness West) 
(LD)  
Neil, Alex (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
O‟Donnell, Hugh (Central Scotland) (LD)  
Paterson, Gil (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
Pringle, Mike (Edinburgh South) (LD)  
Purvis, Jeremy (Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale) (LD)  
Robison, Shona (Dundee East) (SNP)  
Rumbles, Mike (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine) (LD)  
Russell, Michael (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Salmond, Alex (Gordon) (SNP)  
Scott, Tavish (Shetland) (LD)  
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)  
Smith, Margaret (Edinburgh West) (LD)  
Somerville, Shirley-Anne (Lothians) (SNP)  
Stephen, Nicol (Aberdeen South) (LD)  
Stevenson, Stewart (Banff and Buchan) (SNP)  
Stone, Jamie (Caithness, Sutherland and Easter Ross) 
(LD)  
Sturgeon, Nicola (Glasgow Govan) (SNP)  
Swinney, John (North Tayside) (SNP)  
Thompson, Dave (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)  
Tolson, Jim (Dunfermline West) (LD)  
Watt, Maureen (North East Scotland) (SNP)  
Welsh, Andrew (Angus) (SNP)  
White, Sandra (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Wilson, Bill (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
Wilson, John (Central Scotland) (SNP) 

AGAINST 
Aitken, Bill (Glasgow) (Con)  
Brocklebank, Ted (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Brown, Gavin (Lothians) (Con)  
Brownlee, Derek (South of Scotland) (Con)  
Carlaw, Jackson (West of Scotland) (Con)  
Fraser, Murdo (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Goldie, Annabel (West of Scotland) (Con)  
Johnstone, Alex (North East Scotland) (Con)  
Lamont, John (Roxburgh and Berwickshire) (Con)  
McGrigor, Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con)  
McLetchie, David (Edinburgh Pentlands) (Con)  
Milne, Nanette (North East Scotland) (Con)  
Mitchell, Margaret (Central Scotland) (Con)  
Scanlon, Mary (Highlands and Islands) (Con)  
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con)  
Smith, Elizabeth (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con) 

ABSTENTIONS 
Alexander, Ms Wendy (Paisley North) (Lab)  
Baillie, Jackie (Dumbarton) (Lab)  
Baker, Claire (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Baker, Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)  
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Boyack, Sarah (Edinburgh Central) (Lab)  
Brankin, Rhona (Midlothian) (Lab)  
Butler, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (Lab)  
Chisholm, Malcolm (Edinburgh North and Leith) (Lab)  
Craigie, Cathie (Cumbernauld and Kilsyth) (Lab)  
Curran, Margaret (Glasgow Baillieston) (Lab)  
Eadie, Helen (Dunfermline East) (Lab)  
Ferguson, Patricia (Glasgow Maryhill) (Lab)  
Foulkes, George (Lothians) (Lab)  
Gillon, Karen (Clydesdale) (Lab)  
Glen, Marlyn (North East Scotland) (Lab)  
Godman, Trish (West Renfrewshire) (Lab)  
Gordon, Charlie (Glasgow Cathcart) (Lab)  
Grant, Rhoda (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Gray, Iain (East Lothian) (Lab)  
Henry, Hugh (Paisley South) (Lab)  
Jamieson, Cathy (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley) 
(Lab)  
Kelly, James (Glasgow Rutherglen) (Lab)  
Kerr, Andy (East Kilbride) (Lab)  
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow Pollok) (Lab)  
Livingstone, Marilyn (Kirkcaldy) (Lab)  
Macdonald, Lewis (Aberdeen Central) (Lab)  
Macintosh, Ken (Eastwood) (Lab)  
Martin, Paul (Glasgow Springburn) (Lab)  
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)  
McCabe, Tom (Hamilton South) (Lab)  
McConnell, Jack (Motherwell and Wishaw) (Lab)  
McMahon, Michael (Hamilton North and Bellshill) (Lab)  
McNeil, Duncan (Greenock and Inverclyde) (Lab)  
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow Kelvin) (Lab)  
McNulty, Des (Clydebank and Milngavie) (Lab)  
Mulligan, Mary (Linlithgow) (Lab)  
Murray, Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)  
Oldfather, Irene (Cunninghame South) (Lab)  
Park, John (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Peacock, Peter (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Peattie, Cathy (Falkirk East) (Lab)  
Simpson, Dr Richard (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Smith, Elaine (Coatbridge and Chryston) (Lab)  
Stewart, David (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Whitefield, Karen (Airdrie and Shotts) (Lab)  
Whitton, David (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (Lab) 

