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1.
INTRODUCTION

The Australian Indigenous Higher Education Association (AIHEA) take this opportunity to provide a submission to the Senate Inquiry.  AIHEA’s role is to address, in order to redress, the issues and concerns of the Indigenous higher education sector within Australian universities.  The Association’s membership is comprised of the Indigenous Director’s, Heads of Schools or other senior Indigenous academics employed in Indigenous Education Centres/Units or Faculties.

In addition to the matters addressed in this submission, the AIHEA have requested the opportunity for the members of the Association to address a public hearing of the inquiry in Townsville on 12th July 2001.

The context of the submission is to inquire into ‘the capacity of public universities to meet Australia’s [Indigenous] higher education needs’.  The submission, therefore, focuses on the Inquiry Terms of Reference, which are relevant to the current Indigenous higher education sector.  The material presented in the body of the submission addresses the Inquiry Terms of Reference (a) (i) & (iii, (b) (ii) & (iii), (d) (i), (ii), (iii) & (iv), (e) and (g) (ii) & (iii).  Other Inquiry Terms of Reference, on behalf of Indigenous Australians, are also being addressed.  For example, there are submissions by the National Tertiary Education Union’s (NTEU) Indigenous Tertiary Education Policy Committee (ITEPC) and individually by Indigenous Higher Education personnel from Batchelor Institute of Studies in the Northern Territory and the Faculty of Indigenous Studies at the Northern Territory University.

1.1
BACKGROUND

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander education has been a major issue since the 1960’s (Phelan, 1964).  The link between educational levels, poverty and the Aboriginal legal position has been a driving factor with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander groups and other community groups, to try and raise the education levels of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people, commensurate to those of all Australians (Lippman, 1994, p.132).  This began in the 1960’s and was a lead up to the decade of the 1970’s, which saw significant changes in Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander education in Australia.  Through the creation of new educational programs and policies, the decade of the 1970’s became one of the “fastest growing and most innovatory in the field of education in Australia” in Aboriginal education (Sherwood, 1982, p.35), which led to greater possibilities being achieved for the 1980’s and 1990’s.  Importantly, government policies changed from assimilation to self-determination and self-management for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people.

From the 1970's, the Australian Government began to consult with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples on Aboriginal education issues in their search for satisfactory guidelines to policies.  Consultative groups, such as the Aboriginal Consultative Group (ACG), which later became the National Aboriginal Education Committee (NAEC) and the State and Territory Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander consultative groups such as the Aboriginal Education Consultative Group (AECG) and the Torres Strait Islander Regional Education Consultative Committee (TSIRECC), were established at either national, state and or local levels.  

A series of inquiries occurred throughout the 1980's and identified Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people as being educationally disadvantaged compared to all Australians.   For example, reports to the government by the House of Representatives Select Committee in 1985 and the Aboriginal Education Policy Task Force in 1988 advised the government on the poor access, participation and success rates of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students.  The 1986 ABS data was also analysed and researched by the Aboriginal Education Policy Task Force (which replaced the NAEC in 1988) who subsequently used it to report to and advise the government on formulating National Policy on Aboriginal Education (DEET, 1989a). Thus, in response to these inquiries Aboriginal Education Policies were developed.  Moreover, the Department of Employment, Education and Training's 1989 National Aboriginal Education Policy (1989a) (referred to as NAEP or NATSIEP), and the more recent Ministerial Council on Education, Employment, Training and Youth Affair's (MCEETYA) National Strategy for the Education of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples 1996-2002, which aims at achieving parity, are outcomes of the latter processes.

The 1989 NATSIEP (DEET, 1989a) is the most current and most consulted policy and relates to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander education and economic empowerment.  It incorporates many of the main features of previous inquiries by the ACG; NAEC and AECG's and has been endorsed by all the Commonwealth, State and Territory governments.  It aims to achieve broad equity, in all educational sectors, between Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples and other Australians by the year 2002.  The four aims, which underpin the NATSIEP, are:

· to ensure Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander involvement in educational decision-making;

· to provide equality of access for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people to education services;

· to achieve Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander participation rates in higher education commensurate to those for all Australians; and

· to achieve equitable and appropriate outcomes for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples.

From these aims, 21 goals for Aboriginal education have been developed (DEET, 1989b, pp.2-3).  Further to the NATSIEP aims and the goals, new guidelines and administrative arrangements were introduced in 1991 in order to mainstream funding for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander access and participation in higher education.  For example, higher education institutions were required to develop Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander education strategies and to establish consultative mechanisms with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander communities to ensure their access to and participation in tertiary education.

The MCEETYA document, A National Strategy for the Education of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples 1996-2002, has eight priorities.  The Taskforce for Education for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples developed this document in 1995.  In developing the Strategy the Taskforce have aggregated the 21 goals of the NATSIEP into eight priorities for action.  These priorities are based on the framework set by the Commonwealth Government for reporting on State and Territory Strategic Plans.  The eight priorities are:

· to establish effective arrangements for the participation of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples in educational decision-making;

· to increase the number of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples employed in education and training;

· to ensure equitable access for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students to education and training services;

· to ensure participation of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students in education and training;

· to ensure equitable and appropriate educational achievement for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students;

· to promote, maintain and support the teaching of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander studies, cultures and languages to all Indigenous and non-Indigenous students;

· to provide community development and training services including proficiency in English literacy and numeracy for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander adults; and

· to improve NATSIEP implementation, evaluation and resourcing arrangements (MCEETYA Taskforce for the Education of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples, 1995,pp.9-85).

The priorities are to be actioned across each sector of education, including higher education.  These policies focus on achieving an equitable education for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people by 2002.  However, the recent cuts to ABSTUDY seriously undermine the current policy goals.  It is also a further indication of the government's lack of consideration for the reports and recommendations of reviews, as well as their own endorsed policies, which aim to equalise education opportunities for Indigenous people.

Between 1988 to 1996 the enrolment of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people in higher education, as a proportion of all students, increased from 0.63 per cent to 1.10 per cent as seen in Table 1.  However, Stanley and Hansen (1998) claim this is still "well short of the 2.0% required for equity based on 1996 Census population data (ABS, 1997, p.1)".  Furthermore, the success and retention rates for Indigenous Australian students are about 20 per cent lower than for other students (DEETYA, 1998).  It can be argued that the ABSTUDY cuts and changes to funding arrangements at the higher education level could well be contributing factors to the recent decrease in access, participation and success of Indigenous students.  

Table 1: Australian Student Enrolments in Higher Education, 1988 to 1996
Year
Indigenous Students
Non-Indigenous Students
Indigenous Students as a Proportion of All Students

1988
2,565
418,285
0.63

1989
3,307
437,769
0.80

1990
3.607
481,466
0.79

1991
4,807
529,731
0.96

1992
5,105
554,260
0.98

1993
5,578
570,039
1.05

1994
6,264
579,132
1.07

1995
6,805
597,372
1.12

1996
6,956
627,138
1.10

Source: Schwab CAEPR 122/1996, p.4 from DEETYA, Higher Education Student Data Collection (cited in Stanley and Hansen, 1998a).

Statistics presented by DETYA in the current year indicate the participation of Australian Indigenous people in higher education from 1999 has slowed at an alarming rate when compared to the rapid expansion in the 1970’s to the 1980’s and through to the mid 1990’s. In “1989, Indigenous people accounted for 0.64 per cent of all award course completions” and by “1998 this figure had only increased to 0.8 per cent”. (DETYA, 2001, p.82).  However, academic success and retention rates have decreased since 1998 with non-completions  increasing at undergraduate degree and postgraduate degree levels.  In 1999 completions decreased by 9.9 per cent on the 1998 statistics.  That is in 1989, Indigenous people accounted for 0.64 per cent of all award course completions.  In 2000, the total number of Indigenous students decreased by 8.14 per cent, while the number of commencing students decreased by an alarming 15.2% (DETYA, 2001).

One of the most daunting of tasks, therefore, that the government had set themselves and now faces, in light of the financial cuts, is to achieve educational parity between Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people and non-Indigenous people by the year 2002, according to the NATSIEP and MCEETYA documents.  Moreover, since 1994 to the present, there has been much opposition from the government with regards to adequate levels of financial assistance for Indigenous education.  Subsequently, the government has slashed millions of dollars from spending on Indigenous education.  For example, the forecasted cuts, since 1997, of approximately $38.7 million dollars from ABSTUDY as well as the static funding to Indigenous Support Funding since 1998, despite the growth in the number of students requiring support, are detrimental to achieving parity.  Furthermore, the majority of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people completing courses are significantly under-represented as a proportion of all enrolled students in bachelor degrees and postgraduate courses (DETYA, 1999, p.67).  This is evident from the data shown in Table 2 which details the total number of Indigenous students, in comparison to all students, who completed courses according to the level of course and broad field of study in 1997 (DETYA, 1999, p.144).  Further current evidence of the disparity is shown in Table 3, which details the number of all Indigenous students, compared to all students, enrolled in study by level of course and broad field of study in 2000.  Table 3 also notes an over-representation of Indigenous students in certain fields, such as education (primary teaching), the humanities and health, is also of major concern.  

Moreover, although there is an over-representation of Indigenous students in these fields odf study there is an under-representation of these same graduates in mainstream education, humanities and health employment such as nursing, teachers in classrooms and in education administrative positions as principals or as mainstream university lecturers.  That is, a large number of Indigenous university graduates in these fields are employed in para-professional positions in schools as community education counsellors, as Indigenous health workers, as part-time or casual teachers or as support staff in Indigenous higher education centres.  They are not practicing full-time teachers, school administrators, nurses, social workers, mainstream Faculty academics or senior tertiary managers.     

A further concern is the under-representation of Indigenous students in postgraduate courses, particularly, courses which involve research.  Statistical data indicate that Indigenous students are less likely to be studying postgraduate courses than other Australian students.  For example, in 2000, Table 3 indicates that 426 Indigenous students were studying masters and doctorate courses in either coursework or research (DETYA database, 2001).  This is in comparison to 96,941 students overall who were studying in the same areas for the same period (DETYA, 2000, p.19).  Hence, Indigenous students represented 0.34 per cent of all students studying masters and doctorate courses in 2000 (DETYA, 2001).  

