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1
Introduction and Background

In early 2002 the new Minister for Education, Science and Training, Brendan Nelson, announced a wide-ranging reform process with respect to the funding (and other areas) of Australian higher education. Over the ensuing months the government released a number of discussion papers, in a process referred to as Crossroads, and initiated and promoted a series of consultations with stakeholders and others covering the essential issues. 

The process led to potentially far-reaching policy changes with respect to the financial operation of Australian universities, announced in the 2003/2004 Commonwealth Budget. An important part of anticipated reforms concerns the nature of the operation of the Higher Education Contribution Scheme, the income related arrangement for the payment of student charges introduced in 1989. There is little doubt that HECS will soon be changed; the extent of reform depends on the reactions to the Budget by the Senate.

This Chapter examines the current situation with respect to Australian higher education financing. To put the analysis in context it is useful to consider briefly the recent history, and this is provided in the next section. This is followed with an examination of the advantages and disadvantages of different approaches to student charging in the context of economic theory. In Section 4 the current financial situation of Australian higher education is described. In Sections 5 and 6, the 2003/04 Budget proposals related to HECS are examined critically. In a conclusion some suggestions are made as to how the HECS mechanism could be used to address additional higher education challenges. 

2
A Brief History of Australian Student Charging

2 (a) Introduction

The financing of Australian higher education has undergone radical change since the early 1970s. At that time the Federal government provided practically all funding, and until the late 1980s there was little political support for change. However, over the last decade there has been a very significant move towards greater private contributions, particularly student tuition charges. This is illustrated in Figure 1.

The data reveal that there has been a radical change in the nature of funding, particularly from 1987 to 2000. In this period the proportion of university revenue coming from government sources fell from 85 to just over 50 per cent. This change can be compared with the increase in revenue coming from students, which went from just a couple of percent to about a quarter.
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Figure 1

Further, since the change in Federal government in 1996, the levels of student charges and the nature of their payment have changed.  There have also been policy moves over the last few years promoting greater institutional autonomy and flexibility with respect to charging, culminating in the radical reforms suggested in the 2003/04 Budget. The current arrangements and the nature of the debate are unrecognisable compared to the circumstances of the Whitlam Government. 

2
(b) Fee abolition in 1973

In the early 1970s up-front fees (of around $400 per annum in 1972$) were paid by some students. These were abolished by the newly-elected Federal Labor government, in 1973. This policy change had two key motives. 

First, fees were believed to erect barriers to participation in higher education by the poor. Thus their abolition was seen to be important in improving the access of the disadvantaged to better lifetime opportunities. Second, fee abolition was symbolically important as a reflection of the Labor Government’s social democratic credentials
. 

The abolition of university fees at this time had no discernible effects on the socioeconomic composition of higher education students
, for two reasons. First, only a small proportion of students (20-25 per cent) paid fees, since the great majority had either Teacher’s College or Commonwealth Scholarships. Second, because secondary schooling retention rates to the equivalent of Year 12 were very low at the time (less than 30 per cent), most prospective students from poor families had left the education system well before university entrance became an option. 

2
(c) The Higher Education Administration Charge

The Coalition Government of 1975-83 made no important changes to university financing. However, the Labor Government introduced the so-called Higher Education Administration Charge in 1986.

HEAC was an up-front fee and its introduction is a watershed: it represented the first move in Australia towards universal user-pays. The charge was small - $250 (in 1986 terms) – and did not vary with respect to course load. There is some evidence that it had a small negative effect on mature-aged part-time enrolments.

HEAC was symbolically important in that a “user pays” perspective had previously been rejected by different Australian governments, for over a decade. As well, HEAC showed the intention of several Cabinet Ministers (notably Peter Walsh and John Dawkins) to address what they thought was a critical equity issue: not charging for higher education is regressive because the subsidy from all taxpayers – including the poor – goes mainly to those from advantaged families. The pejorative labelling of “free education” as “middle class welfare” was a major theme at the time. This issue is considered in some detail below.

2
(d) HECS

The Higher Education Contribution Scheme, recommended by the Wran Committee set up by John Dawkins in 1988
, was adopted in 1989. This was a universal charge to undergraduate students of $1,800 (in 1989 terms), with a unique feature: students could defer payment until their future incomes reached a particular threshold, with no real rate of interest being charged on debt incurred in this way. This was the world’s first income-contingent charge for higher education
, a policy arrangement that has since been adopted or recommended in many other countries
.

HECS came about because the government wanted to increase higher education enrolments but was not prepared to pay for the increased expenditure through taxation. Most importantly, “free education” was seen to be regressive and unfair
. That is, that there were significant private benefits accruing to individuals who were seen generally to be advantaged over the course of their lifetimes, but the costs were being met by all taxpayers, the vast majority of whom had no direct access to higher education. While many critics of HECS alleged at the time that the new system would have major adverse consequences for the access of the disadvantaged, this has not turned to be the case. Issues of access are considered further below.

2
(e) The 1996/97 Budget changes

In its first Budget the Coalition government announced four significant higher education financing modifications
:

.
all charges were increased, by around 40 per cent on average;

.
the income thresholds for repayment of the debt were reduced considerably – for example, the annual income initiating the first repayment fell from about $30,000 to about $21,000 (in 1996 terms);

.
the uniform charge was replaced with three levels; and

.
universities were allowed to set whatever level of fee they wanted for undergraduates not accepted under existing HECS quotas for up to 25 per cent of students covered by HECS.  

The most significant direct change to HECS related to the repayment thresholds. Because the whole structure of repayment rates was moved down, all people repaying HECS – most of whom had graduated before 1997 – would now pay more in net present value terms, because they would have less of the subsidy implicit in an interest-free loan. Chapman and Salvage (1997) estimate that this meant an average increase in effective repayment obligations of about 10 per cent. 

The new three-tier charge structure was set with reference to a combination of course costs and what seems to be a presumption of the income advantages of different degrees. For example, one of the lowest cost courses (Law) was accorded the highest charge, and one of the high cost courses (Nursing) was accorded the lowest charge. Interestingly the Wran Report also suggested a three-tier charge structure, but with the charges reflecting course costs only
.

Allowing universities price discretion for additional students was a radical departure from centralised fee control. While there has been little take-up of this option, it represented then the most significant movement towards institutional pricing autonomy in the history of Australian higher education (Chapman, 1997b). A movement of this type, without income contingent payment arrangements, embodies the least desirable social and economic features of a higher education financing system, a major point explained in detail below.

2
(f) PELS

In January 2001 the government announced, as part of its Innovation Statement, that in 2001 an income contingent loan would be made available to all fee-paying non-research postgraduate students to cover current up-front charges. The scheme is known as the Postgraduate Education Loans Scheme (PELS), and has the following feature: there are no limits on the amount a student can borrow; the loan has repayment conditions the same as HECS; and universities would remain free to set postgraduate charges.

In principle, this policy change was clearly justified. Moves away from up-front fees and towards income contingent repayment reflect correct principles of reform for the Australian higher education system, a point explained further below. There are some interesting issues with respect to the form of this particular proposal, however. 

The former Minister argued that competition would restrict the extent to which universities would commensurately increase postgraduate fees, saying: “We’re not expecting that there will be any significant change in fees as a result… ”. However, this is more complicated than is apparent.

In analysing the implications of this policy change it is critical to recognise that the postgraduate charge facing a student who can pay with an interest-free loan is necessarily different to the fee received by the university. This is because the university receives the money at the time of enrolment, but the student repays the debt later. Importantly, the absence of a real rate of interest on the debt means that in financial terms the student will necessarily be facing a lower impost than the actual charge. In other words, there will be a government-financed subsidy. Chapman and Salvage (2001) predicted that this would lead to higher nominal charge levels and this is apparently what has happened
.

With the presumed higher charges the universities will be unambiguously better off from PELS, since they will be receiving the additional revenue at the time of student enrolment. Prospective postgraduate students are also likely to be advantaged, but the extent of their benefit will be determined by how large the presumed nominal fee increases turn out to be. The costs of the subsidy will be financed by the public sector.

The extent of the subsidies, and their implications for changes in the level of postgraduate student charge levels are analysed in Chapman and Salvage (2001). They suggest that an obvious way to ameliorate the extent of a subsidy would be to offer students the choice of paying postgraduate fees up-front, with a 25 per cent discount. PELS would then have the same administrative rules as HECS.

2
(g) The 2003 Budget (Backing Australia’s Future)
Crossroads - the name given to the policy process initiated by the Commonwealth government at the beginning of 2002 - signalled an opportunity to revisit and reform several areas of teaching funding, and led to the very significant May 2003 Budget changes proposed for higher education financing.

The government announced radical planned reforms for student loans in its manifesto, Backing Australia’s Future. There are two different dimensions of changes to student financing, known as “HECS-HELP” and “FEE-HELP”. The likely implications of these proposed changes are explored in detail in Sections 5 and 6. To help motivate this analysis it is apposite to examine now the theoretical and empirical bases of income related loans for higher education.

3 HECS in Theoretical and Empirical Contexts

3
(a) Introduction

At the time of its introduction in 1989 HECS was a radical policy intervention, being quite different to other countries’ higher education financing approaches. What now follows examines both the theoretical basis and empirical experience associated with its introduction.

3
(b) Theoretical issues: what is the right way to charge for higher education?

Several different policy approaches, currently in operation internationally, are now analysed with respect to their social and economic implications. In other research from the author the case for an income related charge on students has been documented. In these analyses it is argued that a charge is justified, and that the best way for students to pay is via income contingency, such as through a HECS-type mechanism. The basis for the latter claim is now summarised.

Many, although increasingly fewer, countries do not charge for higher education. What this means can be understood through reference to standard principles, now explained briefly.

A role for government is to help ensure that the production of optimal quantities of goods and services. In some circumstances this requires public subsidies equal to the marginal value of what is known as “externalities” associated with an activity. “Externalities” is the name given to the social benefits of an activity above and beyond the benefits that accrue to individuals, with their nature being considered in Chapman and Ryan (2002).

If microeconomic theory is sensible, all public higher education policies implicitly place a value on externalities. In the context of higher education funding, for example, having no charge suggests that societal benefits at least equal the size of government outlays. The other aspect of a financing rule for government entails the extent to which the direct beneficiaries of higher education – graduates – derive private benefits from the experience.

Two points are clear. First, while research suggests that there are externalities from higher education - mostly related to the effects of higher education on an economy’s capacity to attain high levels of economic growth - there is no agreement on the size of these externalities. Second, there is a consensus that the process delivers important net rewards to graduates. The size of these private benefits is illustrated below.

Given that graduates generally do very well in the labour market, an important rationale for charging for higher education is that of equity. The issue is reinforced through noting the fact that university students are more likely to come from privileged backgrounds. If so, and given that graduates receive over their lifetime important investment returns to higher education, it follows that not charging for university is unquestionably regressive. This issue is illustrated empirically below. 