The Presiding Officer: The result of the division 
is: For 66, Against 16, Abstentions 46. 

Amendment agreed to. 

The Presiding Officer: The final question is, 
that motion S3M-1367, in the name of Fiona 
Hyslop, as amended, on the Graduate Endowment 
Abolition (Scotland) Bill, be agreed to. Are we 
agreed? 

Members: No. 

The Presiding Officer: There will be a division. 
FOR 
Adam, Brian (Aberdeen North) (SNP)  
Ahmad, Bashir (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Allan, Alasdair (Western Isles) (SNP)  
Brown, Keith (Ochil) (SNP)  
Brown, Robert (Glasgow) (LD)  
Campbell, Aileen (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Coffey, Willie (Kilmarnock and Loudoun) (SNP)  
Constance, Angela (Livingston) (SNP)  
Crawford, Bruce (Stirling) (SNP)  
Cunningham, Roseanna (Perth) (SNP)  
Don, Nigel (North East Scotland) (SNP)  
Doris, Bob (Glasgow) (SNP)  

Ewing, Fergus (Inverness East, Nairn and Lochaber) (SNP)  
Fabiani, Linda (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
Finnie, Ross (West of Scotland) (LD)  
FitzPatrick, Joe (Dundee West) (SNP)  
Gibson, Kenneth (Cunninghame North) (SNP)  
Gibson, Rob (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)  
Grahame, Christine (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Harper, Robin (Lothians) (Green)  
Harvie, Christopher (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)  
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green)  
Hepburn, Jamie (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
Hume, Jim (South of Scotland) (LD)  
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)  
Ingram, Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Kidd, Bill (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP)  
MacAskill, Kenny (Edinburgh East and Musselburgh) (SNP)  
MacDonald, Margo (Lothians) (Ind)  
Marwick, Tricia (Central Fife) (SNP)  
Mather, Jim (Argyll and Bute) (SNP)  
Matheson, Michael (Falkirk West) (SNP)  
Maxwell, Stewart (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
McArthur, Liam (Orkney) (LD)  
McInnes, Alison (North East Scotland) (LD)  
McKee, Ian (Lothians) (SNP)  
McKelvie, Christina (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
McMillan, Stuart (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
Morgan, Alasdair (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Munro, John Farquhar (Ross, Skye and Inverness West) 
(LD)  
Neil, Alex (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
O‟Donnell, Hugh (Central Scotland) (LD)  
Paterson, Gil (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
Pringle, Mike (Edinburgh South) (LD)  
Purvis, Jeremy (Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale) (LD)  
Robison, Shona (Dundee East) (SNP)  
Rumbles, Mike (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine) (LD)  
Russell, Michael (South of Scotland) (SNP)  
Salmond, Alex (Gordon) (SNP)  
Scott, Tavish (Shetland) (LD)  
Smith, Elaine (Coatbridge and Chryston) (Lab)  
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)  
Smith, Margaret (Edinburgh West) (LD)  
Somerville, Shirley-Anne (Lothians) (SNP)  
Stephen, Nicol (Aberdeen South) (LD)  
Stevenson, Stewart (Banff and Buchan) (SNP)  
Stone, Jamie (Caithness, Sutherland and Easter Ross) 
(LD)  
Sturgeon, Nicola (Glasgow Govan) (SNP)  
Swinney, John (North Tayside) (SNP)  
Thompson, Dave (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)  
Tolson, Jim (Dunfermline West) (LD)  
Watt, Maureen (North East Scotland) (SNP)  
Welsh, Andrew (Angus) (SNP)  
White, Sandra (Glasgow) (SNP)  
Wilson, Bill (West of Scotland) (SNP)  
Wilson, John (Central Scotland) (SNP) 