Table 2: Award Course Completions for Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander Students by Level of Course, Broad Field of Study, 1997 and compared to completions for all Students by Level of Course, Broad Field of  Study, 1997
Level of Course
Agriculture, Animal Husbandry


Architecture

/ Building
Arts,

Humanities,  S/Sciences

Science
Business, Admin.,

Economics
Education
Engineering/ Surveying
Health
Law, Legal Studies
Science
Veterinary Science
TOTAL (a)
TOTAL (b)

Of All Students

Higher Doctorate
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
63

Doctorate by Research
0
0
3
0
1
1
0
0
1
0
6
3,209

Doctorate by Coursework
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
12

Master’s by Research
0
0
2
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
3
1,788

Master’s by Coursework
0
0
12
12
20
1
11
1
3
0
60
17,443

Postgrad. Qual/Prelim.
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
338

Crad. (Post) Dip. – new area
4
0
11
7
22
0
14
5
3
0
66
13,328

Grad. (Post) Dip. – ext area
0
1
6
0
7
0
4
2
9
0
29
6,276

Graduate Certificate
0
0
3
6
6
2
4
0
0
0
21
5,271

Bachelor’s Graduate Entry
0
0
2
0
19
0
2
2
0
0
25
2,546

Bachelor’s Honours
0
1
14
1
1
1
2
0
4
0
24
7,685

Bachelor’s Pass
3
5
220
59
116
9
79
28
33
1
543
93,729

Adv. Diploma (AQF)
0
0
37
2
77
0
11
0
1
0
128
994

Diploma (AQF)
7
0
62
8
4
0
65
2
2
0
150
1,747

0ther Award course
0
0
0
0
1
0
6
1
3
0
11
708

TOTAL
14
7
372
95
275
14
198
41
59
1
1,066
155,137

   Source: DETYA, 1998.  Higher Education Triennium Report 1998-2000. Canberra.

Table 3: Award Course Enrolments for Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander Students by Level of Course, Broad Field of Study, 2000 and compared to enrolments for all Students by Level of Course, Broad Field of Study, 2000
Level of Course
Agriculture, Animal Husbandry


Architecture

/ Building
Arts,

Humanities,  S/Sciences

Science
Business, Admin.,

Economics
Education
Engineering/ Surveying
Health
Law, Legal Studies
Science
Veterinary Science
Non-Award Courses
TOTAL (a)

Indigenous students
TOTAL (b)

Of All Students

Doctorate by Research
0
0
45
9
12
5
9
1
16
0
0
97
27,886

Doctorate by Coursework
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
1
743

Master’s by Research
0
0
59
0
6
1
5
3
7
0
0
81
9,407

Master’s by Coursework
2
3
55
52
65
0
45
16
9
0
0
247
58,905

Postgrad. Qual/Prelim.
0
0
2
1
1
0
2
0
1
0
0
7
589

Grad. (Post) Dip. – new area
0
1
21
12
44
1
43
7
2
0
0
131
23,397

Grad. (Post) Dip. – ext area
0
3
6
2
3
1
9
1
10
0
0
35
9,712

Graduate Certificate
0
8
8
13
14
1
24
2
6
0
0
76
11,703

Bachelor’s Graduate Entry
0
1
11
1
34
0
23
22
2
0
0
94
11,648

Bachelor’s Honours
0
0
38
4
3
2
18
0
3
1
0
69
12,742

Bachelor’s Pass
53
40
1,647
507
885
89
553
363
352
16
0
4,180
501,841

Associate Degree
1
0
58
0
0
2
79
15
2
0
0
157
2,205

Adv. Diploma (AQF)
15
0
167
28
143
0
2
0
1
0
0
356
3,288

Diploma (AQF)
45
0
258
32
178
0
156
40
3
0
0
712
6,337

0ther Award course
1
0
9
2
10
0
0
0
8
0
0
30
2,077

Enabling courses
5
0
410
0
626
0
3
0
24
0
0
1,065
3,535

Non-award courses
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
12
12
8,774

TOTAL
122
56
2,794
663
2,024
102
972
470
446
17
12
7,350
686,267

 Source: DETYA, Canberra, DETYA 2000: Selected Higher Education Statistics, DETYA; and DETYA, September 2000, Students (Preliminary) Selected Higher     

           Education Statistics 2000. Camberra.

The above concerns need to be addressed in terms of government policies and priorities including adequate funding availability to improve the overall disparity.  It can be shown very clearly that the reduction of Commonwealth government funding for Indigenous higher education has impacted significantly on Indigenous education.  The Commonwealth government needs, therefore, to make commitments to ensure future improvement for Indigenous people in higher education, as well as ensure they achieve the stated outcomes of government policies.

2. Inquiry Terms of Reference:
The AIHEA members have deemed the following responses to specific Terms of References for the ‘Inquiry into the capacity of public universities to meet Australia’s higher education needs’ as important.  The inquiry comes at a time when staff of Indigenous higher education centres are currently looking at course development, teaching and research as key areas of future business for Indigenous higher education centres/units.  It is important these areas are developed in order for the centres/units to move beyond the student support services model to a more academic model as well as cater to the needs of Indigenous communities and international education markets.  Hence, the following responses are based on the continued access, participation and success of Indigenous students in higher education, the adequacy of funds to achieve this, and the capacity of universities to ensure the Indigenous higher education centres/units are supported and resourced to undertake restructuring and new pathways in academia, including research.

2.1 Inquiry Term of Reference (a):  The Adequacy of Current Funding 

Arrangements  

The focus in this section is on the adequate provision of Indigenous Support Funding (ISF), the Aboriginal Tutorial Assistance Scheme (ATAS), the ‘Away from Base’ program and teaching and research funds.  The provision of appropriate and adequate funding and support programs is critical to Indigenous participation in higher education.  

Separately identified support funds are provided to universities to cover the additional costs associated with supporting Indigenous Australians to achieve participation and completion rates, which are commensurate with those of all Australians.  The expectation is that, these funds will be used to support activities and services such as special academic preparation and assistance programs and other support services that are additional to existing services.

2.1.1
Indigenous Support Funding (ISF)

Australian Universities receive specific operating grants to meet the academic support needs of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students and to achieve the goals and objectives of the NATSIEP.   Activities provided by the Indigenous higher education centres/units are typically ‘student support’ related and include academic and personal support, counselling, cultural awareness, promotion of education to secondary students and mature-age Indigenous peoples, recruitment and tertiary preparation /enabling programs.  

Prior to the recent decreases in access to higher education courses from 1998 to the current period, there was an assumption that there would be a continuing steady increase in enrolments in 2001 and 2002.  This assumption was based on predictions from the increase in Australian Indigenous students between 1998 to 1999.  In reality, there was a decrease of 8 per cent in the number of students from 1999 to 2000 with new enrolments falling by more than 15 per cent during the same period.  

However, despite these predictions the level of ISF had not increased according to the predicted increases.  For example, DETYA Higher Education Triennium Reports (2000a) showed the level of ISF for 2000 was around the same level as it was in 1997 (approximately $22.7 million) and is reported as continuing to remain static at this level over the next two years.  Moreover, there has been a decrease in the level of funds per student since 1996.  For example, in 1996 an approximate total of $3,100 per equivalent full-time student unit (eftsu) was received by institutions, $2,900 per eftsu in 1997, $2,800 in 1998, $2,700 in 1999 and $2,600 in 2000 (DETYA, 2000).  With the decrease in the number of Indigenous students since 1999, there is a real problem for universities who rely on the ISF to maintain and increase the educational opportunities and outcomes for Indigenous students, especially since the funding has become performance based since 1999.  Furthermore, institutions, which are endeavouring to give access to Indigenous people residing in rural regional and remote areas of Australia, despite their previous educational inequities, are being penalised financially for declines in participation and success rates, which are outside of their control.  Moreover, the recent declines in enrolments, participation and successful outcomes are more related to the cuts to ABSTUDY since 1997, as well as HECS and the up-front fees for postgraduate coursework.  The continuation of the performance based funding formula, the static nature of the ISF as well as the ABSTUDY cuts will further impede and exacerbate the recent decrease in Indigenous students’ access, participation, retention and success in higher education.

Recommendations

1.  The commonwealth government should increase ISF to at least the level provided in 1996.  

2.  The Commonwealth government should increase the overall pool of ISF each year in order that institutions can maintain their services and activities whilst endeavouring to increase the pool of Indigenous people in higher education courses.

2.1.2
Aboriginal Tutorial Assistance Scheme (ATAS)

The ATAS program was outsourced by DEETYA to Universities.  The guidelines allowed a 15 per cent administrative fee to be deducted so that the Indigenous support centres could cope with the increased cost of administering the program funds.  However, the administrative fee is insufficient for the majority of centres to fund a full-time ATAS Coordinator or extra full-time student support/administrative officer.  Thus, the support centres are under increasing financial strain as they endeavour to support their Indigenous students.  The situation can be further exacerbated due to the fact that the funds are allocated based on the previous year’s total eftsu.  Therefore, if there is a decrease in student load in one year and a greater increase in the following year the ATAS funds are not sufficient to cover the student population.  This is because the funds will be allocated based on a decreased student load from the previous year.  

Other issues faced by the student support centres/units involve the increased work loads on current staff as the centres cannot afford to employ a Coordinator.  Instead the role and duties of an ATAS coordinator is included with the existing Administrator/s to coordinate and administrate the program.    

Recommendations

3.  It is recommended that the Commonwealth government:

· Increase the 15 per cent administrative fee to 20 per cent of total ATAS funds;

· Provide funds based on a current year’s student load;

· Allow Indigenous higher education support centres a greater flexibility to use the funds to employ a number of full-time tutors rather than all tutors being contracted as casuals. 

2.1.3
Away from Base Program

The Away from Base program funding is provided under the Indigenous Education Strategic Initiatives Programme (IESIP).  There are two categories of away-from-base.  The first is the provision of funds for travel and accommodation for ‘mixed-mode’ or ‘block-release’ courses.  These courses are delivered through a combination of distance education/external and face-to-face teaching for students who are based in their home communities and need regular on-campus tuition to complement the external component of the course.

The second category of away-from-base is for travel, accommodation and meals for special activities such as testing, assessment and selection programs, short courses, field trips or practical placements.  

For purposes of this submission, it is the former program, which is of considerable importance to Indigenous higher education students and the centres’/unit’s administration.  The issues faced with this program, since the outsourcing of funds to universities, have been compiled by Mr Noel Leslie, Acting Manager of Warawara – Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Unit at Macquarie University, and are discussed below.  

The importance of ‘mixed-mode’ Away-from-Base Funding under the Indigenous Education Strategic Initiatives Programme (IESIP).