If there should be a charge, how should it be paid? One possibility would be to offer subsidies to universities to cover the presumed value of externalities, but beyond that allow the institutions to charge fees, with there being no other financing assistance provided. Such an arrangement would unambiguously be poor policy. In this context the critical issue relates to a major borrowing problem, often referred to as “capital market failure”.

The basic problem is that some prospective students do not have the resources to pay up-front fees and would need to approach a bank for a loan. However, banks will be unwilling to lend to students because of the costs associated with default. An education loan is risky for a bank because, in the event of default - and unlike with respect to a housing loan - the bank has no collateral to sell. This implies that, without a guarantee of repayment, banks will not be interested in the underwriting of human capital investments. 

Thus prospective students without sufficient financial resources to cover fees will not be able to enrol. There will be three important consequences: a loss of talent, and thus a cost to the society; a foregone opportunity to affected individuals; and a cementing of the nexus between family background and a person’s lifetime income, meaning that such a system is regressive in an inter-generational context.

A possible solution to the capital market problem described above is used in many countries and involves government-assisted bank loans to students with low family incomes
. The most important form of public sector support is the guarantee of repayment of the debt to the bank in the event of default. While this seems to address the capital market failure, there are several remaining problems. 

The first is that students’ access to loans is usually means-tested on the basis of family income. Means-testing denies financial assistance to prospective students whose families are apparently not unprivileged, with such a system thus presuming equal access of individuals to family finances. However, those in charge of the distribution of finances within households may not share the prospective student’s view of the value to them of education. This implies that some prospective students who do not qualify for bank loan assistance will not be able to pay fees. Again, in this case, outcomes will not be optimal.

The second problem is default. For the government this is costly since bank-financed student loans default rates are very high
. And, ironically, if there is a guarantee that defaults will be paid for by the government, banks will put less effort into debt recovery, and this helps ensure that the level of default will not be small. The bottom line is that default can be very expensive for taxpayers.

Students also face an important default issue. This is that some may be reluctant to borrow for fear of not being able to meet future repayment obligations. Not being able to meet repayment obligations has the potential to inflict significant damage to a person’s credit reputation (and thus access to future borrowing, for example, for a house). These concerns imply that there will be less borrowing than there would be in the absence of this default concern.

A reluctance to borrow due to the uncertainty of repayment constitutes what might be labelled an ex ante default problem for prospective students. There is also an ex post problem, which is that a proportion of those students who took the credit risk of borrowing for a human capital investment will end up not being able to repay because of low incomes. In these circumstances default imposes a potentially large cost on those unlucky borrowers who do poorly in the labour market. Significantly, research suggests that members of the default group are predominantly those who ultimately experienced relatively high unemployment rates and relatively low earnings.

The prospect and consequences of a student defaulting on a loan obligation is a potentially critical issue for borrowing to finance human capital investments. This is because there is considerable uncertainty concerning expected future incomes for a prospective student: for example, they may not graduate, and/or they may not have the sorts of skills required in the labour market if they do graduate. A consequence is that some eligible prospective students will not be prepared to take bank loans. This problem can be traced, in part, to the fact that bank loan repayments are insensitive to the borrower’s financial circumstances. 

The bottom line is that, even though government assisted bank loans is the most common form internationally of public sector involvement in higher education financing, such an approach has several apparently very significant weaknesses. 

A final approach to student financing involves income related loans, such as HECS. The attraction of these schemes is that they can be designed to avoid all the problems associated with alternative financing policies outlined above. 

First, there is no concern with intra-family sharing so long as the scheme is universal.  That is, no students would be denied access through the imposition of means-testing arrangements that could exclude some whose parents or partners are unwilling to help.

Second, given an efficient collection mechanism, there is no default issue for the government. That is, if the tax system is used to collect the debt (at least for Australia, this is essential because the Australian Taxation Office is the only institution with reasonably good information on a former students’ income), it is extremely difficult for the vast majority of graduates to avoid repayment
. There is a trivial “default” issue in that some students will not pay back in full, but this is because income contingent systems are designed to excuse some former student’s payments because their lifetime incomes are too low
.

Third, because repayments depend on income, there should be no concerns by students with respect to an incapacity to repay the debt. That is, once an individual’s income circumstances determine repayment – so long as the repayment parameters are sufficiently generous – it is not possible to default because of a lack of capacity to pay. This is the critical practical advantage of income contingent collection schemes – unlike any other form of assistance, there is insurance against default.

Income related schemes have significant advantages over alternative financing arrangements, in that they can be designed to avoid all the major problems of their alternatives. This does not make such approaches a panacea generally, however: for an income related scheme to be made operational it is essential that there is an efficient administrative collection mechanism. This point is emphasised in Chapman and Ryan (2002).

3
(c) Empirical issues: the consequences of HECS

There are several areas of interest in an assessment of the empirical consequences of HECS. They concern the effects of HECS on both the private benefits to higher education, and the access of the poor to the university system. 

Having to pay a charge must decrease the returns to investment in higher education, ceteris paribus, so it is of interest to determine the size of this change. Chapman and Ryan (2003) ask, did the introduction of student charges through HECS in 1989, and the major changes to the system in 1997, have significant impacts on the net economic benefits to graduates from a university education? This question can be addressed through examination of private internal rates of return to higher education, a calculation requiring the construction of hypothetical individuals and the use of individual unit record data
.

The hypothetical individuals are men and women assumed to begin a four year science degree at age 18 which is completed at age 22, after which they work full-time until retirement earning the average annual incomes of full-time graduates of their sex. It is assumed that the earnings foregone in their four years of study is that of the earnings of full-time non-graduates of their sex from age 19 to age 22, and that HECS is repaid according to the rules operating at the time. 

The data used are from the ABS 1995/6 Income Distribution Survey and various scenarios have been created to explore the impact of different forms of HECS over the 1988-98 period. The results are shown in Table 1.

Table 1

Internal Rates of Return to Higher Education for Males and Females: Various HECS Scenarios (per cent) (after tax)
	
	Men
	Women

	1988 (No HECS) 
	14.6
	13.9

	1989/90
	14.1
	13.8

	1997/98
	13.1
	12.6


There are several points of significance from the Table. First, before HECS (in 1988), real rates of return to both men and women, of 14.6 and 13.9 per cent per annum respectively, were very high. Second, both the introduction of HECS, and the substantial changes in both the level of the HECS charge and the generosity of the repayment rules introduced in 1997, were associated with no major changes to internal rates of return. Australian university graduates on average do very well in the labour market, and HECS has had close to no impact on rates of return. This helps explain why the movement away from a no-charge system has not been associated with decreases in student numbers
.

A second important question concerning the effects of HECS relates to the access of the poor to the university system. This is approached in Chapman and Ryan (2002) using several of the Australian Council of Educational Research panels of students. Chapman and Ryan ask the following questions. What was the level of university participation with respect to a measure of family wealth of young people: before the introduction of HECS (as measured in 1988); sometime after this (as measured in 1993); and after the changes introduced in 1997 (as measured in 1998).

For each year they considered only 18 year olds and these groups were classified into three wealth categories: those from the bottom quartile; those from the top quartile; and those from the middle two quartiles. These classifications allowed measurement of the proportion of young people enrolled in higher education from different wealth backgrounds. Figure 2 shows the results.

The data should be interpreted as follows. For each of the years 1988, 1993 and 1998 the bars show the proportion of those aged 18 who were enrolled in higher education from the three wealth categories. There are three significant results: 

(i) Before the introduction of HECS, there was a clear relationship between enrolment in higher education and measures of family wealth. Specifically, the proportions enrolled from the lowest, middle and highest groups were respectively around 19, 24 and 36 per cent. 

(ii) The data show that higher education participation rates did not fall for students from any family wealth group after the introduction of HECS. Even so, the increase in the proportion of young people attending university was slightly larger for those from the middle and highest wealth groups. 

(iii) The large changes to HECS introduced in 1997 had no adverse effects on participation for members of any wealth group; indeed, there were large higher education participation increases for those from all family wealth backgrounds.

Figure 2

Proportion of 18 year olds Undertaking a Degree by Family Wealth
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Source: Chapman and Ryan (2002).

These findings have been supported by an examination of postcode data (Andrews, 1999), in which it is found that the proportion of enrolled students from relatively poor areas did not diminish after either the institution of, and changes to, HECS. Further, there have been comprehensive logistical analyses of data from a large number of surveys over the 1984-2000 period by Marks and Evans (2003). This work focuses on the extent to which the role of socioeconomic background in determining participation in higher education changed with the introduction of, and modifications to, HECS. They find that: “…the effect of occupational background on these higher forms of educational participation … declined” (page 16), leading them to argue that: “…these analyses lend further support to the conclusion that the Australian Higher Education Contribution Scheme has not increased socioeconomic inequalities in university participation’ (page 17).

The bottom lines are as follows: 

(i) The relatively disadvantaged in Australia were less likely to attend university even when there were no student charges. This provides support for the view that a no-charge public university system (that is, financed by all taxpayers) is regressive;

(ii) The introduction of HECS did not result in decreases in the participation of prospective students from relatively poor families, although the absolute increases were higher for relatively advantaged students;  and

(iii) The significant changes to HECS introduced in 1997 were associated with increases in the participation of individuals irrespective of their family wealth. 

3
(d) Conclusion

In theory income contingent charge systems are the best way to collect student tuition fees, from both an economic and a social perspective. In practice, HECS has had insignificant effects only on private rates of return to higher education, and apparently no adverse consequences for the access to higher education of those from relatively poor backgrounds. These are important findings when seen in the context of the financial pressures alleged faced in the current university climate. Whether or not there is a funding shortfall, and its origins if it exists, are now explored.

4 Is There a Funding Shortfall in 2003?

4 (a) Introduction

There is a widely held view that Australian higher education in the early 2000s faces a serious funding problem. Whether or not this is true, and what the origins and implications might be, is now addressed, with reference initially to government funding support, specifically the nature of the indexation arrangements concerning adjustments to grants since 1995. This is followed by a brief exploration of current salary and teaching conditions.

4 (b) The government’s indexation arrangements

Government financial support for higher education comes directly from two sources, although the distinction between the two budget areas is more apparent than real. First, the major part of government outlays come in the traditional way, from general revenue. Second, HECS revenue has been used as an increasingly important source of funding, which was made clear in Figure 1 above.

In real terms the extent of government support in total has not fallen, but this misses a critical point with respect to the nature of indexation arrangements. The level of total government grants is adjusted annually to take account of cost increases, and the nature of this indexation turns out to be one of the most important issues in an understanding of changes in public sector support for universities. The indexation rule as applying to wage costs uses the National Wage Case outcome with respect to nominal safety net adjustments, and these are usually significantly lower than economy-wide wage increases. 

It is important to note that around 75 percent of universities’ costs are directly related to employees’ wages. A useful question is to ask: what would university revenue provided by government have been since 1995 – when the indexation rule was introduced – if changes in average weekly earnings had been used as the adjustment factor instead of changes in the safety net? This question is addressed by Burke and Phillips (2001).