AGAINST 
Aitken, Bill (Glasgow) (Con)  
Alexander, Ms Wendy (Paisley North) (Lab)  
Baillie, Jackie (Dumbarton) (Lab)  
Baker, Claire (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Baker, Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)  
Boyack, Sarah (Edinburgh Central) (Lab)  
Brankin, Rhona (Midlothian) (Lab)  
Brocklebank, Ted (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Brown, Gavin (Lothians) (Con)  
Brownlee, Derek (South of Scotland) (Con)  
Butler, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (Lab)  
Carlaw, Jackson (West of Scotland) (Con)  
Chisholm, Malcolm (Edinburgh North and Leith) (Lab)  
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Craigie, Cathie (Cumbernauld and Kilsyth) (Lab)  
Curran, Margaret (Glasgow Baillieston) (Lab)  
Eadie, Helen (Dunfermline East) (Lab)  
Ferguson, Patricia (Glasgow Maryhill) (Lab)  
Foulkes, George (Lothians) (Lab)  
Fraser, Murdo (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Gillon, Karen (Clydesdale) (Lab)  
Glen, Marlyn (North East Scotland) (Lab)  
Godman, Trish (West Renfrewshire) (Lab)  
Goldie, Annabel (West of Scotland) (Con)  
Gordon, Charlie (Glasgow Cathcart) (Lab)  
Grant, Rhoda (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Gray, Iain (East Lothian) (Lab)  
Henry, Hugh (Paisley South) (Lab)  
Jamieson, Cathy (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley) 
(Lab)  
Johnstone, Alex (North East Scotland) (Con)  
Kelly, James (Glasgow Rutherglen) (Lab)  
Kerr, Andy (East Kilbride) (Lab)  
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow Pollok) (Lab)  
Lamont, John (Roxburgh and Berwickshire) (Con)  
Livingstone, Marilyn (Kirkcaldy) (Lab)  
Macdonald, Lewis (Aberdeen Central) (Lab)  
Macintosh, Ken (Eastwood) (Lab)  
Martin, Paul (Glasgow Springburn) (Lab)  
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)  
McCabe, Tom (Hamilton South) (Lab)  
McConnell, Jack (Motherwell and Wishaw) (Lab)  
McGrigor, Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con)  
McLetchie, David (Edinburgh Pentlands) (Con)  
McMahon, Michael (Hamilton North and Bellshill) (Lab)  
McNeil, Duncan (Greenock and Inverclyde) (Lab)  
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow Kelvin) (Lab)  
McNulty, Des (Clydebank and Milngavie) (Lab)  
Milne, Nanette (North East Scotland) (Con)  
Mitchell, Margaret (Central Scotland) (Con)  
Mulligan, Mary (Linlithgow) (Lab)  
Murray, Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)  
Oldfather, Irene (Cunninghame South) (Lab)  
Park, John (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Peacock, Peter (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Peattie, Cathy (Falkirk East) (Lab)  
Scanlon, Mary (Highlands and Islands) (Con)  
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con)  
Simpson, Dr Richard (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Smith, Elizabeth (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Stewart, David (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Whitefield, Karen (Airdrie and Shotts) (Lab)  
Whitton, David (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (Lab) 

The Presiding Officer: The result of the division 
is: For 67, Against 61, Abstentions 0. 

Motion, as amended, agreed to. 