Historically, Indigenous Australians have been excluded from most mainstream services prior to the late 1960’s, especially education, which has created ‘a significant legacy of inequality’. The fact that a high number of Indigenous Australians are located in rural or remote areas and do not have access to higher education institutions adds further to their disadvantage.

As a result, Indigenous students are now seeking to further their education at a mature age and are looking for courses that are offered in a block release delivery mode. This type of program is attractive because family, community and work commitments restrict them from being away from their communities for long periods of time to attend full-time on-campus courses.

Funding through IESIP under ‘mixed-mode’ away-from-base delivery is based on actual student enrolments, which are determined by universities at the census cut-off dates for enrolment of all students, which occur towards the end of March and June each year. Universities who deliver away-from-base block release programs normally commence their programs early in the semester, prior to the commencement of the on-campus sessions. Indigenous Australian students attending the first block release sessions who decide not to continue their study and withdraw prior to the census cut-off date, are not enrolled at the respective university and are therefore not counted in enrolments. As a result monies spent by the university on travel and accommodation for these students is not recoverable under the current ‘mixed-mode’ away-from-base funding.

It is therefore imperative that;

(a) ‘mixed-mode’ away-from-base funding be retained:

The ‘mixed-mode’ away-from-base delivery mode is the most appropriate way to allow Aboriginal peoples the opportunity to attend university.  It allows them to be away from their communities, families and workplace for short periods of time.  It is the delivery mode most preferred and should be retained by DETYA.

(b) adequate and appropriate levels of funding should be provided:

It is widely known that Aboriginal peoples have experienced appalling conditions when it comes to their education.  That is, they were excluded from the classroom if parents of non-Aboriginal children objected to them being in the same classroom as their children).
 Therefore, it is imperative that adequate and appropriate funding levels are provided to further their education.

(c) there must be adequate and proper consultation concerning block release, away-from-base funding:

Away-from-base programs differ from university to university.  It cannot be presumed that a particular funding arrangement will work across the board.  It is important that adequate and proper consultation is conducted with numerous Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander centres at universities when it concerns away-from-base funding.

Unfortunately, decisions made by DETYA, in relation to Indigenous higher education does not always reflect the views of the Aboriginal people delivering the programs.  This can be due to “selective” consultation.  DETYA, therefore, should be encouraged to consult such bodies as the New South Wales and Australian Capital Territory Higher Education Network Aboriginal Corporation or the Australian Indigenous Higher Education Association in matters relating to Aboriginal Higher Education.

(d) ‘mixed-mode’ away-from-base funding must contain an administrative component:

The provision of away-from-base block release programs requires an enormous administrative workload.  Areas such as travel, accommodation, away-from-base funding proposals, meal allowances, etc, needs to be addressed by administrative staff of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Island centres.  It is therefore appropriate that an administrative component is included in ‘mixed-mode’ away-from-base funding.  

(e) DETYA must recognise ‘mixed-mode’ away-from-base funding provides benefits to Aboriginal peoples and particularly those benefits accruing from our Aboriginal students becoming excellent role models and professionals: Most Aboriginal peoples attending block release programs at universities are mature age students who were educationally disadvantaged 
 in their earlier years.  The successful graduates from university courses are looked up to in the communities as role models.  Future funding through ABSTUDY should recognise and accept the benefits of funding education for Aboriginal people, particularly mature age students.
(f) specific Aboriginal Tutorial Assistance Scheme (ATAS) guidelines must be created to accommodate away-from-base block release programs, with  a view to creating specific funding formula:

Most Aboriginal students attending away-from-base block release programs are holding down a fulltime job, hold positions on local Aboriginal organisations and have family commitments.  The current formula of two hours per subject per week, in respect to tutorial assistance, is not appropriate on most occasions.  A specific funding formula under ATAS should be created for students involved in block release programs.

(g) new ‘ mixed-mode’ away-from-base programs must be funded at the same level as existing programs;

New Aboriginal specific programs introduced on a block release arrangements should receive the same level of funding as existing block release programs to ensure the viability and success of the program.

(h) away-from-base block release funding must take into account cultural issues effecting Aboriginal students:

Cultural issues are an integral part of Aboriginal lifestyles.  All Aboriginal students attending universities, particularly block release programs, are affected by cultural issues.  Funding for away-from-base block release programs, in particular, should address cultural issues.  For example, Aboriginal students may be recalled home because of a sudden death in their communities, sickness within their immediate family, or problems within their local organisations.

(i) withdrawal of students from away-from-base block release programs prior to enrolment:

Universities should receive special compensation under the IESIP ‘mixed-mode’ away-from-base funding for travel and accommodation costs incurred on Aboriginal students who attend block release sessions and withdraw from the course prior to the university’s census cut-off date. These students are not regarded as being enrolled by the university and therefore are not included in the funding formula provided by universities to DETYA.

As discussed above, the financial arrangements with this program, relating to an administrative percentage, since being outsourced to the Indigenous higher education centres/units, has caused further administrative work strains on individual staff.  This has been due to the fact that no allowance for a percentage of the total funds were to be used to fund the administrative work load associated with the arranging of travel, fares, accommodation and meals for students.  Moreover, some centres/units have up to 60 students who are required to attend residential schools for 1-2 week periods at least 4 times per year during their course.  Furthermore, the amount of time and effort that goes into planning the year’s residential schools according to student numbers and finances, as well as arranging travel and fares, accommodation and meals, places heavy work strains on already stressed and under-staffed centres/units.  As well as incurring financial strain on the centres/units it also exacerbates the problems of providing students with quality teaching and instruction in order that they participate and succeed in the course.  

Recommendations

4.  A 10 to 15 per cent administrative component of the overall funds be allocated to centres/units to administer the program.  

5. New Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander specific programs introduced on block-release/residential school arrangements should receive the same level of funding as existing block release programs to ensure the viability and success of the program.

6. The sub-recommendations of (a), (b), (c), (d), (e), (f), (g), (h), and (i) be acted upon.

2.1.4
Teaching and Research Funds

The government allocated $8.8 million over the three years 1996-1999 for five ‘Indigenous Higher Education Centres of Excellence’.  The centres were established at Curtin University of Technology, the University of Western Australia, the University of South Australia, the Northern Territory University and Newcastle University.  The aim of these centres of Excellence is to provide opportunities for Indigenous Australian participation in postgraduate research and to promote high level teaching and research in specialisation areas of health, curriculum and research development, natural and cultural resource management.  With the absence of a centre in Queensland, funding of $1.5 million was provided over three years from 1997 to 2000 to establish a sixth Indigenous Higher Education Centre of Excellence as a joint initiative between the University of Queensland and Queensland University of Technology.  The latter was to specialise in community health.  Each of these centres was expected to be self-sufficient after three years.  However, this has not been the outcome. Therefore, the government has further funded the centres a total of $1.5 million dollars for twelve months with the proviso that they become self-sufficient or else cease to operate.  To date the centres have helped nurture and promote Australian Indigenous cultural heritage, fostered research, increased the number of Indigenous postgraduate students undertaking masters (honours) and advanced teaching relevant to Indigenous communities.  This has ranged across areas of community health, oral history, Indigenous literacy and traditional environmental management (DETYA, 2001, p.81).  It is, therefore, important that the funds to support Indigenous research is maintained..

Moreover, although the above centres were funded to develop research excellence they only represent seven universities out of a sub-total of thirty universities, which are involved in specific Indigenous research.  The other twenty-three Indigenous higher education centres/units and schools, included in the latter number, are undertaking some form of research, consultation and or advocacy activities, albeit without specific allocations of research funds.  It is, therefore, important that universities provide the latter centres with a greater opportunity to develop greater research and teaching profiles according to Indigenous visions.  

Based on the above comments and with infrastructure already established at thirty universities, there is a capacity for universities to expand the current support centres/units into a model, which would accommodate course/unit development and delivery, teaching, research and consultancy.  This would allow these centres/units to become economically viable through the extra academic activities.  For example, academic equivalent full time student unit (eftsu) funds would be increased and made accessible to the centres/units as is currently the case with other faculties and schools within universities.  Examples of how such a model can ensure academic autonomy and bring extra funds into the units, rather than being reliant on ISF, is evident by viewing student eftsu load carried by the small number of Schools of Indigenous Studies and the one Faculty of Indigenous Studies.  Since these schools/faculty have been established as valid academic schools, there is evidence of the increase in their Indigenous student load.  Examples of the latter can be seen in the DETYA triennium tables on ISF allocations.  (These are discussed further in the following terms of reference). These schools’/faculty’s expansion from student support services to the inclusion of academic development, teaching and research is proving successful in the areas of Indigenous student access, participation, successful outcomes, research and consultancy, new course development according to industry needs, cross-faculty teaching and course development.  International and domestic higher education students are also accessing the courses (DETYA, 2000b).

Recommendation

7. Adequate measures and funds to be made available for research by Indigenous  Australians, within the current Research Centres of Excellence as well as to the Indigenous centres/units and or schools.

2.2 Inquiry Terms of Reference (a) (i):  The Capacity of Universities to manage and serve increasing [Indigenous Higher Education] demand; and  

(f) (ii) & (iii): The Capacity of public universities to [allow Indigenous higher education centres/units to develop into academic schools/faculties in order to] contribute to economic growth – Export industry, and through research and development, both via the immediate economic contribution of universities and through sustaining national research capacity in the longer term.

Within a number of Australian universities, Indigenous operations and student support facilities have been evolving for over two decades, particularly those, which were Colleges of Advanced Education.  These facilities, which have become known as Indigenous higher education centres or units reflect the achievements, which were gained by Indigenous Australian peoples and others within the context of changing and evolving government policies and societal issues/concerns with regards to Indigenous Education.  In the latter decade, the focus by Indigenous people has become one of evolving these centres and or units into academic and research schools or faculties.  The move to this new culture and business of Indigenous higher education centres can also be seen in the publication by Central Queensland University academics on ‘Equity Issues: Every University’s Concern, Whose Business? An Exploration of Universities’ Inclusion of Indigenous People’s Rights and Interests’ (Anderson, Singh, Stehbens and Ryerson, 1998).  The book focuses on the culture of universities and the need for the inclusion of Indigenous people in universities as equal stakeholders in developing Indigenous knowledge, teaching, research, administration and community service.   

