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Terms of reference for this submission.

b) The effect of increasing reliance on private funding and market behaviour on the sectors ability to meet Australia’s education training and research needs, including its effect on

i. The quality and diversity of education.

F) The capacity of public universities to contribute to economic growth:

i. In communities and regions.

Many of the discussions about Federal government funding of Australian universities do not deal with the real inequalities of university funding. These discussions do not consider the total funding each university receives through other means and how diverse this funding can be through out the sector. Australian universities are not all able to provide the same standard of education because they do not receive the same comparative income. It seems that more established capital city universities are in a position of advantage, able to give students a better education than the newer universities who are disadvantaged by their geography and short histories. This funding discrepancy is an issue that the Federal government must deal with if it can be expected that all students should be able to get a fair and equitable education.

Governmental university funding is only one of many ways that universities fund the educating of Australia. Government funding is still the biggest contributor to universities, in the case of the University of Western Sydney it provides 52.8% 
of the total operating revenue. Universities have had to find other streams of income to make up the rest of their operating revenue. Many have attempted to introduce fees on students or researching arrangements with industries and corporations. 

These other forms of income are not as steady as Government funding and have left universities in situations of funding crises. Student conditions and tutorial sizes have been slowly eroded in a bid to distribute what money is left in the University’s budget over fewer services. Many universities have unfortunately adopted strategies of downsizing and rationalising in the hope of scraping up a few extra dollars. However this approach has mimicked the experience of those in the business sector and left universities worn out, dry and unimaginative. 

Downsizing is a short-term solution to a long-term problem, and that problem is the inequality of total funding in the university sector. 

This difference in total funding is best illustrated by looking at the amount of revenue a university receives per unit of EFTSU (Equivalent Full-time Student units). 

At the top of this scale of richness is the University of Western Australia, which has $25, 255 of funding per unit of EFTSU. In second place is the University of Adelaide at $23, 466 per EFTSU, followed by the University of Queensland at $20,732 per EFTSU. 

At the other end of the scale you have the University of Western Sydney with $10, 849 of funding per unit of EFTSU, the University of Southern Queensland with $10, 372 per EFTSU and lastly Charles Sturt University with only $9,698 per EFTSU.
 

When some universities have more than twice the amount of money to spend on each student than others do, one can be sure that the standard of education will not be the same.

While it can be hard to show standards of education comparatively, it would seem obvious to all that when the University of Western Sydney has only $10, 849 for the education of each student, and the University of Western Australia has 2.3 times that amount to spend then is no equality.

The quality of education is at times hard to measure, for many it is the comparison of personal student experiences. With out that sort of information it is necessary for me to use statistics to show that there is indeed a difference between the standard of education delivered by the “poorer” universities and those with much higher total funding per EFTSU.

One of the measurements used to illustrate a higher standard of education has been staff to student ratios. The fewer students per staff, then theoretically the more time each staff member has to spend time with each student. Staff to student ratios that are low would mean smaller tutorial classes, which in the student movement is seen as a marker of quality education.

The three “poorest” Universities (Charles Sturt University, University of Western Sydney, and the University of Southern Queensland) all have a staff-student ratio of between 21-23 students to each staff member. However the three “richest” Universities (University of Western Australia, University of Adelaide, and the University of Queensland) have much lower staff-student ratios, 15, 14 and 18 receptively. 

Three other universities which have in common with the richer universities a high amount of income from investments, University of NSW, Australian National University, and the University of Sydney, also have lower staff-student ratios, 15, 16 and 14 respectively
. The more money a university has to spend per EFTSU means more staff per student, and therefore the higher standard of education.

Another marker to quality education is the completion rates for students. The higher the percentage of students who complete their course in the year would suggest a higher standard of teaching and learning. Unfortunately I was unable to find any statistics on student completions in a year as a percentage of the total student population of a University. I have had to try and calculate them with the statistics I have had available.

 To come up with the student numbers for 1998 I used the student numbers for 1999, applying the percentage difference from 1998 figures,
 to come up with the student numbers for 1998. I then expressed the completions in 1998
 as a percentage of the total number of students. I have included at the end of this submission my total students for 1998, so they may be checked and corrected if needed. The results are as follows.

“Poorest” Universities
% of students who completed in 1998

University of Western Sydney
23.5

Charles Sturt University
24.0

University of Southern Queensland
18.8

“Richest” Universities
% of students who completed in 1998

University of Western Australia
27.2

University of Adelaide
24.9

University of Queensland
23.25

Other Universities with Investments as second largest contributor to income
% of students who completed in 1998

University of Sydney
23.7

Australian National University
26.9

University of NSW
25.5

While the differences are not vast, it must be noted that with the exception of the University of Sydney and the University of Queensland, all other universities in the “richest” category and in the investment as second largest income all had better completion rates that the “poorest” universities.