Figure 2 shows the extent to which government outlays have fallen behind the growth in average earnings. By the end of 2001 the difference was of the order of half a billion dollars per year.

Figure 2

University Base Grants: Actual Funding Compared to an AWE Index
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Source: Burke and Phillips (2001).

That is, the government has not adjusted outlays to allow universities to index salaries in line with aggregate community changes in real wages. As a consequence the higher education sector has had to find other mechanisms to maintain relative salaries. To not do so would make recruitment of high quality staff even more difficult, and for universities to risk losing some of the best employees. Burke and Phillips’ analysis implies that funding pressures have had detrimental implications for the quality of higher education service delivery.

4
(c) Has there been a deterioration in student and staff conditions?

In an exploration of the current economic situation facing Australian higher education, some issues have arisen relatively recently, while others have a much longer time dimension. In the former category are staff/student ratios, and these are presented for the decade of the 1990s in Figure 3.

The data show that the number of students per academic staff member has increased from around 13 to nearly 20 over the last decade. This is not the result of variations in the composition of teaching — it is a general phenomenon. It should not be surprising given the changes in public sector funding levels. Whether or not this is a problematic issue depends on a reference base. The matter is more serious if the ratios of the early 1990s reflected a significantly higher quality of teaching inputs than for those of the late 1990s.

Figure 3

Higher Education Student/Staff Ratios: 1990–2000
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Source: Derived from published DEST data.

A second issue related to the current economic situation of higher education concerns the level of, and changes in, academic salaries. This is a critical issue for both staff recruitment and retention, and thus also for the likely quality of both teaching and research. Figure 4 shows Lecturer and Professorial salaries as a proportion of average weekly earnings over about nearly the last two decades.

Figure 4

Academic Salaries as a Proportion of Average Weekly Earnings
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Source: Figures calculated from Academic Salaries Tribunal data (to 1996),
ANU academic salaries data and ABS AWE series, 6202.0.

The data from Figure 4 show the long-term decline in the relative remuneration of academics. This has been of the order of 25 percent since the early 1980s. As a consequence it would seem to follow that there have been increasing difficulties in attracting high quality staff, with implications for the delivery of higher education services.

4
(d) Conclusion

The evidence is that there has been a significant decrease in staff/student ratios, and that some part of this decline is a result of decreases in the overall nominal rate of growth of public sector funding. An important mechanism contributing to this result concerns the government’s wage indexation adjustment rule, which has meant that outlays have not kept pace with changes in average weekly earnings. As well, there has been a long-term relative decline in academic salaries, suggestive also of an important diminution in government support for higher education.

This issue could be addressed in various ways, and some commentators promote strongly the case for additional public sector outlays (Marginson, 2001; Quiggin, 2001). A different response, supported enthusiastically by the University of Melbourne and others, has involved the promotion of university price discretion, perhaps with the expectation that this will inevitably mean higher average contributions from students. The scene was set for the 2003/04 Budget.

5 The 2003 Budget Proposals: HECS-HELP

5
(a) HECS-HELP in summary 

Under the new arrangements from 2005 universities will be able to set their own prices for all HECS students, up to a ceiling. With the exception of nursing and education (where no real changes will be allowed) the ceilings will be 30 per cent higher than the projected ‘standard’ HECS levels in that year. 

The other important feature of the new HECS arrangements is that the first income threshold of repayment has been raised, from about $26,000 to $30,000 per annum in 2005 (and there are some additional steps, including higher repayment rates for incomes above $50,000). In combination the pricing and threshold reforms have the potential to change significantly the true HECS prices faced by students, and this is considered further below. The conceptual basis underlying a move towards institutional autonomy and price flexibility is now considered. 

5 (b) Price flexibility in theory

There seem to be two important motivations for the proposed introduction of HECS-HELP. One is apparently the recognition that in the early 2000s there are significant financial pressures on Australian universities, and that some price flexibility would be likely to increase revenue going to universities. Phillips and Chapman (2003) argue that overall there is little doubt that the new arrangements will mean higher average contributions from HECS students; in a sense the government will be transferring the problem associated with indexation shortfalls away from taxpayers and to students. 

The second likely reason for increased higher education pricing autonomy is the recognition that Australia is now in a situation whereby universities supply services for a large and diversified market.  Higher education is no longer elite and small, and there might increasingly be opportunities for specialisation in terms of both subject matter and the targeting of particular consumers.

In this context issues of resource allocation promote the case for allowing universities to offer services and prices reflecting (to a limited extent) their circumstances and goals.  The argument promoted by Norton (2002) and others is that this would allow more choice for both providers and students, and thus has the potential to improve service delivery. 

In summary it would seem that HECS-HELP is likely to have two effects, the most obvious being that universities would have more revenue which would be supplied through higher imposts on students
. Second, so long as most of the additional revenue is delivered directly to the university departments (this is in fact how HECS-HELP is proposed to operate) there is some potential to promote economically propitious outcomes, such as relative changes in academic salaries to more accurately reflect outside opportunities. 

But if universities are to have some discretion over prices, several questions arise. The most important of these concerns the extent to which there should there be price regulation. That is, a critical issue concerns the extent to which universities should be free to set prices. 

Clearly, given the price ceiling that has been set of 30 per cent above standard HECS,  this policy change has been motivated by the view that there should not be unlimited price discretion for the majority of undergraduate students. There are very solid grounds to support such a position, now considered.

The reasons to be concerned about unfettered price competition between Australian universities are as follows. First, the extent to which institutions will be able to benefit from price discretion will be a result of their location and history. For example, the Universities of Sydney, Queensland, Western Australia, Adelaide and Melbourne are located in prime areas of their respective cities, and this gives them a significant commercial advantage. The fact that universities do not pay rent means that the playing field is not level. 

Second, an important part of universities’ relative standing is the result of many years of public sector subsidy. Reputations have been built up from these subsidies, implying that there might be important rents accruing to some universities from unfettered price competition. In turn this suggests that the alleged benefits of competition could be undermined without close attention to these issues of both geography and history.

These first two reasons suggest that allowing completely free market principles in the pricing of higher education services in Australia is currently inappropriate, and will likely lead to significant economic rents accruing to well-placed and highly reputable institutions. These concerns could be resolved in part through movements towards universities compensating the public sector for these advantages, but there seems to be little contemporary discussion of this issue.

There are two additional reasons for not allowing unfettered pricing flexibility, and both are related to the charge burdens on students. One is that it is difficult to believe that the current HECS levels are markedly below what they should be. In some cases currently, Law for example, it is very likely that students are paying as much as the teaching costs involved. Full price discretion would suggest that such examples are likely to become commonplace. This rests uneasily with the economic rationale for public sector financial support, which suggests that activities associated with spill-over social benefits should be subsidised by taxpayers; in other words, that students should pay less than the full costs of the activity.

Finally, there will be some level of HECS above which it is not feasible to collect the debt – former students will simply run out of time while earning. Recent re-estimations have been undertaken of lifetime HECS repayments of the form first presented in Chapman (1997b).
 

The calculations used the 1995 ABS Income Distribution and Household Survey, updated for 2001 wage levels. They showed that an average female graduate, working full-time, could not repay more than about $80,000 from age 22 to age 60. This suggests that a large number of women would repay less than this figure, since many women work part-time in their lifetimes, and for even those in the full-time labour force many will earn less than the average.

For average male graduates the story is brighter from a budgetary perspective with respect to HECS collections, since men earn considerably more than women earn over their lifetimes. It was found that the average male graduate could repay $100,000 in debt, and that this would take around 31 years or so
.

5
(c) The empirical consequences of HECS-HELP for students

The new policy regime will have an ambiguous effect on the true nature of the HECS impost for a majority of students. The reason is that once a HECS debt is incurred there is no real rate of interest with respect to on-going debt obligations. This means, in true financial terms, that individuals with an on-going HECS debt implicitly receive a subsidy for each period in which the debt remains. The size of the subsidy depends on a student’s path and level of future income.

It follows that all prospective students will face a different additional impost as a consequence of the new HECS arrangements. The importance of this is that it is not possible to generalise what the suggested changes mean for students. What now follows is an attempt to sort out the extent of the differences with respect to particular hypothetical student earnings profiles. Exercises such as these have been used extensively in the past (for example, see Chapman and Salvage, 1998) and are now a standard method for the interpretation of the likely effects on student imposts of changes to HECS.

An exploration of the true financial effects of the changes to HECS requires some basic economic modelling. The requirements are as follows.

First, because HECS repayments depend on expected future graduate incomes, it is necessary to project what graduate incomes might look like over a lifetime. To achieve this we have used cross-sectional data from the 1995 ABS Income Distribution Survey, with earnings adjusted for inflation so that they reflect the likely 2005 experience. This has been done separately for men and women, and by age.

Second, it is necessary to impose some assumptions concerning hypothetical students’ university completion probabilities, age and debt level. In these exercises we have assumed that students begin university at age 18, and undertake a science course completed after four years. After graduation at age 22 it is assumed that graduates begin work with the prospect of earning the average income of all graduates working full-time.

At this point variations in work experience and incomes can be introduced to illustrate the diversity of the true financial effect of the HECS charge. The following scenarios have been examined.

i. A male expecting to work full-time and earn the average income by age of full-time male graduates [referred to below as “Average Males”].

ii. A male expecting to work full-time and earn an income by age, which is 15 per cent lower than the income of average male graduates [referred to below as “Poor Males”].

iii. A male expecting to work full-time and earn an income by age, which is 100 per cent higher than the income of average male graduates [referred to below as “Very Rich Males”].

iv. A female expecting to work full-time and earn the average income by age of full-time female graduates [referred to below as “Average Females”].

v. A female expecting to work full-time and earn the average income by age, which is 15 per cent lower than the income of average female graduates [referred to below as “Poor Females”].

vi. A female expecting to work full-time and earn an income by age, which is 100 per cent higher than the income of average female graduates [referred to below as “Very Rich Females”].

vii. A female expecting to work full-time and earn the average income by age of full-time female graduates until the age of 25, after which she leaves the labour force until age 28. At the age of 28 she re-enters the labour force and works part-time earning $28,000 per annum until the age of 33 when she then works full-time earning the average income by age of the average full-time female graduate [referred to below as “Females Out”].

The age earnings profiles are presented in Appendix 1.

The importance of the illustration lies in the fact that the hypothetical scenarios have been chosen to reflect a wide variety of potential graduate earnings and labour force experiences. This then allows some conclusions to be drawn as to the true financial consequences of the new HECS-HELP repayment parameters compared to current arrangements. This is now addressed.

The questions of interest are: what are the true financial costs to students of the new HECS parameters compared to current arrangements; and what is the extent of these changes for students with the expectation of quite different lifetime labour market experiences?