The government provided funds to Universities to develop the Indigenous higher education centres/units.  However, out of thirty-nine Australian universities, only ten universities and Batchelor Institute of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Studies have increased the profiles of their Indigenous centres/units.  This profile now incorporates a combined academic focus of, course development and delivery, incorporation of Indigenous perspectives into current courses, unit/subject teaching across faculties/schools, and research and consultancy business, alongside the support services. These units/schools include:

· Curtain University of Technology – Centre of Aboriginal Studies;

· Edith Cowan – School of Indigenous Australian Studies;

· James Cook University – School of Indigenous Australian Studies, School of Public Health and Tropical Medicine;

· Monash – Centre for Indigenous Studies;

· Northern Territory University – Faculty of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Studies; 

· University of South Australia – Faculty of Aboriginal and Islander Studies, Unaipon School;

· University of Sydney – Yooroang Garang: Centre for Indigenous Health Studies;

· University of Western Australia – Centre for Aboriginal Medical and Dental Health;

· University of Woollongong – Aboriginal Education Centre;

· Southern Cross University – Centre for Indigenous Studies, Centre for Indigenous Research; and

· Batchelor Institute of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Studies.

A further seven universities, which includes four of the above, have established ‘Centres of Excellence’ for research purposes.  They include the six Centres of Excellence at:

· University of Newcastle – Umilliko Centre;

· University of South Australia – Aboriginal Research Institute Centre of Excellence;

· University of Western Australia – Centre for Indigenous History and Arts;

· Curtin University of Technology – Curtin Indigenous Research Centre;

· Northern Territory University – Centre for Indigenous National and Cultural Resource Management; and

· Univeristy Queensland combined with Queensland University of Technology – Centre for Indigenous Health Education and Research.

These centres, both the former and latter, are now recognised as Schools or Centres of Indigenous Studies within faculties.  They have been granted the same validity to develop appropriate courses, specialisation strands and units/subjects for offer through their schools or centres to both Indigenous and non-Indigenous students because of this important change to their structure.  Moreover, their specialisation in Indigenous Studies and other appropriate industry areas are specific to Indigenous people, such as health, business and community management, law, education, science and research, and in an area where there is an ever increasing demand from overseas students for courses such as Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander studies.  These new pathways mean that these schools/centres are becoming economically viable Indigenous entities within the higher education system.  Examples of these schools’/facultys’/research centres’ ability to sustain student access and participation, achieve successful outcomes, develop academic courses appropriate to Indigenous communities’ industry and cultural needs as well as cater to an international market, are evident in their profiles, which are recorded at their web-sites and in DETYA’s statistics.

 Furthermore, a number of the other Indigenous higher education centres, which are not included in the two groups above, have also established their academic and research pathways, albeit under the support centre model.  Evidence of this in seen in the Indigenous Education Strategies of higher education institutions, which are published annually by DETYA.  For example, data from an analysis of the 2000 to 2002 Indigenous Education Strategies, which has been compiled in Table 4, provide samples of seventeen Indigenous higher education centres/units, excluding those eleven mentioned above, that are developing an academic profile (DETYA, 2000b).  Therefore, a total of twenty-seven Indigenous higher education centres/units plus Batchelor Institute, from the total thirty-nine universities, which receive student support funds, have developed new academic pathways.  However, of these twenty-seven, seventeen centres/units are not recognised as Schools of Indigenous Studies by university management and are espoused as student support centres. 

Table 4:  Indigenous Higher Education Centres’/Units’ progress to Academic/Research 
    Development in 2000-2003 Triennium.

Institution –

Indigenous Centre/Unit
Undertaking activities of:- course and unit develop-ment; development of specialisation strands/majors; and teaching.
Research

Australian Catholic University
The centre assists the university in developing and offering specific Indigenous courses in education and administration; teaches into these courses; incorporates Indigenous perspectives into undergraduate courses/units .


Central Queensland (QLD) University
Coordinates and teaches a tertiary preparation program; teaches in the Aboriginal Health course; developing units for other disciplines; proposing to develop Aboriginal Studies.
Conducts research

Deakin University
Developed and teaches undergraduate programs across four faculties; developing Koorie perspectives across all levels and degree courses; upgrading the Intern Teacher Education Program to a Graduate Recruitment Program.
Conducts research



Flinders University of South Australia
Staff teach into several disciplines; developing a sequence of subjects for education and cultural tourism with the Department of Australian Studies; developing a unit on Aboriginal studies into the nursing / disability studies course; aims to develop Indigenous perspectives into university curriculum.
Conducts research

Griffith University
Developed and teaches Indigenous Studies major in Bachelor of Arts courses. 
Conducts research

Macquarie University
Developed and teaches the Advanced Diploma in Community Management; Bachelor of Teaching (Early Childhood); Academic involvement in the Masters in  Commercial Law.
Conducts research

Murdoch University
Coordinates and teaches a tertiary entrance course.


Qld University of Technology
Teaches into university courses/units.
Conducts research

RMIT University
Established an Indigenous art and design course; developing more academic programs for Indigenous people.


University of Adelaide
Developed and teaches three academic programs; advises faculties on course content and teaching strategies; promote development of more Indigenous specific courses.
Conducts research

University of Canberra
Staff teach in the Foundation Program (access program);

Developing a major in Indigenous Studies for 2001.
Conducts research

University of New England
Negotiating the development and delivery of academic units to be included in the Aboriginal Studies sequence; staff work with university faculty staff to develop Indigenous perspectives into existing and new programs
Conducts research

University of NSW
Participation in the development of curriculum courses in the education system.
Conducts research

University of Newcastle
Coordinates and teaches an enabling program.


University of Queensland
Develops courses and units in Aboriginal Studies; teaches in own subjects and across other faculties; international students study Aboriginal Studies.
Conducts research

University of Southern Queesland
Coordinates and teaches a Tertiary Preparation Program; teaches an undergraduate Indigenous Studies unit to undergraduate education students; developing an Indigenous health course and discussing the development of an Indigenous major for education students.
Conducts research

University of Tasmania
Coordinates and teaches a Tertiary Preparation Program; offers an Aboriginal Studies Academic program; offering a new honours program in Indigenous studies.
Conducts research

University of Technology, Sydney
In the process of consulting on the establishment of an ‘Australian Indigenous House of Learning’.
Conducts research

University of  Western Sydney
Developed curriculum and course for Indigenous students; teaches a degree program within the Indigenous centre and across faculties; teaches the Aboriginal Education Regional Program; developing an Indigenous nursing course.
Conducts research

University Western Australia
Developing Indigenous perspectives into courses and units.
Conducts research

University of Woollongong
Centre staff coordinate and teach Aboriginal Studies, which also has cross-faculty offering; developing culturally relevant curriculum and pedagogy for the faculties; Aboriginal Studies is attracting an international focus.
Conducts research

Hence, without the incentive to increase finances through academic business and with the decrease in the enrolment, participation and graduation outcomes of Indigenous students in higher education and the subsequent loss of finances to maintain the support staff and support services, the Indigenous staff of these centres/units do not have the financial or human resources to cater to immediate and or future academic and research demands.  That is, the resources, which are required to develop the much needed academic courses, teaching and research areas, particularly catering to the future demand from Indigenous students and non-Indigenous students within the higher education sector, are not available for new demands.  The above, if overcome immediately, however, would ensure adequate resources can be expanded and increased according to new demands.

Conversely, the capacity for all universities to develop and expand their current centres/units from support centres/units into Schools or Units of Indigenous Studies in order to conduct the necessary academic business as do other faculty schools, would be economically viable for Indigenous centres/units’ future as well as for the universities.  The rising interest from international groups indicates there is also a future education market for Australian Indigenous specific courses, such as Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander studies, health, education, law, business and research.

Hence, it is imperative that universities recognise the benefits to Australian academia of Indigenous knowledge and the embracing of this in the teaching and research areas.  It is also imperative that they support Indigenous efforts to claim universities as a space to strengthen and enhance Indigenous self-determination, cultural freedom, identity, cultural values and socio-economic standing and to take the initiative to make the required changes from within their own political and economic resources.  If the latter is not possible, due to the restructuring and changed financial plight of universities, then the government needs to ensure that sufficient financial funds are available to universities to enact the changes to the Indigenous higher education centres/units and to cater to an increased demand from both Indigenous and non-Indigenous people, both domestic and international.

In recognition of the development and re-defining of Indigenous educational needs within higher education and despite the decrease in the numbers of Indigenous students in higher education courses since 1999, it is still reasonable to expect:

· a future increase in demand for higher education studies/qualifications by Indigenous students, particularly, as a much younger generation of Indigenous students attain senior high school completion;

· a demand by non-Indigenous students to study Indigenous specific courses/specialisation strands or units. It is also becoming increasingly evident, that an international market exists for Australian Indigenous Studies courses, specialisation strands or individual units of study;

· postgraduate research supervision by Indigenous Australian academics; and

· increased research activity by the centres/units or schools as is already shown in Table 4 and by the six Research Centres of Excellence.

Furthermore, the concept of an Indigenous Australian University has been discussed and debated over the years.  This concept continues to be discussed.  It is the belief of staff at the University of Southern Queensland that such a concept is possible and would not be too costly if the following concept was followed.  

This concept involves, firstly, the centralisation of an Indigenous Australian University management and administration infrastructure.  Secondly, each of the current Indigenous higher education centres/units would have a dual and shared function involving their resources, staff and courses between their current university and the new Indigenous Australian University.  Thirdly, this would ensure that current infrastructure, resources and academic and general employees would not have to relocated or re-developed on another site, but be utilised more actively, effectively and efficiently in the areas of academic and research development, cross-institutional course or unit/subject offer and delivery, student support and advocacy/consultation.  The advantage of using current infrastructure and resources, which are already in operation, would ensure that an Indigenous Australian University could be developed without too much cost and that the appropriation of Indigenous Australian knowledge would not continue in Australian universities.  The latter would also ensure the validation and high regard of this knowledge by non-Indigenous peoples, both domestic and international.  

Recommendations

8. It is recommended that increased financial assistance from DETYA, over a period of two to three years, be granted to Universities to enable Indigenous 
higher education centres/units to increase their required resources and infrastructure in order for them to expand their activities from ‘student support’ to also include academic course/unit development and delivery, teaching, research and advocacy business. 

9. Ensure that the appropriation of Indigenous Australian knowledge and culture does not persist and where this has occurred that the control of specific Indigenous courses and units of study and the delivery and teaching of these be handed over to Indigenous higher education centres/units or schools.