The evidence of the staff-student ratios and the completion rates does show that there is an effect on the standard of education by the amount of funding per unit of EFTSU. 

If funding per EFTSU is the defining point in the hierarchy of education standards, then it must be uncovered where this discrepancy in total funding comes from. 

When looking at operating revenue as a share of total income
 it is found that for the three “poorest” universities (CSU, USQ and UWS) after Commonwealth Government funding, the next highest source of revenue for all is HECS income (CSU 26.4%, USQ 25.4% and UWS 26.4%). While for the two richest Universities (University of Western Australia and the University of Adelaide) after Common wealth government funding the next highest source of income is investment and other income (UWA 25.6%, UOA 15.2%).

Three other universities also have investment and other income as their second highest form of income, the University of New South Wales, the University of Sydney, and the Australian National University. The University of Sydney places 5th highest on the total revenue per EFTSU table, but information was not available for ANU or UNSW placing’s at the time of the writing of this submission.

While I cannot be sure of their placing in the total revenue per EFTSU scale, it is interesting to note that like the “richest” universities, they too have lower staff student ratios and better completion rates. 

It seems there is a definite correlation between universities having a higher percentage of the income coming from investments and having a higher amount of total funding per EFTSU. This seems to have more of an influence over total funding per EFTSU than undergraduate fees, postgraduate fees or international student fees.

If this is correct than universities who have more money to spend on education are actually getting that funding through investments and assets, not through charging students fees or designing radical new business strategies for the education sector.

The question needs to be asked why is it that these “richer” universities are getting so much funding from their investment and assets, while the “poorer” universities seem to get very little? 

The answer may be in the age of the “richer” universities and in their geographical location. The University of Queensland was established in 1909, University of Adelaide in 1874, University of Western Australia 1913, University of NSW in 1949, University of Sydney 1850, and the Australian National University in 1946. All of them have had time to establish investments and assets to support them. Many of them have had in the past government grants of land. Land that is now prime real estate in Capital cities and that brings in a lot of rent.

The University of Western Sydney and Charles Sturt University have not had the chance to create that sort of asset and investment base. Both are relatively young universities, both coming in existence in 1989. Neither of them are situated in prime real estate areas in capital cities of Australia. Their assets are the communities they exist in.

It seems a two tiered university system has been established, older universities are able to provide their students with more resource due to the fact they have created and been assisted in building assets bases to support themselves. The younger and “poorer” universities have not had this chance, and so have much lower total revenue per EFTSU. That lower ratio has meant that the “poorer” universities have a much higher rate of students to staff, and one can imagine a lower standard of resources and support.

The Federal government cannot allow this two tiered structure of university education to continue. It must be acknowledged that the established “richer” universities have the advantage of history and assets over the younger regional universities. Unless the Government steps in and gives extra assistance to the new regional universities, the gap between the standard of education in the Capital cities and in the regions will expand. History and geography are two things that regional “poorer” universities will not be able to over come with out more government assistance

The government needs to acknowledge that the standard of education is governed by the total funding a University receives. If through no fault of their own regional universities are not getting the same money as the Capital city universities than the Government must step in and assist the “poorer” regional with total funding per EFTSU in mind, not just the government contribution.

As I have stated the “poorer”, younger universities are of the most part, regional universities. Statistics show that the students who attend these universities are from that region. Of the total student population of the University of Western Sydney 68.3% are from the Greater Western Sydney Area
. This means that increasing the funding to regional, younger universities will also be an increase to the funding of the region itself. More funding means more chances for local students to attend their local university, get a good quality education, and then take their education back into the community and improve their own region.

Regional communities need to be supported, and giving extra funding to their universities would mean more graduates in the local community, more innovation and more success. We must address the imbalance in total revenue per EFTSU, and give all students in Australia the chance at a fair and equitable education, no matter where they live or what university they attend.
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Attachment 1.

University
1999 student numbers
% change from 1998
1998 student numbers
Completions in 1998
Completions as % of 1998 students

UWS
29107
1.0
28816
6774
23.5

CSU
24398
7.2
22641
5427
24.0

USQ
15463
-0.6
15556
2925
18.8

UQ
29591
4.1
28378
6599
23.3

UOA
13429
2.0
13160
3279
24.9

UWA
13333
2.7
12973
3575
27.2

USyd
34761
3.5
33544
7954
23.7

UNSW
29676
4.8
28252
7217
25.5

ANU
9375
0.1
9366
2517
26.9
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