Tables 2 and 3 present the results for the hypothetical scenarios described above. The results from the Tables should be interpreted in the following way. The true financial costs (the present value) facing students of today’s HECS have been compared with the new proposed arrangements with respect to two possibilities. One is that the charge level remains at its current level, which is described as “No Fee Change”. The other is that there is a 30 per cent increase in the level of the HECS charge, as would be allowed under HECS-HELP. The results are now summarised.

Table 2

Percentage Change in True HECS-HELP Costs: Males*
[image: image5.emf]Average Males -1% 29%

Poor Males -1% 28%

Very Rich Males 2% 37%



Fee Increase 30% No Fee Change


*  Discount rate of .05.

Table 3

Percentage Change in True HECS-HELP Costs: Females*

[image: image6.emf]Average Females -1% 19%

Poor Females -15% 0%

Very Rich Females 2% 35%

Females Out'  -13% 25%



No Fee Change Fee Increase 30%


*  Discount rate of .05.

The major conclusions of the exercise are as follows. First, for a variety of labour market outcomes for male graduates expecting to work full-time, an increase in the HECS charge results in a true financial increase which is very close to what the apparent charge implies. That is, if there are no changes to HECS levels in 2005 typical male graduates will experience no important effective benefits from the new first income threshold (and additional steps) of HECS repayments. This is basically the result of the hypothetical individuals explored experiencing incomes above the new 2005 first income threshold of repayment, $30,000 per annum.

For women the story is different, and more complicated. For two groups - relatively poor women graduates working full-time, and those in and out of the labour force (working part-time for a few years) - the HECS-HELP arrangements will deliver important financial benefits if the HECS charge does not increase. In this situation the financial benefit will be of the order of 15 per cent of the present value of the HECS. However, the situation will be changed substantially if the charge increases by 30 per cent. 

Specifically, compared to current arrangements, relatively poor female graduates working full-time will experience no financial advantage (or disadvantage) even with the new higher first income threshold of repayment in combination with a HECS charge increase of 30 per cent. Female graduates who leave the labour force for a short period after which they work part-time will face about a 25 per cent higher true debt if the charge increases by 30 per cent.

6
The 2003 Budget Proposals: FEE-HELP

6
(a) FEE-HELP in summary
The second significant change to student funding proposed in the 2003/04 Budget is known as FEE-HELP, and represents an extension of Australia’s income related loan scheme. Under FEE-HELP HECS-type loans will be made available to cover full-fee paying domestic and post-graduate courses, with repayments to be made according to HECS-HELP parameters. However, a major difference between FEE-HELP and HECS loan repayment arrangements is that the former will attract an interest rate above the rate of inflation of 3.5 per cent per annum for the first ten years, with the rate being reduced to zero in real terms after this. As well, loans of this type will be capped at a level of $50,000. These issues are now analysed.

6
(b) Offering HECS to full-fee paying students: price flexibility and restrictions to competition revisited

It is important to stress that unfettered price discretion without an income contingent loan constitutes combinations of the worst that Australian higher education financing policy could offer (as explained in Chapman
). Thus while making a HECS-type loan available to full-fee paying students constitutes an improvement, the movement, in policy desirability terms, is only from very poor to poor. The issue of price flexibility, considered in Section 5 (b), is touched on further below.

An important point is that Backing Australia’s Future full-fee paying arrangements come with a quota of up to 50 per cent of student places in a particular course. However, in these circumstances of supply restrictions it is particularly contentious to allow price-setting institutions to charge what they want. The reason is that the institutions are then able to take advantage of the supply restriction with respect to the price set. Consequently, the price asked of students cannot reflect the interaction of market forces (since these are not able to operate), but will instead deliver student charges that are necessarily higher than would be the case without quotas. Consequently, there will then be considerable non-market rents delivered to the price setter, the universities.

In the above context, because of geographic and historical advantages, it might well turn out to be the case for some universities in some courses being able to charge students at a level that far exceeds the costs of provision of the course. This is a long way from the ideal of course charges reflecting course costs and government subsidies for externalities. 

These arguments reinforce the case already outlined in section 5 for the government capping fees. Indeed, the force of this point seems to underlie the Government’s decision to set the limit of 30 per cent on the extent to which universities are able to increase HECS-HELP charges. It is notable that the same understandings have not apparently influenced the policy approach to so-called “full-fee paying” students.

There are several possible alternatives involving price capping. Perhaps the most persuasive has been argued by Phillips
, in which the cap on fees could be set at the same level as the maximum HECS-HELP. In this instance there is the major equity plus of the removal of the price distinction between full-fee and HECS-liable students, since all domestic students in the same course would pay the same charge
. 

Using the above approach, if the Government were also to establish the same loan repayment arrangements for all domestic students by replacing the real interest rate with a surcharge on the debt (see the discussion now following), then all domestic students would be treated in exactly the same way. Not only would this simpler alternative eliminate the equity concerns about having two classes of domestic students, it would also remove the need for measures to constrain and penalise over-enrolment (Phillips and Chapman, 2003). 

6
(c) The empirical consequences of FEE-HELP for students

We now illustrate what FEE-HELP means for the true costs of debt repayment for the seven hypothetical students described in analysis of the true effects of HECS-HELP. The following table shows the true cost of FEE-HELP, and the size of this debt burden as a percentage of each group’s lifetime incomes. The calculations assume that a student incurs a debt of $16,000 each year for a three-year degree, or $48,000 in total.

Table 4

 The True Effects of FEE-HELP: Various Scenarios

[image: image7.emf]Average Males $42,143 3.8%

Poor Males $38,117 4.1%

Very Rich Males $44,826 2.1%

Average Females $31,944 4.1%

Poor Females $21,708* 3.3%*

Very Rich Females $44,178 3.1%

Females out of the workforce $24,174* 3.7%*



The present value of the charge Present value of the charge 

relative to lifetime incomes


*Note: Debt remains unpaid. Discount rate is 0.05.

The results reveal that an apparent charge of $48,000 has very different true costs for students, from around $45,000 for Very Rich Males, to less than half of this for Poor Females. Relative to lifetime income, these differences range from about two to four per cent. A critical point is that the extent of the impost is quite different if the issue is its absolute size, or instead, if it is relative to lifetime incomes. That is, for a given level of charge, the richest graduates pay the most in absolute terms, but the least compared with their lifetime incomes.

6
(d) The real rate of interest on the FEE-HELP loan

The new scheme for full-fee paying students (which also incorporates PELS) has an explicit real rate of interest (above the level of price inflation) of 3.5 per cent per annum for the first ten years of the loan, after which the rate falls to zero in real terms. This means that the indexation arrangements of FEE-HELP will now be different to HECS-HELP, where debt levels are adjusted only by price inflation after the debt is incurred. There are important reasons to revisit this policy decision.

The first point is that it is not widely understood that current HECS debt also has a blunt form of a real rate of interest. This is the result of there being a discount for up-front payment, currently of 25 per cent (but to be reduced to 20 per cent in 2005). This discount means essentially that students choosing the repay HECS through the tax system are contracting to repay 33.33 per cent higher in real terms, although because there is no further real adjustment to the debt they will necessarily pay less than this. 

There are several advantages of the current approach to charging students, compared to having a conventional real rate of interest such as that suggested for FEE-HELP. The first is that with HECS all the risk associated with the uncertainty of the former student’s future income is transferred to the government; that is, if adverse circumstances transpire, former students will not be faced with higher real levels of debt. This is a major benefit of a properly designed income contingent loan. 

On the other hand, those taking a FEE-HELP loan face the prospect of repaying in real terms a higher debt than they might prefer or anticipate, as would be the case if they experience unemployment or for other reasons remain under the first income threshold for several years. Since the economic rationale of income contingent loans is the transferral of risks from students to the government
, purely in terms of economic theory the FEE-HELP form of the rate of interest is inferior to the current HECS arrangements.

In this context, the prospect of having to repay a higher real level of debt has to be more likely for students who do not complete higher education, or who experience labour market difficulties, such as unemployment or an inability to find a high paid job. In other words, FEE-HELP’s rate of interest regime is more likely to hurt the disadvantaged. Current HECS arrangements do the opposite, since those who pay back their debts quickly as a result of experiencing high incomes will be paying more in true financial terms
. That is, HECS is more progressive than FEES-HELP, although it should be recognised that having a relatively low real rate of interest, and one reverting to zero after 10 years, limits importantly the extent of these differences. 

There is an obvious way to revisit this issue. This is to recognise that a surcharge equivalent to the new HECS-HELP discount of 20 per cent means that students paying later commit to a real debt which is 25 per cent higher. Thus instead of the real rate of interest in FEE-HELP the new system could be replaced easily with the surcharge, so for example, students taking a FEE-HELP loan of $10,000 would instead commit to a repayment of a debt of $12,500. In effect they would pay less than this because the debt would have no additional rate of interest (above inflation).

Phillips and Chapman (2003) have modelled the above alternative with respect to the hypothetical individuals used in the earlier HECS-HELP exercises. It is of considerable interest that the effective repayment streams are close to equivalent for all groups, and the results are shown in Table 5 for male and female graduates earning average incomes. An important point from the exercise is that it shows that there would be no important additional financial costs for the government from changing FEE-HELP to HECS-HELP rules. But such a change has the advantage to students of removing the costs of uncertainty; as is the role of income contingent loans, the risks are transferred instead to then public sector. 

Table 5

The Present Value of Loan Repayments: Real Rates of Interest Compared to the HECS Surcharge

[image: image8.emf]Interest for 10yrs 

(3.5%)

+ Surcharge 

(25%)

PV PV

Average Males $9,139 1.1% $8,203 1.0%

Average Females $7,881 1.4% $7,181 1.2%

PV of 

Repayments as 

% of Income



PV of Repayments 

as % of Income


Notes: The assumed FEE-HELP debt is $14,000, and repayments begin when the graduate turns age 31. All figures are in $2005. The discount rate is .05, but results for a range from .035 to .08 have been examined and the results are not sensitive to the choice.

The final point is that by converting FEE-HELP debt into HECS-HELP debt, there would be a reduction, arguably a substantial reduction, in administration costs. As it is understood, a student would need to have their FEE-HELP obligations adjusted differently depending on when the debt is incurred, since after 10 years the interest rate reverts to inflation only. Thus a debt incurred in 2005 has to be adjusted differently in 2015 to an additional debt incurred in 2006, which would still attract a 3.5 per cent real adjustment in 2015. By having the same adjustment for all HECS-type debts, this complexity could be dispensed with. As well, by combining all income contingent debts, the Australian Tax Office would not need to track HECS debt repayments differently from HECS-HELP debt (under the suggested reforms HECS-HELP has to be paid off completely before FEE-HELP). Clearly, combining all debts in the same way would greatly simplify administration.

Consequently, it seems clear that FEE-HELP would be significantly improved by the replacement of the real rate of interest rules with a surcharge on the debt of 25 per cent, and no further real adjustment of the debt. Risks to students would be reduced, the system would be more progressive, the revenue implications for the government would be very similar to those from the proposed arrangements, and there would be far greater administrative simplicity. 