10. Ensure all future research, teaching, course and curriculum development, which is of relevance to Indigenous Australian peoples, is informed by Indigenous Australian peoples and communities.

11. Ensure that Indigenous Australian academics within Indigenous higher education centres/units be provided the recognition to supervise and or co-supervise Indigenous and non-Indigenous postgraduate students.

12. Development of an Indigenous Australian University, which has direct links to the thirty-nine universities’ Indigenous higher education schools, centres, units or faculties.  The latter will have a dual and shared role with the proposed Indigenous Australian University.   

2.2.1 Inquiry Term of Reference (a) (iii):  The quality and diversity of teaching and research.

The quality and diversity of teaching and research by Indigenous Australian academics within higher education has already been made evident in the previous section.  The reality of this is that it is already occurring as shown in Table 4.  The issue here is for university management and DETYA to value the contribution being made in all areas of academia by Indigenous Australians and allow the unimpeded growth, which is necessary to improve Indigenous Australian higher education business, to the levels that should already be evident within Australian universities.  The fact that this is not the case should highlight the problems faced by Indigenous centres/units from university management, in their endeavours to be recognised for their specific Indigenous knowledge, culture and academic skills.  Moreover, the evidence provided from data above, particularly Table 4, surely indicates that the Indigenous academics within the Indigenous higher education centres/units or schools are already involved in the: 

· development of courses and units, teaching and delivery of these;

· cross-faculty teaching and unit development; and

· research, advocacy and consultancy activity.

Therefore, the recommendations stated in the above terms of reference are also related to this term of reference.

2.3 Inquiry Term of Reference (b) (ii): The production of sufficient numbers of appropriately-qualified [Indigenous] graduates to meet industry demand.  

As can be seen from the information provided in section 1.1, which details the background to Indigenous education and supported by statistical data, the production of sufficient numbers of appropriately qualified Indigenous graduates is at serious risk.  This in turn will affect the number of Indigenous graduates required by industry, whether it is the mainstream or Indigenous industry areas.  The major causes relating to the insufficient numbers of appropriately qualified Indigenous Australian people with higher education degrees, include:-

· The decrease in the number of commencing students (15.2%) and total number of students (8.14%) (DETYA, 2000). 

· The lack of educational levels of a large number of Indigenous Australian peoples;

· Lack of appropriate entry requirements to access university courses;

· Geographical locations where people reside – rural and rural remote.

· the under-representation of Indigenous Australian students in areas other than 
education, the humanities and health.

· Lack of sufficient financial living assistance.

· Higher Education Contribution Scheme (HECS) fees and other university charges.

· Payment of up-front fees for postgraduate coursework studies.

· Lack of Indigenous specific courses/majors relating to the specific industry needs of Indigenous Australian communities and appropriate delivery modes.

· Lack of Indigenous academics as supervisors of research honours projects. 

Recommendations

13. Funding be made available for Indigenous higher education centres/units to be established as academic teaching and research schools/units or faculties, in order to cater to appropriate course development, teaching, research and research supervision.

14. Scholarships for students who are not eligible for: ABSTUDY or other Centrelink allowances; or who receive insufficient financial assistance to attend university.

15. HECS exempt scholarships for postgraduate students studying masters or doctorate coursework programs.

16. Scholarships for students to study in areas where there are major under-representations by Indigenous people, such as science based studies, nursing, medicine, engineering, business and commerce, law, agriculture and veterinary science.

2.4 Inquiry Terms of Reference (d):  The equality of opportunity to participate in higher education.

The opportunity for Indigenous people to participate equally in higher education as other Australians, need to be examined.  This is particularly important given the major decline in the access, participation, retention and success levels of Indigenous people since 1997 to 1998, 1999 to 2001 and the current economic and social disadvantage experienced by a number of groups within the population.  The marginal position of Indigenous communities is evidenced by a number of social, health and economic indicators identified in the 1996 census of the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS, 1997) and Australian Institute of Health Welfare’s (AIHW) summary booklet (1999, pp. 2-4) on the 1996 census, relating to the Australian Indigenous population.  These include:

· 41 per cent of Indigenous adults were employed compared with 57 per cent of non-Indigenous adults (the majority of Indigenous people, however, were employed in Community Development Employment Projects (CDEP) or ‘work for the dole schemes’);

· in 1996, one-fifth of all Indigenous Australian workers were participating in the CDEP scheme.  However, in the absence of the CDEP scheme, the unemployment rate would rise from 41 per cent of the labour force to 48 per cent by 2006 (Taylor & Hunter, 1998);

· the average income, in 1996, for Indigenous adults was $189 per week for males and $190 per week for females.  For non-Indigenous males the average income was $415 per week and $224 per week for non-Indigenous females;

· Indigenous people were less likely to own their own home and less likely to have completed any studies after school compared with non-Indigenous people;

· The Indigenous population is younger than the total Australian population, with half of the total population being less than 20 years of age;

· 11 per cent of Indigenous Australian adults have a post school qualification compared to 31 per cent of other Australians;

· 31 per cent of Indigenous Australian households were owner occupied compared to 71 per cent of other households;

· 40 per cent of children in juvenile ‘detention centres for children’ are Indigenous;

· In 1991-1996, the life expectancy at birth was estimated to be 61.7 years for Indigenous females and 56.9 years for males, compared to 81.1 years and 75.2 years respectively for the rest of the Australian population; and

· The birth weight of Indigenous Australian babies is low compared to other Australian babies and are twice as likely to die at birth than are babies born to non-Indigenous mothers.

According to the above indicators of social, health and economic disadvantage it is likely these would deter an improvement in the overall participation rates of Indigenous Australian people in higher education.  These same indicators are also likely to affect the access, participation, retention and success rates of Indigenous Australians and would therefore identify the importance of higher education as a tool for social, economic and community development.

2.4.1 Inquiry Terms of Reference (d) (i) & (iv):  The levels of access among social groups under-represented in higher education.

These terms of reference have already been expanded upon in section 1.1, which details the background to Indigenous Australian education.  

The 1996 census data indicates that Indigenous Australians comprise 2 per cent of the overall Australian population.  However, the statistical data provided by DETYA (2000c) indicates the drastic decrease and under-representation of Indigenous Australians in higher education.  As stated previously, in 1999 completions decreased by 9.9 per cent on the previous year.  In 2000 the overall total number of students fell by 8.14 per cent and commencing students decreased by an alarming 15.2 per cent.  Moreover, based on the non-overseas student numbers, Indigenous students comprise only 1.23 per cent, which is the lowest since 1996.

Furthermore, although the Indigenous Australian population is growing at 2 per cent per annum, their participation in higher education is decreasing.  At the postgraduate level, Indigenous researchers comprised 0.6% of all postgraduate researchers in 1999.  On the indicators of access, retention and success there is severe decline and drastic action is required to reverse the recent downward trend.

2.4.2
Inquiry Terms of Reference (d) (ii):  The effects of the introduction of differential Higher Education Contribution Schemes and other fees, charges and changes in funding provision on the affordability and accessibility of higher education; & 

(d) (iii):  The adequacy of current student income support measures.

With the participation rates of Indigenous Australians at pre-1996 levels, and particularly since the cuts to ABSTUDY since 1997/1998, the provision of appropriate financial support is critical.  The impact of the latter on students ability to pay increasing fees and HECS charges as well as live on a low allowance will not increase Indigenous Australian access, participation and completion of higher education courses.  Hence, this section details the various Commonwealth funded study schemes that were/are available to Indigenous students who study higher education courses and how the financial vulnerability of a low income group is detrimental to their participation in higher education.  

The discussion of ABSTUDY is discussed in detail in order that those involved in the inquiry have a better grasp of: 

· the ABSTUDY schemes, the brief history of it since the late 1960’s and the direct correlation to Indigenous Australians accessing, participating and succeeding in education since the scheme was introduced; and

· the impact of the cuts to ABSTUDY on this access, participation and success since 1998 to the current time.

ABSTUDY

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander student assistance schemes have offered financial assistance to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students for the past 29 years to enable them to undertake and continue secondary and tertiary studies.  The schemes have also had various names and name changes, as well as reviews.  The names include the:

· Aboriginal Study Grant Scheme (Abstudy);

· Aboriginal Secondary Grants Scheme (ABSEG);

· Aboriginal Secondary Assistance Scheme (Absec); and

· Aboriginal Study Assistance Scheme (ABSTUDY).

Abstudy, the first student assistance scheme, was introduced by the Commonwealth Government to improve Indigenous students' employment outcomes.  Grants were available to students who were undertaking full-time or part-time study in post-secondary courses.  In the first year 115 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students were recipients of Abstudy (DEETYA, 1997a).  However, it became evident in the first year of the scheme's operation that there were not many students eligible to undertake tertiary education.  This was due to the non-retention of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students at secondary level and the subsequent failure to meet normal tertiary entrance requirements (Stanley and Hansen, 1998).  Thus, Abstudy was extended to mature age secondary students to enable them to successfully complete Year 12 education and meet tertiary entrance requirements.

In 1970 ABSEG was introduced.  This scheme enabled Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students aged 14 to 20 years of age to receive grants to pay for compulsory fees, a textbook and a uniform allowance, a living allowance for students living at home or boarding school costs and fares.  In 1973 this scheme was extended to all Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students attending secondary school.

In 1974 the Commonwealth Department of Education (CDE) reported on ABSEG in its Annual Report.  The Annual Report 1974 (CDE, 1974, p.14) stated that there was evidence that the scheme was encouraging more students to complete secondary education and that more students were undertaking post-secondary courses.  This is supported by ABSTUDY data compiled and published by DEETYA in 1997 (Anning, 2000).  Watts (1976) also confirmed the success of ABSEG in improving participation rates of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students in secondary school in a review she completed for the CDE in 1975.  For example, by 1974 there were 11,748 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students receiving ABSEG to undertake study, with more than 3,145 of these aged 15 and over who remained in secondary school.  Thus, Watts (p.228), recommended that ABSEG continue to be offered to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students.  Furthermore, she stated that though the scheme was proving successful in encouraging students to continue their education, there was still an obvious educational gap beyond the age of 15 between Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students and all Australians.

In 1985 ABSEG was changed to Absec (Aboriginal Secondary Assistance Scheme).  Reports from the CDE continued to detail improvements in enrolments and in retention rates from 7.7% in 1980 to 17.0% in 1986 and attributed the increases to Absec (CDE, 1987, p.46).