Resolved, 

That the Parliament agrees that the Graduate 
Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill be passed and, in so 
doing, calls on the Scottish Ministers, when taking forward 
their consultation on student support later this year, to 
consider a number of wider options to improve financial 
support for students, including specific reference to the 
development of a new minimum income guarantee. 
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Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Bill 1 
 

SP Bill 2B Session 3 (2008) 
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Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) 
Bill 

[AS PASSED] 
 
 
 
 
An Act of the Scottish Parliament to abolish the graduate endowment; and for connected 
purposes.  
 
 
 
1 Abolition of the graduate endowment 

(1) Sections 1 and 2 of the 2001 Act are repealed (and consequently the principal 
regulations are revoked). 5 

(2) In schedule 3 to the Further and Higher Education (Scotland) Act 2005 (asp 6), 
paragraph 10 is repealed. 

 
2 Extinguishing of liabilities 

(1) This section applies to graduate endowment liability in relation to which the due date is 
1 April 2008 or after. 10 

(2) Any such graduate endowment liability is extinguished. 

(3) And any such graduate endowment liability (whether extinguished by this section or 
previously discharged) is to be regarded as having never existed. 

 
3 Saving of prior liabilities 

(1) This section applies to graduate endowment liability in relation to which the due date is 15 
before 1 April 2008. 

(2) To the extent required for the purposes of or in connection with any such graduate 
endowment liability— 

(a) section 1 of the 2001 Act, and  

(b) the principal regulations, 20 

continue to have the effect that they had immediately before the coming into force of 
this Act (despite the repeals made by section 1). 
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3A Reports on impact of Act 

(1) The Scottish Ministers must, within— 

(a) the period of one year beginning on the day this Act received Royal Assent, and 

(b) each of the four subsequent periods of one year, 

lay before the Scottish Parliament a report assessing the impact that section 1 of this Act 5 
has had in relation to widening access to higher education. 

(2) Without prejudice to the generality of subsection (1), a report under that subsection must 
include such information on— 

(a) the proportion of Scottish domiciled entrants to higher education falling within 
subsection (3), and 10 

(b) the proportion of such entrants who complete their course of higher education, 

 as the Scottish Ministers consider necessary to enable a comparison to be made with the 
equivalent figures for entrants to higher education in each academic session since 2001-
02. 

(3) An entrant to higher education falls within this subsection if the entrant is from one of 15 
the 20 per cent lowest ranked areas in the Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation. 

 
3B Effect on student support 

(1) The Scottish Ministers are, in making budget proposals to the Scottish Parliament, to 
ensure that any provision proposed for the purposes of student support is not adversely 
affected because of the abolition by this Act of the graduate endowment. 20 

(2) In this section–– 

“budget proposals” means proposals, in relation to a Bill for a Budget Act, for the 
use of resources,  

“student support” means the provision of allowances for living costs, and loans, 
under section 73(f)(i) of the Education (Scotland) Act 1980 (c. 44). 25 

 
4 Definitions 

(1) In this Act, “graduate endowment liability” is liability, existing by virtue of section 1 of 
the 2001 Act and the principal regulations, of a person to— 

(a) pay to the Scottish Ministers the amount of the graduate endowment, or 

(b) repay to the Scottish Ministers any loan (including interest) made by them under 30 
those provisions for the purposes of discharging the person’s liability to pay the 
graduate endowment. 

(2) In this Act— 

the “2001 Act” is the Education (Graduate Endowment and Student Support) 
(Scotland) Act 2001 (asp 6), 35 

the “principal regulations” are the Graduate Endowment (Scotland) Regulations 
2007 (S.S.I. 2007/155), 

“the graduate endowment” is to be construed in accordance with the 2001 Act, 

“due date” is to be construed in accordance with the principal regulations. 
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5 Commencement and short title 

(1) This Act comes into force on the day after Royal Assent. 

(2) The short title of this Act is the Graduate Endowment Abolition (Scotland) Act 2008. 
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