6
 (e) The capping of the loan

If the proposed FEE-HELP arrangements proceed, universities will be able to charge full-fee paying undergraduate and postgraduate students whatever they choose and the students will be able to borrow an amount to cover the tuition fee up to a maximum total debt of $50,000. Presumably this arrangement has been chosen to minimise the likely costs to the Commonwealth of non-repayment of the debt, and also to limit the extent to which institutions choose to increase charges. There are reasons to question this policy direction, now explained.

It is difficult to believe that universities will limit significantly charge increases because of the existence of a maximum student debt level. For this to happen those in charge of setting course fees would need to have an informed view of the extent to which the charge for their particular course would limit student demand. However, the number of students likely to be faced with the prospect of non-enrolment due to a specific course charge won’t be known with any certainty. For example, a course administrator in the area of post-graduate studies will not know how many prospective students already have a FEE-HELP debt, and what its level is for each of them. It follows that the response of the fee to the loan limit will necessarily be limited.

If the above is true there is a real possibility that some students will have exhausted their loan limit before graduation. In this circumstance it is possible that a proportion of unfinished students will then face the possibility of paying for the completion of their course with up-front fees. Because the private capital market will not provide finance to cover this possibility, it could well mean that some - perhaps many - students will not easily be able to complete their courses, or will change their plans to take this problem into account. This is a waste of resources and is inequitable (Chapman, 2002).

7
Additional Desirable Reforms to HECS 

7
(a) VET funding

Backing Australia’s Future does not include consideration of vocational education and training. From a policy and equity perspective this is an unfortunate omission, since VET up-front charges could be seen to be an impediment to access. The fact that these up-front fees have recently been increased considerably in NSW is pertinent food for thought in this area.

As stressed in Section 5, there is nothing unique about students attending universities to suggest that income contingent loan coverage should stop there. After all, the capital market failure motivating policies such as HECS applies generally to all educational investments.

Some part of the reason for this omission is likely to lie with the State governments which are responsible for VET, and which have opposed the introduction of income contingent mechanisms for VET students. The resulting anomalies and inequities are most clearly seen in those courses from which there are credit transfer arrangements to Bachelor’s degrees, but is a significant issue across the board. A possible future step toward greater equity and policy consistency could be to extend FEE-HELP loans (revised in the way suggested above) to all tertiary students who face substantial education tuition fees and charges.

Reform of financing VET towards consistency with higher education need not be radical. One way of going about this would be to apply a HECS-type option only to courses with strict accreditation to universities. Students could be allowed to pay up-front the current charge, or to take a HECS loan and repay through the tax system an additional 33.33 per cent as is currently the case for university HECS (or an additional 25 per cent only if HECS-HELP eventuates). Maintaining current VET charge levels would arguably be important.

7
(b) Offering financial assistance to remove all up-front costs

Income contingent loans such as HECS are designed to remove up-front financial barriers for the participation of students in post-compulsory education. But while the scheme allows the removal of all tuition costs, this doesn’t mean that there are then no financial barriers. For example, undergraduate students currently have to find money for textbooks and other materials, compulsory union fees, and small enrolment charges (currently around $100-200 per annum). As with respect to tuition, commercial banks will not come to the party with the provision of loans.

A very obvious solution to this potential problem would be for the government to offer all students an annual sum of money, say $1,000, to defray these costs. This could be done in a way that is costless for the Budget over time, by requiring the student to repay the sum in the same way that HECS is currently handled (but with the new HECS-HELP parameters). That is, students choosing to take advantage of the offer would contract to have their HECS debt increased, but by more than the $1,000 borrowed in order to compensate the government for the real interest rate subsidy implicit in HECS arrangements. For consistency with the proposed 2005 arrangements this would mean that a student borrowing $1,000 would commit to repaying $1,250 in addition to other HECS debts.
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Appendix 1

MALE AGE EARNINGS PROFILES: VARIOUS SCENARIOS
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FEMALE AGE EARNINGS PROFILES:  VARIOUS SCENARIOS
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�  The historical discussion follows closely that of Chapman (2001).


�  See Chapman (1997a).


�  See Department of Employment, Education and Training (1988).


�  See National Institute for Labour Studies (1988).


� Department of Employment, Education and Training (1988).


�  For analysis of the background to HECS, see Edwards (2001).


�  Income-contingent loan schemes for higher education are now in place in New Zealand, the UK, South Africa and Chile, and have been recommended by the World Bank in Ethiopia, Rwanda, Malaysia and the Philippines.


�  For further analysis of the background to the policy, see Chapman (1997a).


�  For analysis of the effects of these changes, see Chapman and Salvage (1997).


�  For critical commentary on these changes, see Chapman (1997b).


�  See Phillips and Chapman (2003).


� The discussion of theoretical issues follows closely that in Chapman (1997a) and Chapman and Ryan (2002).


� This happens for example in the US and Canada.


�  Harrison (1995) notes that in US Propriety Colleges the default rate is as high as 50 per cent. The average default rate for student loans is around 15-30 per cent (Wran Committee Report, 1988).


�  Default is still possible in some respects, however. One way is through death, and another is through emigration.


�  Harding (1993) calculates that the total  repayments remaining uncollected because of the nature of HECS would be of the order of 20 per cent for the original scheme (when the repayment conditions were much more generous for the student  (before the 1996/97 changes)). 


� The next part of the analysis follows closely Chapman and Ryan (2003).


�  See DEST, 2002.


� The discussion in Sections 5 and 6 follows closely the analysis of Phillips and Chapman (2003). 


� Whether or not this is desirable in terms of economic theory depends on the subjective valuation given to the value of externalities. However, it would seem to be the case that the potential for large changes in this context are limited.


�  These estimates were undertaken by Bruce Chapman and Tony Salvage in July 2002. The data, method and results are available from the author.


�  Productivity change over the course of contemporary new graduate’s life will allow greater HECS collections than is implied by these calculations. They should be thus taken to be lower case scenarios.


� Bruce Chapman (2002), Submission to the Crossroads Inquiry, Canberra.


� David Phillips made public this suggestion on December 13 2001.


� Arguably for revenue purposes the ceiling could be set higher than the 30 per cent cap on HECS proposed in the Government’s package, but the case for so doing is not strong (Chapman, 2002).


� See Chapman (1997a). 


� The intuition behind this result might be assisted by noting that those who pay back more quickly have fewer years in which they are able to benefit from an interest rate subsidy on the debt.
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				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

		Indices

		DETYA CAF		1.185767		1.204443		1.225873		1.245200		1.264866		1.286807		1.314601

				0.000000		0.000000		0.000000		0.000000		0.000000		0.000000		0.000000

		DETYA CAF						1.000000		1.015766		1.031808		1.049707		1.072379

				1.00000		1.01575		1.03382		1.05012		1.06671		1.08521		1.10865

		ABS CPI		1.13157		1.16113		1.16404		1.17398		1.19118		1.24449		1.29150

		CPI		1.00000		1.02612		1.02869		1.03747		1.05268		1.09979		1.14133

		AWE (Total Earnings)		1.156784		1.191561		1.226811		1.263271		1.283159		1.343032		1.388225		0.231441

				1.000000		1.030063		1.060536		1.092054		1.109246		1.161004		1.200073

						1.000000		1.002504		1.011060		1.025876		1.071786		1.112270

		AWE (Adult ord time earn.)		1.000000		1.039966		1.081511		1.126251		1.159633		1.215463		1.258740		0.258740

		AWE (75%) CPI (25%)		1.000000		1.036506		1.068307		1.104057		1.132894		1.186544		1.229387

		ABS Wage Cost Index						1.004		1.0275		1.059		1.091		1.1205

				1.110613		1.138378		1.222618		1.278858		1.349196		1.449036		1.520039

		WCI (75%) CPI (25%)						1.003626		1.023390		1.050719		1.086197		1.118443

		Ave Govt School Recurrent Cost index		1.000000		1.025000		1.100850		1.151489		1.214821		1.304718		1.368649

		Respective Year Prices

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2001-1997

		Government Operating Grant		4,296.5		4,447.4		4,597.2		4,651.4		4,711.3		4,827.4		4,909.9

		WCI (75%) CPI (25%)		4,296.5		4,447.4		4,613.9		4,686.3		4,797.6		4,995.2		5,120.8		506.9

		Grant Indexed to AWE		4,296.5		4,538.3		4,750.5		4,890.3		5,003.6		5,278.1		5,444.6		694.0

		Schools index		4,296.5		4,487.9		4,895.2		5,100.4		5,365.4		5,803.8		6,061.3

		CPI		4,296.5		4,492.8		4,574.4		4,595.4		4,649.3		4,892.2		5,054.6

		Constant Year Prices

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001

		Government Operating Grant		4,763.3		4,854.1		4,929.9		4,910.6		4,896.5		4,931.6		4,909.9

		WCI (75%) CPI (25%)		4,763.3		4,854.1		4,947.8		4,947.5		4,986.3		5,103.1		5,120.8		172.9

		AWE (75%) CPI (25%)		4,763.3		4,953.3		5,094.4		5,162.8		5,200.3		5,392.1		5,444.6		350.2

		Schools index		4,763.3		4,898.3		5,249.6		5,384.6		5,576.4		5,929.1		6,061.3

		CPI		4,763.3		4,903.7		4,905.5		4,851.5		4,832.1		4,997.9		5,054.6
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 Males

				4yr degree, middle HECS band ($5490), total debt $21,960												Wage and thresholds* 4% inflation

				NPV		$14,242.52

		Age		Bachelor Degree														25339.6		3

				Before Tax		HECS Charge												26722.8		3.5

		18		0		0												28796.56		4

		19		0		0												33403.76		4.5

		20		0		0												40314.56		5

		21		0		0												42434.08		5.5

		22		39672.47		1785.26		1785.26										45613.36		6

		23		41925.77		2096.29		3881.55

		24		44168.33		2429.26		6310.81

		25		46385.18		2783.11		9093.92										Current HECS		Post Budget HECS		%change		Post Budget HECS Fees +30%		%change

		26		48560.78		2913.65		12007.57								Males		$   14,243		$   14,117		-0.9%		$   18,400		29.2%

		27		50679.26		3040.76		15048.32								Males -15%		$   13,464		$   13,350		-0.8%		$   17,180		27.6%

		28		52724.59		3163.48		18211.80								Males +100%		$   15,482		$   15,747		1.7%		$   20,970		35.4%

		29		54680.73		3280.84		21492.64

		30		56531.90		467.36		21960.00

		31		58262.77

		32		59858.64

		33		61305.70

		34		62591.17

		35		63703.52

		36		64632.67

		37		65370.07

		38		65908.89

		39		66244.12

		40		66372.60

		41		66293.14

		42		66006.47

		43		65515.30

		44		64824.19

		45		63939.57

		46		62869.58

		47		61623.96

		48		60213.92

		49		58651.94

		50		56951.62

		51		55127.47

		52		53194.68

		53		51168.96

		54		49066.29

		55		46902.72





Males -15%

				4yr degree, middle HECS band ($5490), total debt $21,960												Wage and thresholds* 4% inflation