Williams and Chambers conducted a major review of Abstudy in 1984.  They published their findings in An Evaluation of the Aboriginal Study Grants Scheme: Summary and Review Findings (1986).  They concluded that Abstudy was a "major factor in the increased participation of Aborigines in tertiary education since 1969" (p.24) and identified reasons for the retaining of Abstudy.  These reasons include:

· Only a few per cent of the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander population aged 18 and over had completed Year 12.  Abstudy would not help them reach educational standards comparable to the wider population in the short term.

· The proportion of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students undertaking Year 12 was only a quarter of the Australian average.  Therefore, it was not a matter of increasing educational opportunities to the post-school age population who had missed out for each year the school system added more people below the Australian educational norms (cited in Stanley & Hansen, 1997).

William's and Chamber's recommendation to the government to retain Abstudy still appears to be relevant today as the current poor educational retention rates of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students is revealed in statistical data provided throughout this paper.  These indicate that parity has not been achieved.

Absec and Abstudy were eventually amalgamated into the Aboriginal Study Assistance Scheme (ABSTUDY) in 1988.  The aim of ABSTUDY is to:

equalise opportunity for, and improve the educational outcomes of, Indigenous Australians to the same levels as the rest of the community (Herron, May 1998, p.85; Kemp, 1998a, p.61).

ABSTUDY currently provides an income tested living allowance to full-time secondary and tertiary Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students aged from 16 years and older and for secondary students who live away from home to attend school.  Other benefits include the cost of travel and school fees.  Textbook and fees allowances are also available for secondary students under 16 years, although they are income tested.

The importance of ABSTUDY for improving retention rates of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders in secondary schooling in the early 1990's is demonstrated in the Department of Employment, Education and Training (DEET) reports.  In 1992, DEET reported that the retention rate for ABSTUDY recipients who continued from Year 8 to Year 12 was 33% (p.152).  A further evaluation of ABSTUDY by the Department of Employment, Education, Training and Youth Affairs, in its Annual Report 1995-96, noted it was a "major contributing factor to improving retention rates for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students" (1996, p.163).  The 1997 review of ABSTUDY, prior to the cuts occurring, and conducted by Stanley and Hansen (1998) was commissioned by ATSIC after the announcement in May 1997 of the proposed cuts to ABSTUDY.  Data collected from interviewees and education providers during the review indicated that:

· despite some problems relating to its administration, ABSTUDY has been an outstanding success in enabling Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people to gain access to education; and

· the name ABSTUDY should stay and it should be administered separately from AUSTUDY.

The review also established:

The success of ABSTUDY in reaching its full potential depends on its financial adequacy given the comparatively lower economic status of Indigenous people in terms of employment, income levels and asset bases.  There is a need to review the current levels of financial assistance, which may be inadequate given the current declining educational outcomes for Indigenous people (Stanley & Hansen, 1998).

Nevertheless, though the above reviews and reports have indicated the importance of ABSTUDY to achieve the equalisation of opportunity for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people and to improve their education outcomes, the Government has continued to decrease ABSTUDY funding and make changes to its programs, since 1997.  DEETYA's annual report for 1997-1998 reveals the decrease in the number of ABSTUDY recipients for both secondary and tertiary education in 1998 compared to the previous 1995-1997 period, which is most likely to have been caused by the ABSTUDY changes. (See Table 5)  

Table 5: ABSTUDY Recipients

Year
1995
1996
1997
1998

Secondary
27 100
27 500
30 800
30 200

Tertiary
18 900
20 600
19 700
19 600

Total Beneficiaries
46 000
48 100
50 500
49 800

Source: DEETYA Annual Report 1997-1998: Section 5: Student and Youth Support (DEETYA, 1998).

Furthermore, the number of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students accessing higher education had decreased by 0.7 per cent during the reporting period and by 5.0 per cent compared with 1995-1996 (DEETYA, 1998).  Though the report claimed ABSTUDY is demand driven and the decrease in beneficiary numbers was likely to be due to a combination of factors the report did not indicate what the factors were or if in fact the cuts to ABSTUDY could be a factor.  Therefore, the current cuts to specific ABSTUDY allowances and further income testing, to bring ABSTUDY into line with the common youth allowance, appears to be detrimental to the future of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders achieving educational parity.

The new changes to ABSTUDY now ensure an applicant's access to ABSTUDY is dependent on the income of parents, partners and individuals; whether one is dependent or independent, away from home or at home; the study mode of the course; as well as the age of the potential recipient.  Each of these will determine a student's overall eligibility for living allowance rates and entitlements for either secondary or tertiary study, the number of degrees able to be studied with financial assistance, and therefore other entitlements.

ABSTUDY's Current and Future Shape

The changes to ABSTUDY announced in May 1997 by the Howard Government targeted the following areas:

*
Living Allowance;


*
Additional Living Allowances;

*
School Fees Allowances;

*
Travel;

*
Eligibility and Awards; and

*
Away from Base Allowance.

These changes became effective from January 1st 1998.  Table 6, which is adapted from Schwab and Campbell's discussion paper The Future Shape of ABSTUDY (1997, p.6), summarises these changes.  Furthermore, the government made some modifications to the Away from Base Allowances for 1998 due to concerns from students and educational institutions.  Hence, the ABSTUDY fares and travel allowances were modified and institutions notified by a letter from Chris Ellison, Minister for Schools, Vocational Education and Training and Senator for Western Australia in 1997. The modifications included:

· A maximum of 6 annual return trips and 40 days of away-from-base activity per student, per course.

· Where institutions had run courses in 1997 with lower limits, the courses would be required to keep to these limits from 1998.

· A maximum of 6 annual return trips and 40 days of away-from-base activity per student, per course would also apply to new courses from 1998.

· Where institutions could demonstrate that it would be impossible to operate within the 6 trips and 40 days limit in 1998, the Department would consider, upon application, whether to apply an exemption for this course for 1998, as a transition year.

· Interstate travel would continue for students to attend enabling or certificate courses, which were not generally offered in their own state.

· Interstate travel would be allowed where it would be more cost-effective than intrastate travel.  This benefited students in border regions.

Table 6:  Summary of announced ABSTUDY changes effective 1 January 1998

______________________________________________________________________________________




1997



1998

_________________________________________________________________________________________

Living Allowance
Income test: 'sudden death' cut-off when
Income test for all students abatement
student, partner or parental income

(gradual reduction) as student, partner




reaches identified upper income

or parental income arise above




limit (full-time Masters or PhD

prescribed thresholds:




excepted).



*  student
$  6,000









*  partner     
$14,690









*  parent

$23,550

Additional

Unlimited after student contribution of
All students maximum of 

Incidentals

$370 (Masters or PhD students 

$2,000.  Exceptions: not stated

Allowance

maximum $2,000).

School Fees

$150 per year (for all students under
$150 per year (for eligible

Allowance

16 years).



Students under 16 years).

Fares Allowance

No limit.



No interstate travel to attend 

 -Travel for certificate





such courses.

or enabling courses

- for compassionate
No limit.



Two return trips per year.

reasons

- for dependents

Student allowed to bring dependent

If student has used fares allowance to




family members to place of study

bring family members to place of study,




and claim travel home during the

student cannot claim allowance to travel




year.




home during the year.

- graduation travel    
One return journey within Australia

One return journey within Australia to 




to place of study.



place of study.  If student moves to 









different home location, travel equiv-

alent only to previous travel entitlement.

Eligibility and

No limit on number of courses.

Limit of one undergraduate

Awards







and two postgraduate courses.





  



No limit to certificate and 









enabling courses.

Away from Base

'Reasonable costs', no limit.

Maximum 40 days and 6 return

Assistance






trips per year.

   * Exceptions: 

*  $2,000 limit MA/PhD


No interstate travel for certificate or




*  limit 2 testing and assessment
     
enabling courses.




    programs per year


No funds for courses wholly or









substantially of away from base 









components.

__________________________________________________________________________________________

Further to the 1998 ABSTUDY cuts the government's announcement on the 15th December 1998 of further changes to ABSTUDY became effective from January 1st 2000.  These changes would align ABSTUDY further with CYA.  Thus, Table 7 summarises the new changes to ABSTUDY from 2000, by using data in the table which is adapted from information released by the Department of Education Training and Youth Affairs on the 21st December 1998 to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Higher Education Units.  The changes in 1998 and 2000 target:
· Living Allowances and subsequent entitlements;

· Travel; and

· Away from Base Allowance.
Table 7:  Future Shape of ABSTUDY with changes effective 1 January 2000

___________________________________________________________________________



2000
___________________________________________________________________________

Living Allowance
Income test for all students is consistent with the lower thresholds of CYA and Austudy.  Assets testing consistent with CYA and Austudy.




Defined groups include:
- under 16 year old tertiary students;

- 16-20 year olds (including under 16's who meet independent criteria; eg. homeless);

- 21 years and over; and

- Masters/Doctorate students.

School Term Allowance
Under 16 year old secondary students receive income tested allowance of $520 per year for educational costs.  This will be retained.

Additional
All eligible students maximum of $2,000.  (Evidence if expenditure is 

Incidentals Allowance 
required for reimbursements).

School Fees Allowance
$150 per year (for eligible students
under 16 years).

Allowance still income tested.  Option for payments to be made to school or reimbursed to applicants on evidence of expenditure.

Away rate of School
The income test applying to the boarding allowances under the Assistance 

Fees


for Isolated Children (AIC) will be applied to ABSTUDY applicants.




(It was not income tested in previous years).

Fares Allowance

For tertiary students having to live away from home, travel will be modified 




to align with CYA and Austudy conditions for air or rail/bus travel.

Away from Base 
Away from base assistance will be transferred to the Indigenous Education

Assistance
Strategic Initiatives Programme (IESIP) and administered by DETYA and paid to institutions as block grants under Indigenous Education Agreements.

Pensioner Education
Rates of payment and eligibility criteria will be aligned with the Pensioner

Supplement
Education Supplement available under the Social Security Act 1991. The new rate will be $60 pfn for full-time study and $30 pfn for part-time study.

(Currently, eligible students in receipt of a pension receive a supplement of $60 to $120 per fortnight).
Other areas, which have been retained, include the:







- ABSTUDY Supplement Loan Scheme;

- under 16 Boarding Supplement;

- Lawful Custody Allowance; and

- Incidental Allowance.

__________________________________________________________________________________________
Findings from the Research into the ABSTUDY Cuts: Who was affected by the Changes to ABSTUDY?