				NPV		$13,464.97

		Age		Bachelor Degree														25339.6		3

				Before Tax		HECS Charge												26722.8		3.5

		18		0		0												28796.56		4

		19		0		0												33403.76		4.5

		20		0		0												40314.56		5

		21		0		0												42434.08		5.5

		22		33721.60		1348.86		1348.86										45613.36		6

		23		35636.90		1603.66		2952.52

		24		37543.08		1689.44		4641.96

		25		39427.40		1774.23		6416.20

		26		41276.66		2063.83		8480.03

		27		43077.38		2369.26		10849.29

		28		44815.90		2464.87		13314.16

		29		46478.62		2788.72		16102.88

		30		48052.12		2883.13		18986.00

		31		49523.35		2971.40		21957.40

		32		50879.85		2.60		21960.00

		33		52109.84

		34		53202.49

		35		54148.00

		36		54937.77

		37		55564.56

		38		56022.56

		39		56307.50

		40		56416.71

		41		56349.17

		42		56105.50

		43		55688.00

		44		55100.56

		45		54348.64

		46		53439.14

		47		52380.37

		48		51181.83

		49		49854.15

		50		48408.88

		51		46858.35

		52		45215.48

		53		43493.62

		54		41706.34

		55		39867.31





Males +100%

				4yr degree, middle HECS band ($5490), total debt $21,960												Wage and thresholds* 4% inflation

				NPV		$15,481.94

		Age		Bachelor Degree														25339.6		3

				Before Tax		HECS Charge												26722.8		3.5

		18		0		0												28796.56		4

		19		0		0												33403.76		4.5

		20		0		0												40314.56		5

		21		0		0												42434.08		5.5

		22		49590.59		2975.44		2975.44										45613.36		6

		23		62888.65		3773.32		6748.75

		24		88336.67		5300.20		12048.95

		25		92770.35		5566.22		17615.18

		26		97121.56		4344.82		21960.00

		27		101358.53

		28		105449.17

		29		109361.45

		30		113063.80

		31		116525.54

		32		119717.29

		33		122611.40

		34		125182.33

		35		127407.05

		36		129265.34

		37		130740.14

		38		131817.79

		39		132488.24

		40		132745.20

		41		132586.27

		42		132012.95

		43		131030.59

		44		129648.38

		45		127879.14

		46		125739.16

		47		123247.92

		48		120427.84

		49		117303.88

		50		113903.25

		51		110254.94

		52		106389.36

		53		102337.92

		54		98132.57

		55		93805.44





Females

				4yr degree, middle HECS band ($5490), total debt $21,960												Wage and thresholds* 4% inflation

						$12,700.83

		Age		NPV														25339.6		3

				Before Tax		After HECS Charge												26722.8		3.5

		18		0		0												28796.56		4										0

		19		0		0												33403.76		4.5										0

		20		0		0												40314.56		5										0

		21		0		0												42434.08		5.5										0

		22		32537.796408		1301.51		1301.51										45613.36		6										40672.24551

		23		33374.542864		1334.98		2636.49																						50061.814296

		24		34175.99328		1537.92		4174.41																						68351.98656

		25		34938.623408		1572.24		5746.65										Current HECS		Post Budget HECS		%change		Post Budget HECS Fees +30%		%change				69877.246816

		26		35658.994696		1604.65		7351.31								Females		$   12,701		$   12,604		-0.8%		$   15,089		18.8%				71317.989392

		27		36333.829272		1635.02		8986.33								Females -15%		$   11,629		$   9,875		-15.1%		$   11,600		-0.2%				72667.658544

		28		36959.999232		1663.20		10649.53								Females +100%		$   15,016		$   15,245		1.5%		$   20,219		34.6%				73919.998464

		29		37534.569488		1689.06		12338.58								Females out of workforce etc		$   10,705		$   9,336		-12.8%		$   13,348		24.7%				75069.138976

		30		38054.80848		1712.47		14051.05																						76109.61696

		31		38518.241736		1733.32		15784.37																						77036.483472

		32		38922.619736		1751.52		17535.89																						77845.239472

		33		39265.982184		1766.97		19302.86																						78531.964368

		34		39546.636584		1779.60		21082.46																						79093.273168

		35		39763.190376		877.54		21960.00																						79526.380752

		36		39914.593784																										79829.187568

		37		40000.086256																										80000.172512

		38		40019.239312																										80038.478624

		39		39971.967256																										79943.934512

		40		39858.49504																										79716.99008

		41		39679.379688																										79358.759376

		42		39435.53172																										78871.06344

		43		39128.140168																										78256.280336

		44		38758.715424																										77517.430848

		45		38329.067816																										76658.135632

		46		37841.296896																										75682.593792

		47		37297.727168																										74595.454336

		48		36700.950936																										73401.901872

		49		36053.80688																										72107.61376

		50		35359.305072																										70718.610144

		51		34620.626976																										69241.253952

		52		33841.125448																										67682.250896

		53		33024.2926																										66048.5852

		54		32173.684816																										64347.369632

		55		31292.976312																										62585.952624





Females -15%

				4yr degree, middle HECS band ($5490), total debt $21,960												Wage and thresholds* 4% inflation

						$11,628.74

		Age		NPV														25339.6		3

				Before Tax		After HECS Charge												26722.8		3.5

		18		0		0												28796.56		4

		19		0		0												33403.76		4.5

		20		0		0												40314.56		5

		21		0		0												42434.08		5.5

		22		27657.1269468		968.00		968.00										45613.36		6

		23		28368.3614344		992.89		1960.89

		24		29049.594288		1161.98		3122.88

		25		29697.8298968		1187.91		4310.79

		26		30310.1454916		1212.41		5523.19

		27		30883.7548812		1235.35		6758.55

		28		31415.9993472		1256.64		8015.19

		29		31904.3840648		1276.18		9291.36

		30		32346.587208		1293.86		10585.22

		31		32740.5054756		1309.62		11894.84

		32		33084.2267756		1323.37		13218.21

		33		33376.0848564		1335.04		14553.26

		34		33614.6410964		1512.66		16065.92

		35		33798.7118196		1351.95		17417.86

		36		33927.4047164		1357.10		18774.96

		37		34000.0733176		1360.00		20134.96

		38		34016.3534152		1360.65		21495.62

		39		33976.1721676		464.38		21960.00

		40		33879.720784

		41		33727.4727348

		42		33520.201962

		43		33258.9191428

		44		32944.9081104

		45		32579.7076436

		46		32165.1023616

		47		31703.0680928

		48		31195.8082956

		49		30645.735848

		50		30055.4093112

		51		29427.5329296

		52		28764.9566308

		53		28070.64871

		54		27347.6320936

		55		26599.0298652





Females +100%

				4yr degree, middle HECS band ($5490), total debt $21,960												Wage and thresholds* 4% inflation

						$15,015.89

		Age		NPV														25339.6		3

				Before Tax		After HECS Charge												26722.8		3.5

		18		0		0												28796.56		4

		19		0		0												33403.76		4.5

		20		0		0												40314.56		5

		21		0		0												42434.08		5.5

		22		40672.24551		2033.61		2033.61										45613.36		6

		23		50061.814296		3003.71		5037.32

		24		68351.98656		4101.12		9138.44

		25		69877.246816		4192.63		13331.08

		26		71317.989392		4279.08		17610.15

		27		72667.658544		4349.85		21960.00

		28		73919.998464

		29		75069.138976

		30		76109.61696

		31		77036.483472

		32		77845.239472

		33		78531.964368

		34		79093.273168

		35		79526.380752

		36		79829.187568

		37		80000.172512

		38		80038.478624

		39		79943.934512

		40		79716.99008

		41		79358.759376

		42		78871.06344

		43		78256.280336

		44		77517.430848

		45		76658.135632

		46		75682.593792

		47		74595.454336

		48		73401.901872

		49		72107.61376

		50		70718.610144

		51		69241.253952

		52		67682.250896

		53		66048.5852

		54		64347.369632

		55		62585.952624





Females out

				4yr degree, middle HECS band ($5490), total debt $21,960												Wage and thresholds* 4% inflation

						$10,704.53

		Age		NPV														25339.6		3

				Before Tax		After HECS Charge												26722.8		3.5

		18		0		0												28796.56		4

		19		0		0												33403.76		4.5

		20		0		0												40314.56		5

		21		0		0												42434.08		5.5

		22		32537.796408		1301.51		1301.51										45613.36		6

		23		33374.542864		1334.98		2636.49

		24		34175.99328		1537.92		4174.41

		25		0		0.00		4174.41

		26		0		0.00		4174.41

		27		0		0.00		4174.41

		28		28000		980.00		5154.41

		29		28000		980.00		6134.41

		30		28000		980.00		7114.41

		31		28000		980.00		8094.41

		32		28000		980.00		9074.41

		33		28000		980.00		10054.41

		34		39546.636584		1779.60		11834.01

		35		39763.190376		1789.34		13623.36

		36		39914.593784		1796.16		15419.51

		37		40000.086256		1800.00		17219.52

		38		40019.239312		1800.87		19020.38

		39		39971.967256		1798.74		20819.12

		40		39858.49504		1140.88		21960.00

		41		39679.379688

		42		39435.53172

		43		39128.140168

		44		38758.715424

		45		38329.067816

		46		37841.296896

		47		37297.727168

		48		36700.950936

		49		36053.80688

		50		35359.305072

		51		34620.626976

		52		33841.125448

		53		33024.2926

		54		32173.684816

		55		31292.976312





Pictures

		

		Current HECS

		Age		Males		Males +15%		Females		Females -15%

		22		1716.5972903822		2632.12		1251.453708		930.768695325

		23		2217.2280770458		2781.61		1283.636264		954.70447135

		24		2335.8253150317		2930.40		1478.76894		1117.292088

		25		2676.0679301199		3077.48		1511.767359		1142.2242268

		26		2801.5834649532		3221.82		1542.9372705		1165.7748266

		27		2923.8037438053		3362.37		1572.1368435		1187.8367262

		28		3041.8030463733		2962.20		1599.230736		1208.3076672

		29		3255.0911322888				1624.091949		1227.0916948

		30						1646.60229		1244.099508

		31						1666.6546905		1259.2502106

		32						1684.1518155		1272.4702606

		33						1699.0088445		1283.6955714

		34						1711.1525445		1454.479662825

		35						696.406745		1462.444261425

		36								1468.012704075

		37								1471.15701855

		38								1118.39040625

		Males

		Age		Current HECS		HECS Charge +25%		HECS Thresholds starting at $30K		HECS Charge +25% and Thresholds starting at $30k*

		22		1716.5972903822		1716.60		1716.5972903822		1716.5972903822

		23		2217.2280770458		2217.23		1814.0956994011		1814.0956994011

		24		2335.8253150317		2335.83		1911.1298032078		1911.1298032078

		25		2676.0679301199		2676.07		2230.0566084333		2230.0566084333

		26		2801.5834649532		2801.58		2568.1181762071		2568.1181762071

		27		2923.8037438053		2923.80		2680.1534318215		2680.1534318215

		28		3041.8030463733		3041.80		3041.8030463733		3041.8030463733

		29		3154.6572712637		3154.6572712637		3154.6572712637		3154.6572712637

		30		100.4338610251		3261.4557961022		1851.3886729102		3261.4557961022

		31				2080.9780649228				3361.3135815865

		32								470.6192952215

		33

		34

		35

		36

		37

		38

		Males +15%

		Age		Current HECS		HECS Charge +25%		HECS Thresholds starting at $30K

		22		2632.1158452526		2632.12		1974.0868839395		1974.0868839395

		23		2781.6134057483		2781.61		2318.0111714569		2318.0111714569

		24		2930.3990315853		2930.40		2686.1991122865		2686.1991122865

		25		3077.4781196379		3077.48		3077.4781196379		3077.4781196379

		26		3221.8209846962		3221.82		3221.8209846962		3221.8209846962

		27		3362.374305376		3362.37		3362.374305376		3362.374305376

		28		2962.1983077037		3498.07		3498.0735033292		3498.0735033292

		29				3627.8558619533		829.9559192778		3627.8558619533

		30				1078.2689424212				2444.1000573245

		31

		32

		33

		34

		35

		36

		37

		38

		Females

		Age		Current HECS		HECS Charge +25%		HECS Thresholds starting at $30K

		22		1251.453708		1251.45		938.590281		938.590281

		23		1283.636264		1283.64		1123.181731		1123.181731

		24		1478.76894		1478.77		1150.15362		1150.15362

		25		1511.767359		1511.77		1343.793208		1343.793208

		26		1542.9372705		1542.94		1371.499796		1371.499796

		27		1572.1368435		1572.14		1397.454972		1397.454972

		28		1599.230736		1599.23		1421.538432		1421.538432

		29		1624.091949		1624.091949		1443.637288		1443.637288

		30		1646.60229		1646.60229		1463.64648		1463.64648

		31		1666.6546905		1666.6546905		1481.470836		1481.470836

		32		1684.1518155		1684.1518155		1497.023836		1497.023836

		33		1699.0088445		1699.0088445		1699.0088445		1699.0088445

		34		1711.1525445		1711.1525445		1711.1525445		1711.1525445

		35		696.406745		1720.5226605		1720.5226605		1720.5226605

		36				1727.0737695		1205.3254705		1727.0737695

		37				1730.772963				1730.772963

		38				760.037352				1731.601701

		38								1257.877037

		Females -15%

		Age		Current HECS		HECS Charge +25%		HECS Thresholds starting at $30K

		22		930.768695325		930.77		0		0

		23		954.70447135		954.70		0		0

		24		1117.292088		1117.29		0		0

		25		1142.2242268		1142.22		0		0

		26		1165.7748266		1165.77		0		0

		27		1187.8367262		1187.84		0		0

		28		1208.3076672		1208.31		906.2307504		906.2307504

		29		1227.0916948		1227.0916948		920.3187711		920.3187711

		30		1244.099508		1244.099508		933.074631		933.074631

		31		1259.2502106		1259.2502106		1101.843934275		1101.843934275

		32		1272.4702606		1272.4702606		1113.411478025		1113.411478025

		33		1283.6955714		1283.6955714		1123.233624975		1123.233624975

		34		1454.479662825		1454.479662825		1131.261959975		1131.261959975

		35		1462.444261425		1462.444261425		1137.456647775		1137.456647775

		36		1468.012704075		1468.012704075		1141.787658725		1141.787658725

		37		1471.15701855		1471.15701855		1144.23323665		1144.23323665

		38		1118.39040625		1471.86144585		1144.78112455		1144.78112455

		39				1470.122834175		1143.428871025		1143.428871025

		40				1465.949457		1140.182911		1140.182911

		41				1459.361801025		1135.059178575		1135.059178575

		42				493.0948682		1128.083719875		1128.083719875

		43						1119.290548075		1119.290548075

		44						1108.7228691		1108.7228691

		45						939.79925895		939.79925895

		46						927.8394912		927.8394912

		47						527.95933475		914.5115796

		Age		Females		Poor Females		Very Rich Females		Females Out

		18		0		0		0		0

		19		0		0		0		0

		20		0		0		0		0

		21		0		0		0		0

		22		32537.796408		27657.1269468		40672.24551		32537.796408

		23		33374.542864		28368.3614344		50061.814296		33374.542864

		24		34175.99328		29049.594288		68351.98656		34175.99328

		25		34938.623408		29697.8298968		69877.246816		0

		26		35658.994696		30310.1454916		71317.989392		0

		27		36333.829272		30883.7548812		72667.658544		0

		28		36959.999232		31415.9993472		73919.998464		28000

		29		37534.569488		31904.3840648		75069.138976		28000

		30		38054.80848		32346.587208		76109.61696		28000

		31		38518.241736		32740.5054756		77036.483472		28000

		32		38922.619736		33084.2267756		77845.239472		28000

		33		39265.982184		33376.0848564		78531.964368		28000

		34		39546.636584		33614.6410964		79093.273168		39546.636584

		35		39763.190376		33798.7118196		79526.380752		39763.190376

		36		39914.593784		33927.4047164		79829.187568		39914.593784

		37		40000.086256		34000.0733176		80000.172512		40000.086256

		38		40019.239312		34016.3534152		80038.478624		40019.239312

		39		39971.967256		33976.1721676		79943.934512		39971.967256

		40		39858.49504		33879.720784		79716.99008		39858.49504

		41		39679.379688		33727.4727348		79358.759376		39679.379688

		42		39435.53172		33520.201962		78871.06344		39435.53172

		43		39128.140168		33258.9191428		78256.280336		39128.140168

		44		38758.715424		32944.9081104		77517.430848		38758.715424

		45		38329.067816		32579.7076436		76658.135632		38329.067816

		46		37841.296896		32165.1023616		75682.593792		37841.296896

		47		37297.727168		31703.0680928		74595.454336		37297.727168

		48		36700.950936		31195.8082956		73401.901872		36700.950936

		49		36053.80688		30645.735848		72107.61376		36053.80688

		50		35359.305072		30055.4093112		70718.610144		35359.305072

		51		34620.626976		29427.5329296		69241.253952		34620.626976

		52		33841.125448		28764.9566308		67682.250896		33841.125448

		53		33024.2926		28070.64871		66048.5852		33024.2926

		54		32173.684816		27347.6320936		64347.369632		32173.684816

		55		31292.976312		26599.0298652		62585.952624		31292.976312

		Age		Males		Poor Males		Very Rich Males

		18		0		0		0

		19		0		0		0

		20		0		0		0

		21		0		0		0

		22		39672.4707110541		33721.600104396		49590.5883888176

		23		41925.7672750473		35636.9021837902		62888.6509125709

		24		44168.3332296907		37543.0832452371		88336.6664593815

		25		46385.1774554118		39427.4008371001		92770.3549108236

		26		48560.7800591885		41276.6630503102		97121.5601183769

		27		50679.2648926244		43077.3751587307		101358.529785249

		28		52724.5861371366		44815.8982165661		105449.172274273

		29		54680.7260352374		46478.6171299518		109361.452070475

		30		56531.9004657718		48052.115395906		113063.800931544

		31		58262.7687474999		49523.3534353749		116525.537495

		32		59858.6438214336		50879.8472482186		119717.287642867

		33		61305.698817587		52109.843994949		122611.397635174

		34		62591.1659636024		53202.4910690621		125182.331927205

		35		63703.5238455306		54147.995268701		127407.047691061

		36		64632.669186295		54937.7688083507		129265.33837259

		37		65370.0695632879		55564.5591287947		130740.139126576

		38		65908.8938381111		56022.5597623944		131817.787676222

		39		66244.1175105824		56307.499883995		132488.235021165

		40		66372.6007247567		56416.7106160432		132745.201449513

		41		66293.1372332766		56349.1666482851		132586.274466553

		42		66006.4732521679		56105.5022643427		132012.946504336

		43		65515.2957939014		55688.0014248162		131030.591587803

		44		64824.1907338325		55100.5621237576		129648.381467665

		45		63939.5715252427		54348.6357964563		127879.143050485

		46		62869.5801126754		53439.1430957741		125739.160225351

		47		61623.9621844489		52380.3678567816		123247.924368898

		48		60213.9194370183		51181.8315214656		120427.838874037

		49		58651.9419821086		49854.1506847923		117303.883964217

		50		56951.6244006063		48408.8807405154		113903.248801213

		51		55127.4692262455		46858.3488423086		110254.938452491

		52		53194.6818214018		45215.4795481915		106389.363642804

		53		51168.9606842858		43493.6165816429		102337.921368572

		54		49066.2872021566		41706.3441218331		98132.5744043132

		55		46902.718742657		39867.3109312584		93805.437485314
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 Males

				4yr degree, middle HECS band ($5490), total debt $21,960												Wage and thresholds* 4% inflation

				NPV		$14,242.52

		Age		Bachelor Degree														25339.6		3

				Before Tax		HECS Charge												26722.8		3.5

		18		0		0												28796.56		4

		19		0		0												33403.76		4.5

		20		0		0												40314.56		5

		21		0		0												42434.08		5.5

		22		39672.47		1785.26		1785.26										45613.36		6

		23		41925.77		2096.29		3881.55

		24		44168.33		2429.26		6310.81

		25		46385.18		2783.11		9093.92										Current HECS		Post Budget HECS		%change		Post Budget HECS Fees +30%		%change

		26		48560.78		2913.65		12007.57								Males		$   14,243		$   14,117		-0.9%		$   18,400		29.2%

		27		50679.26		3040.76		15048.32								Males -15%		$   13,464		$   13,350		-0.8%		$   17,180		27.6%

		28		52724.59		3163.48		18211.80								Males +100%		$   15,482		$   15,747		1.7%		$   20,970		35.4%

		29		54680.73		3280.84		21492.64

		30		56531.90		467.36		21960.00

		31		58262.77

		32		59858.64

		33		61305.70

		34		62591.17

		35		63703.52

		36		64632.67

		37		65370.07

		38		65908.89

		39		66244.12

		40		66372.60

		41		66293.14

		42		66006.47

		43		65515.30

		44		64824.19

		45		63939.57

		46		62869.58

		47		61623.96

		48		60213.92

		49		58651.94

		50		56951.62

		51		55127.47

		52		53194.68

		53		51168.96

		54		49066.29

		55		46902.72





Males -15%

				4yr degree, middle HECS band ($5490), total debt $21,960												Wage and thresholds* 4% inflation