Recent research by Beris Anning (2000), which is used for the purposes of the Terms of Reference (d) (iii) in this submission, as well as the research conducted by Deakin University (1999) reveals the ABSTUDY changes have affected specific groups, particularly relating to age groups, since 1998.  Supporting data from a number of case study reports on students, in which the measures of age, status of independence or dependency as well as their own income and that of their parents/guardians were used, revealed the enormity of the ABSTUDY cuts (Anning, 2000, pp.59-62).  For example, the 21-year-old and over age groups were the most affected as can be seen in Table 8.

Table 8:  Comparative analysis of ABSTUDY and CYA Income Thresholds – Students, Partners And Parents in 1998/1999.            ______________________________________________________________________________________

               PARTICULARS                                                           ABSTUDY                          CYA

Dependent Students:

The Standard At Home rates –Student Income

· 16-17 years




$6,000-$13,135               $ 6,000-$11,976

· 18-20 years




$6,000-$14,685               $ 6,000-$13,068

· 21 years and over 



$6,000-$20,225               $ 6,000-$13,068       

The Away from Home rates – Student Income

· 16-17 years




$6,000-$18,107               $ 6,000-$16,435

· 18-20 years




$6,000-$19,435               $ 6,000-$16,435

· 21 years and over 



$6,000-$25,887               $ 6,000-$16,435

· Masters or Doctorate                                                    $6,000-$38,227

The Standard - At Home rates – Parental Income

· Under 16 years – tertiary



$23,550-$24,657   

· 16-17 years




$23,550-$37,821             $23,400-$38,522

· 18-20 years




$23,550-$40,917             $23,400-$41,579 

· 21 years and over 



$23,550-$52,001             $23,400-$41,579

The Away from Home rates – Parental Income 

· Under 16 years




$23,550-$37,821            

· 16-17 years




$23,550-$47,765             $23,400-$51,012

· 18-20 years




$23,550-$50,421             $23,400-$51,012

· 21 years and over 



$23,550-$63,325             $23,400-$51,012

· Masters or Doctorate student allowance

$23,550-$85,955
Independent Students:

Independent Students – Student Income

· Single/ Partnered without dependents – >18 years
$6,000-$18,107               $ 6,000-$16,435           

· Single / Partnered without dependents -18-20 years
$6,000-$19,435               $ 6,000-$16,435

· Single / Partnered without dependents - 21 years +
$6,000-$25,887               $ 6,000-$16,435

· Sole Parent – under 21 years


$6,000-$23,501               $ 6,000-$19,492

· Sole Parent - 21 years and over


$6,000-$26,959               $ 6,000-$19,492

· Partnered with dependents - under 21 years

$6,000-$20,811               $ 6,000-$17,404

· Partnered with dependents - 21 years and over
$6,000-$24,271               $ 6,000-$17,404

· Masters or Doctorate student allowance

$6,000-$37,277
Independent Students – Partner Income
· Partner under 18 years and no dependants:

$14,850-$26,957             Rates were not

· Partner 18-20 years and no dependants:

$14,850-$28,285             available for

· Partner 21 years and older and no dependants:
$14,850-$34,737             partners – no

· Partner under 21 years with dependants:

$14,850-$29,661             comparison made.

· Partner 21 years and older with dependants:

$14,850-$33,121

· Partner of a Masters or Doctorate student:

$14,850-$46,027

Table 9:  Comparative Analysis of ABSTUDY/ Centrelink Living Allowances in 1998/1999.

Maximum Living Allowances:   Common Youth Allowance
Maximum ABSTUDY Living Allowances:

ABSTUDY

 Dependent:             At Home       Away/Home

16-17 years                      $  3,780.40           $5,903.00

18-24 years
     $  4,536.80           $5,903.00

*Rent Assistance available for students living 

away from home                      
  Dependent:               At Home       Away/Home

Under 16 years – tertiary
 $     524.80          $  3,807.44

16-17 years
                $  3,807.44          $  6,285.76  

18-20 years
                $  4,579.38          $  6,947.98

21 years and over
                $  7,341.88          $10,090.88 

Masters/Doctorate Allow    $16,090.88          $16,090.88

*Rent assistance available to specific students

Independent:

Single - >18 years living at home
               $ 3,780.40

Single - >18 years living away from home
 $ 5,903.00

Single- no dependants: 18-24 years at home  $ 4,536.80

Single- no dependants – 18-24 years: away from home
                                                          $ 5,903.00

Single with dependants

 
 $ 9,042.89 

Partnered with no dependants

 $ 5,903.00

Partnered with dependants      
   
 $ 7,581.60

*Rent Assistance available for all students

*Sole Pensioner Education Supplement 

     - Full-time study                                      $  1,560.00

     - Part-time study                                      $     780.00
Independent:

Single / Partnered- no dependants - >18 years  $  6,285.76 

Single / Partnered- no dependants:18-20 years $  6,947.98 

Single/ Partnered-no dependants - 21 years      $10,166.00 

Sole Parent - >21 years

                  $  8,975.46

Sole Parent – 21 years and over

   $10,700.56 

Partnered with dependants - >21 years
   $  7,634.90

Partnered with dependants - 21 years and over $  9,360.26 

Masters or Doctorate student allowance
   $16,090.88

*Rent assistance available to specific students

*Sole Pensioner Education Supplement 

     - Full-time study                                          $  3,120.00

     - Part-time study                                         $  1,560.00

Moreover, the changes to ABSTUDY from 1998 indicated the income cut-off limits would be significant when compared with Centrelink allowances such as the (CYA).  This is evident in Table 8, which compares all the categories of income levels for students and parents under ABSTUDY and CYA.  Furthermore, the changes to the student allowance rates under CYA and compared with the ABSTUDY rates, prior to the cuts taking effect, shows significant financial loss to a number of students since 1998.  This information is detailed in Table 9, with data based on the 1998 CYA rates and compared with ABSTUDY 1998 rates of allowances.

According to the new income testing measures applied to income for ABSTUDY recipients since January 1998, there were definite decreases in the financial assistance to the majority of ABSTUDY students, particularly those in post-secondary studies.   Moreover, the changes to ABSTUDY from 2000 would further affect those students in the case studies who had been affected by the 1998 changes.  This is because ABSTUDY recipients received more living allowance prior to 1998 and the income thresholds were higher so that middle-income earners’ families, dependents or partners were eligible for ABSTUDY living or other entitlements.  Students were also granted independent status when they became 21 years of age compared to 25 years from 1998.  Thus, individuals who were eligible for ABSTUDY allowances or entitlements prior to 1998 or during 1998/1999 had greater decreases to their allowances from January 2000 or else became ineligible. 

The research found that seven different groups of people involved in higher education were affected by the ABSTUDY changes.  Prior to January 1998 and the changes to ABSTUDY, all Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people who earned $50,957 or less were eligible to receive the maximum ABSTUDY Living Allowance for their dependents who were 18-20 years old and living away from home (DEETYA, 1997a, p.26).  They could also earn up to $41,529 and have dependent at home students receive the maximum rate.  However, the new income levels for students, parents and partners will now disadvantage these same individuals and families.  Thus, the first group to be affected is the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students who do not receive government income and who earn above the levels indicated in the 1998 ABSTUDY Guide.  This is because only 1-2 per cent of families previously earned in excess of $50,000 although the NATSIS survey states 22 percent now earn in excess of $40,000.  However, the percentage of families who earn between $23,550 and $40,000 is more than 2 per cent and it is they who will be significantly disadvantaged from 1998 and even further from 2000 (NATSIS, 1994, p.48).   

The second group affected is the families who earned $51,000 previously but whose dependents were not eligible for any assistance, received some benefits for their 21-year-old at home or away from home students.  For example, the 21-year-old student residing at home was eligible for $494 per year and the 21-year-old living away from home was eligible for $3,302 per year from 1998 to 1999 (p.26).  These recipients were also eligible to receive Fares Allowance and Additional Incidental Allowance.  However, from 2000 these same students were not eligible for ABSTUDY assistance.  Moreover, the 21-year-olds are adversely affected because prior to 1997 they were granted independent status.  From 1998 they became dependent on parents, until they turned 25 years of age, if they did not qualify for independent status under Centrelink guidelines.

Therefore, the third group was those students who turned 21 years of age after January 1 1998.  They were previously eligible for independent status from January 1 1998 and thus would not be assessed on their parent's income.  However, the 1998 changes changed the criteria on independence.  Hence, from 1998 there was a greater loss of financial assistance for these students who were assessed under their parent's income and were not eligible for independent status and hence the annual living allowance of $10,093 (p.26).  They are now categorised as dependent on their guardians'/parental income unless they can prove their independent status according to the ABSTUDY or CYA definitions.  Furthermore, in 1999 these students were only eligible for an annual living allowance of $3,068 if living away from home and their parental family adjusted income was $52,002 (Centrelink, 1998a, p.32).  If they resided at home with their parents they received no living allowance.  Under CYA assessment criteria these students and families will be ineligible for any financial assistance.  Thus, from 2000 there will be a greater loss of financial assistance for those students who will be assessed under their parent's income with the 21 to 24 year olds greatly affected.  That is, under CYA criteria a student only receives the maximum rates of $4,536.80 per annum, if living at home, or $5,903 per annum, if living away from home, in 2000 (Table 9).  This compares to $10, 095 in 1998 and $10,166 in 1999 if their parents’ salary total was under the threshold limit of $23,400 (1998) or $23,550 (1999) (Centrelink, 1997, p.34).

A fourth group affected negatively by the changes are the families and students who just exceed the new income levels, although never to the levels of middle income earners.  They will be the worst off, especially if they do not have valuable assets or investments to support their children's education.  For example, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander families who have three dependent children and two dependent students aged 16 and 17 years old and earning income of $48,000 or more will receive minimal financial assistance of approximately $945 for these dependents if they lived at home (Centrelink, 1998a, p. 32).   This is despite an extra $14,800 in excess of the $23,550 allowed because of their dependents (p.36).  Even if the students were 18 years old and studied away from home they would only receive approximately $3,330 per annum.  Unfortunately, these families would not have the means to encourage their children's education to tertiary level.

The fifth group affected by the changes are the under 16 year-old secondary students who live at home.  Prior to 1998 all Indigenous students 14-16 years old were eligible for school term allowance of $520 per annum to cover the expenses of books, uniforms and other school costs (p.10).  However, from 1998 only students whose parents held a Health Care Card; or received a Centrelink payment; or were in state care or homeless were eligible for this allowance (Centrelink, 1998a, p.20).

The sixth group affected by the changes, are the sole pensioner students.  Sole pensioners who are either full-time or part-time students lost half of their pensioner education supplement from 2000.  They received $120 per fortnight for full-time study or $60 per fortnight for part-time study up to December 1999.  However, from 2000, full-time sole pensioner students received $60 per fortnight and part-time students will receive $30 per fortnight.  

Finally, all Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students undertaking a Masters or Doctorate Degree are affected by the new changes especially if their income, partner or parent's income exceeds the ABSTUDY levels.  That is, all masters or doctorate students were eligible for this allowance prior to 1998 with income levels not means tested (DEETYA, 1997b, p.26).   Since 1998 the allowance has been means tested and the dependency on parents to 25 years of age applied.  From 2000 the income thresholds have been decreased to align with the levels for CYA and Austudy Allowances.   

Recommendations

The following recommendations should be considered in light of the findings of this research.  They will, in terms of social justice and the NAEP and NATSIEP goals continue to achieve equitable outcomes for Indigenous people in secondary and tertiary education.  They would also ensure that future Indigenous Australians would not regress to low educational levels of 20 or 30 years ago.  The recommendations include:

17. Raising the level of the living allowance to the pre-1998 levels for Indigenous students who are aged 21 years or older. (Rent Assistance should be over and above the living allowance rate).

18. Provide a number of tax exempt scholarships for undergraduate students who are ineligible for ABSTUDY living allowances and entitlements due to their parental income.

19. Reduce the age level for independent status to the pre-1998 level of 21 years or more as well as maintaining the current independent status criteria.

20. Provide Higher Education Contribution Scheme (HECS) exempt scholarships for all Masters and Doctorate coursework students who are ineligible for the ABSTUDY living allowance and subsequent entitlements.  That is, those students who earn more than the maximum threshold amount and cannot therefore receive entitlements such as payment of HECS fees should receive HECS exempt scholarships.  This is vital so as to ensure an increase in the number of Indigenous postgraduate students. 

Thus, if these recommendations are acted upon and new policy introduced in terms of the ABSTUDY changes to include the above, then the NAEP/NATSIEP goals will be achievable and the gap of educational disadvantage which currently exists between Indigenous and non-Indigenous peoples will be closed in the near future.  However, if no action occurs and ABSTUDY cuts continue to take effect as indicated by the government there will definitely be a widening of the gap of educational disadvantage for Indigenous peoples rather than the gap closing and parity being achieved. 

2.5
Inquiry Term of Reference (e): Factors affecting the ability of Australian public universities to attract and retain staff in the context of competitive local and global markets and the intellectual culture of universities.

Indigenous higher education centres/units/schools or faculties are very complex work environments within the universities.  They take on the role of mini-universities in that the work roles of staff include: 

· management and administration;

· human resource management;

· academic teaching and curriculum development;

· research, advocacy and consultation;

· student support, counselling and advice;

· student administration;

· recruitment, promotion and marketing;

· consultative and liaison services with communities and organisations;

· internal and external public relations; and

· cross-cultural awareness and cultural advisors.

As can be seen, the Indigenous staff working within the higher education centres/units have position descriptions, which involve them in many varied activities on a daily basis, even though they may have the title of Lecturer or administrator.  However, the levels of employment, that the staff are paid at, are usually below those levels, which their non-Indigenous counterparts are employed at.  For example:

· student support officers are expected to support students academically and personally as well as market, promote and recruit students, attend to course advice and enrolments, perform administrative functions and be involved in community network consultations.  A number of these staff are paid at either an associate lecturer or general employee level 4.

· The Directors of the centres/units are usually employed at a Senior Lecturer’s level.  This creates a bottleneck effect with all other staff unable to move up to higher levels past Academic B, but rather remain at associate lecturer or lecturer B levels.  This also creates issues for staff who have the role of Assistant/Deputy Director.  Hence, there is no room for promotion if the Director or Head of the Centre remains at a senior lecturer’s level.  Thus, there is bias and inequity of employment when one compares the Indigenous staff levels with other university staff undertaking the same duties, whether they are Directors or Heads of schools/centres.

Moreover, the staff within these centres/units usually perform far greater hours of work than would other university colleagues across the university.  For example, there is the case where one Indigenous Director has worked a whole year’s overtime, due to staffing decreases and unfilled positions, within the last two years, albeit, without any extra salary.  The possibility of taking leave in lieu of this overtime was also not possible due to the nature of the work and activities conducted by the centre and the staffing issues.  Hence, a number of these centres usually have high levels of work stress and staff turnover rates.  Without the support of the university management the issues do not become wholly resolved and staff either resign or burn out.

Further data relating to Indigenous employment within universities has been collated by the NTEU Indigenous Tertiary Education Policy Committee.  This data relates to employment of Indigenous Australians in universities and conditions for Indigenous Australians employed in the higher education centres/units, staffing profiles for Indigenous staff across the universities, staff tenurability, contracted staff and staff development in order to be promoted.  A review of this research data will be an important action of this inquiry in order to compare the work environments, position descriptions, employee appointment levels and the extra activities expected to be performed by staff within Indigenous higher education centres/units/ schools or faculties.

Recommendations

21. Commonwealth to provide sufficient funds to employ Indigenous Australians in the public and private sectors of universities, rather than just the Indigenous higher education centres.

22. That all Directors of Indigenous higher education centres/units be employed at no lower than an Associate Professor’s level.

23. Funds to be made available to higher education centres/units to improve opportunities for Indigenous Australian staff for staff development.  This may mean that staff be released on study leave to complete higher degrees or be seconded to another section of the university or within other universities’ public and private sectors.

2.6 Inquiry Terms of Reference (g) (ii) & (iii): The regulation of the higher education sector in the global environment, including: External Mechanisms and Governance.

The focus of this section is on the issues and concerns of governance within Universities towards Australian Indigenous education needs.  With regards to the Inquiry Terms of Reference (d), it is appropriate to examine the governance arrangements of current partnership models in universities and the future development of improved partnerships with Australian Indigenous peoples internally, in higher education, as well as externally with communities.

The nature of governance within the majority of Australian universities does not normally aim to increase the involvement of Indigenous Australians within the mainstream frameworks of academia or Indigenous centres/units to ensure valid representation of Indigenous Australian cultures, identity and or current educational needs.  This can be seen, firstly, in the non-representation of Indigenous people in university governance arrangements.  Despite this, Australian universities do have a role to play, which is to ensure representation by Indigenous Australians on university governance committees as well as representation of their identity and needs.  This ensures that the interests and needs of the communities, particularly those in which the catchment areas of universities are located, are catered for.  As such, there needs to be a stated requirement within the laws of universities, that specific representation of Indigenous Australians are on universities’ governance committees/ Councils.  The latter would go a long way to ensuring reconciliation is achieved.

Secondly, the lack of Indigenous Australian input and appropriate representation can be seen in the appropriation of Indigenous knowledge within university courses and units of study by non-Indigenous academics at the stages of course/unit development, delivery and research.  Teaching, course development and research, which are significantly informed by Australian Indigenous peoples, will affect the value and validity of the knowledge to Indigenous peoples.  The Draft Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous People, Article 15, declares:

“Indigenous people have the right to have the dignity and diversity of their cultures, traditions, histories and aspirations appropriately reflected in all forms of education and public information” (July, 1993).

Conversely, teaching, course development and research, which are not significantly informed by Indigenous Australian peoples’ perspectives, will be of questionable validity and credibility.  Therefore, higher education institutions need to change their view of the world around them and attend to developing their accessibility to knowledge and valid, credible information.  For example, universities need to attend to developing Indigenous education in both mainstream courses and Indigenous specific courses.  This can be achieved through the forming of formal partnerships with Indigenous Australian groups, organisations and communities on an external basis and internally through institutional partnerships.  The latter would involve partnerships between the university Faculties, Schools and other various centres and the current Indigenous Australian higher education centres/units, Schools and Faculties.

Thirdly, it can be seen in the exclusion of Indigenous knowledge/s within mainstream courses or units of study.  For example, in the majority of education courses in Australia there is no effort to incorporate Indigenous Australian perspectives into specific units of history, curriculum and pedagogy, develop specialisation strands on Indigenous education or to make these compulsory units of study.  This is despite the recognised need to achieve reconciliation in Australia between Indigenous and non-Indigenous peoples.  Moreover, even if universities do, in the first instance, ensure pre-service education students study a compulsory unit on Indigenous Australian Studies it is more than likely downgraded in importance, at some further date, to a non-compulsory unit for specific pre-service education students such as secondary or early childhood education courses.  Furthermore, the humanities courses such as nursing, health, welfare and arts can also be found to have a similar degree of non-representation and non-compulsory nature of Indigenous perspectives and knowledge.  Hence, partnerships and the acknowledgement of the need for Indigenous perspectives in the delivery and development of courses, units and research if validated by university management, will ensure their overall validity and credibility.

Furthermore, this inclusion rather than exclusion and the development of formal partnerships can become a vehicle for achieving reconciliation as well as redressing the low socio-economic status of Australian Indigenous communities and individuals.  For example, inclusivity will lead to collaborative research projects, appropriate courses being developed and the development of specific units of study, which would enhance current mainstream courses, such as education, health, science, business, history or other arts courses, through the increase in Indigenous knowledge content.  

Recommendations:

24. It is recommended that the Commonwealth and State governments consult with universities and key Indigenous Australian organisations such as the Australian Indigenous Higher Education Association, the different State Indigenous Education Consultative Boards and the Aboriginal and Torres Strait slander Commission (ATSIC) with the view to developing partnership frameworks or agreements relating to the role of universities and aimed at ensuring:

· research, teaching, course/unit development and delivery is informed by and is of significance to Indigenous Australians;

· Indigenous Australian representation is established on university governance committees; and

· collaborative arrangements are formed in the area of research, research ethics approval and subsequent supervision.

2.6
Conclusion

It is with anticipation that the AIHEAssociation members look to the future and to the increased capacity of Australian universities to meet the needs of Indigenous people in higher education.  The recognition of the benefits that Indigenous academic business and cultural knowledge brings to the higher education sector needs to be acknowledged.  The discussion and action from the Inquiry and key terms of references detailed in this submission and the subsequent twenty-four recommendations are seen as an important step forward for Indigenous people to overcome the educational, social and economic inequity that is evident in the data presented in this submission.
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