				NPV		$13,464.97

		Age		Bachelor Degree														25339.6		3

				Before Tax		HECS Charge												26722.8		3.5

		18		0		0												28796.56		4

		19		0		0												33403.76		4.5

		20		0		0												40314.56		5

		21		0		0												42434.08		5.5

		22		33721.60		1348.86		1348.86										45613.36		6

		23		35636.90		1603.66		2952.52

		24		37543.08		1689.44		4641.96

		25		39427.40		1774.23		6416.20

		26		41276.66		2063.83		8480.03

		27		43077.38		2369.26		10849.29

		28		44815.90		2464.87		13314.16

		29		46478.62		2788.72		16102.88

		30		48052.12		2883.13		18986.00

		31		49523.35		2971.40		21957.40

		32		50879.85		2.60		21960.00

		33		52109.84

		34		53202.49

		35		54148.00

		36		54937.77

		37		55564.56

		38		56022.56

		39		56307.50

		40		56416.71

		41		56349.17

		42		56105.50

		43		55688.00

		44		55100.56

		45		54348.64

		46		53439.14

		47		52380.37

		48		51181.83

		49		49854.15

		50		48408.88

		51		46858.35

		52		45215.48

		53		43493.62

		54		41706.34

		55		39867.31





Males +100%

				4yr degree, middle HECS band ($5490), total debt $21,960												Wage and thresholds* 4% inflation

				NPV		$15,481.94

		Age		Bachelor Degree														25339.6		3

				Before Tax		HECS Charge												26722.8		3.5

		18		0		0												28796.56		4

		19		0		0												33403.76		4.5

		20		0		0												40314.56		5

		21		0		0												42434.08		5.5

		22		49590.59		2975.44		2975.44										45613.36		6

		23		62888.65		3773.32		6748.75

		24		88336.67		5300.20		12048.95

		25		92770.35		5566.22		17615.18

		26		97121.56		4344.82		21960.00

		27		101358.53

		28		105449.17

		29		109361.45

		30		113063.80

		31		116525.54

		32		119717.29

		33		122611.40

		34		125182.33

		35		127407.05

		36		129265.34

		37		130740.14

		38		131817.79

		39		132488.24

		40		132745.20

		41		132586.27

		42		132012.95

		43		131030.59

		44		129648.38

		45		127879.14

		46		125739.16

		47		123247.92

		48		120427.84

		49		117303.88

		50		113903.25

		51		110254.94

		52		106389.36

		53		102337.92

		54		98132.57

		55		93805.44





Females

				4yr degree, middle HECS band ($5490), total debt $21,960												Wage and thresholds* 4% inflation

						$12,700.83

		Age		NPV														25339.6		3

				Before Tax		After HECS Charge												26722.8		3.5

		18		0		0												28796.56		4										0

		19		0		0												33403.76		4.5										0

		20		0		0												40314.56		5										0

		21		0		0												42434.08		5.5										0

		22		32537.796408		1301.51		1301.51										45613.36		6										40672.24551

		23		33374.542864		1334.98		2636.49																						50061.814296

		24		34175.99328		1537.92		4174.41																						68351.98656

		25		34938.623408		1572.24		5746.65										Current HECS		Post Budget HECS		%change		Post Budget HECS Fees +30%		%change				69877.246816

		26		35658.994696		1604.65		7351.31								Females		$   12,701		$   12,604		-0.8%		$   15,089		18.8%				71317.989392

		27		36333.829272		1635.02		8986.33								Females -15%		$   11,629		$   9,875		-15.1%		$   11,600		-0.2%				72667.658544

		28		36959.999232		1663.20		10649.53								Females +100%		$   15,016		$   15,245		1.5%		$   20,219		34.6%				73919.998464

		29		37534.569488		1689.06		12338.58								Females out of workforce etc		$   10,705		$   9,336		-12.8%		$   13,348		24.7%				75069.138976

		30		38054.80848		1712.47		14051.05																						76109.61696

		31		38518.241736		1733.32		15784.37																						77036.483472

		32		38922.619736		1751.52		17535.89																						77845.239472

		33		39265.982184		1766.97		19302.86																						78531.964368

		34		39546.636584		1779.60		21082.46																						79093.273168

		35		39763.190376		877.54		21960.00																						79526.380752

		36		39914.593784																										79829.187568

		37		40000.086256																										80000.172512

		38		40019.239312																										80038.478624

		39		39971.967256																										79943.934512

		40		39858.49504																										79716.99008

		41		39679.379688																										79358.759376

		42		39435.53172																										78871.06344

		43		39128.140168																										78256.280336

		44		38758.715424																										77517.430848

		45		38329.067816																										76658.135632

		46		37841.296896																										75682.593792

		47		37297.727168																										74595.454336

		48		36700.950936																										73401.901872

		49		36053.80688																										72107.61376

		50		35359.305072																										70718.610144

		51		34620.626976																										69241.253952

		52		33841.125448																										67682.250896

		53		33024.2926																										66048.5852

		54		32173.684816																										64347.369632

		55		31292.976312																										62585.952624





Females -15%

				4yr degree, middle HECS band ($5490), total debt $21,960												Wage and thresholds* 4% inflation

						$11,628.74

		Age		NPV														25339.6		3

				Before Tax		After HECS Charge												26722.8		3.5

		18		0		0												28796.56		4

		19		0		0												33403.76		4.5

		20		0		0												40314.56		5

		21		0		0												42434.08		5.5

		22		27657.1269468		968.00		968.00										45613.36		6

		23		28368.3614344		992.89		1960.89

		24		29049.594288		1161.98		3122.88

		25		29697.8298968		1187.91		4310.79

		26		30310.1454916		1212.41		5523.19

		27		30883.7548812		1235.35		6758.55

		28		31415.9993472		1256.64		8015.19

		29		31904.3840648		1276.18		9291.36

		30		32346.587208		1293.86		10585.22

		31		32740.5054756		1309.62		11894.84

		32		33084.2267756		1323.37		13218.21

		33		33376.0848564		1335.04		14553.26

		34		33614.6410964		1512.66		16065.92

		35		33798.7118196		1351.95		17417.86

		36		33927.4047164		1357.10		18774.96

		37		34000.0733176		1360.00		20134.96

		38		34016.3534152		1360.65		21495.62

		39		33976.1721676		464.38		21960.00

		40		33879.720784

		41		33727.4727348

		42		33520.201962

		43		33258.9191428

		44		32944.9081104

		45		32579.7076436

		46		32165.1023616

		47		31703.0680928

		48		31195.8082956

		49		30645.735848

		50		30055.4093112

		51		29427.5329296

		52		28764.9566308

		53		28070.64871

		54		27347.6320936

		55		26599.0298652





Females +100%

				4yr degree, middle HECS band ($5490), total debt $21,960												Wage and thresholds* 4% inflation

						$15,015.89

		Age		NPV														25339.6		3

				Before Tax		After HECS Charge												26722.8		3.5

		18		0		0												28796.56		4

		19		0		0												33403.76		4.5

		20		0		0												40314.56		5

		21		0		0												42434.08		5.5

		22		40672.24551		2033.61		2033.61										45613.36		6

		23		50061.814296		3003.71		5037.32

		24		68351.98656		4101.12		9138.44

		25		69877.246816		4192.63		13331.08

		26		71317.989392		4279.08		17610.15

		27		72667.658544		4349.85		21960.00

		28		73919.998464

		29		75069.138976

		30		76109.61696

		31		77036.483472

		32		77845.239472

		33		78531.964368

		34		79093.273168

		35		79526.380752

		36		79829.187568

		37		80000.172512

		38		80038.478624

		39		79943.934512

		40		79716.99008

		41		79358.759376

		42		78871.06344

		43		78256.280336

		44		77517.430848

		45		76658.135632

		46		75682.593792

		47		74595.454336

		48		73401.901872

		49		72107.61376

		50		70718.610144

		51		69241.253952

		52		67682.250896

		53		66048.5852

		54		64347.369632

		55		62585.952624





Females out

				4yr degree, middle HECS band ($5490), total debt $21,960												Wage and thresholds* 4% inflation

						$10,704.53

		Age		NPV														25339.6		3

				Before Tax		After HECS Charge												26722.8		3.5

		18		0		0												28796.56		4

		19		0		0												33403.76		4.5

		20		0		0												40314.56		5

		21		0		0												42434.08		5.5

		22		32537.796408		1301.51		1301.51										45613.36		6

		23		33374.542864		1334.98		2636.49

		24		34175.99328		1537.92		4174.41

		25		0		0.00		4174.41

		26		0		0.00		4174.41

		27		0		0.00		4174.41

		28		28000		980.00		5154.41

		29		28000		980.00		6134.41

		30		28000		980.00		7114.41

		31		28000		980.00		8094.41

		32		28000		980.00		9074.41

		33		28000		980.00		10054.41

		34		39546.636584		1779.60		11834.01

		35		39763.190376		1789.34		13623.36

		36		39914.593784		1796.16		15419.51

		37		40000.086256		1800.00		17219.52

		38		40019.239312		1800.87		19020.38

		39		39971.967256		1798.74		20819.12

		40		39858.49504		1140.88		21960.00

		41		39679.379688

		42		39435.53172

		43		39128.140168

		44		38758.715424

		45		38329.067816

		46		37841.296896

		47		37297.727168

		48		36700.950936

		49		36053.80688

		50		35359.305072

		51		34620.626976

		52		33841.125448

		53		33024.2926

		54		32173.684816

		55		31292.976312





Pictures

		

		Current HECS

		Age		Males		Males +15%		Females		Females -15%

		22		1716.5972903822		2632.12		1251.453708		930.768695325

		23		2217.2280770458		2781.61		1283.636264		954.70447135

		24		2335.8253150317		2930.40		1478.76894		1117.292088

		25		2676.0679301199		3077.48		1511.767359		1142.2242268

		26		2801.5834649532		3221.82		1542.9372705		1165.7748266

		27		2923.8037438053		3362.37		1572.1368435		1187.8367262

		28		3041.8030463733		2962.20		1599.230736		1208.3076672

		29		3255.0911322888				1624.091949		1227.0916948

		30						1646.60229		1244.099508

		31						1666.6546905		1259.2502106

		32						1684.1518155		1272.4702606

		33						1699.0088445		1283.6955714

		34						1711.1525445		1454.479662825

		35						696.406745		1462.444261425

		36								1468.012704075

		37								1471.15701855

		38								1118.39040625

		Males

		Age		Current HECS		HECS Charge +25%		HECS Thresholds starting at $30K		HECS Charge +25% and Thresholds starting at $30k*

		22		1716.5972903822		1716.60		1716.5972903822		1716.5972903822

		23		2217.2280770458		2217.23		1814.0956994011		1814.0956994011

		24		2335.8253150317		2335.83		1911.1298032078		1911.1298032078

		25		2676.0679301199		2676.07		2230.0566084333		2230.0566084333

		26		2801.5834649532		2801.58		2568.1181762071		2568.1181762071

		27		2923.8037438053		2923.80		2680.1534318215		2680.1534318215

		28		3041.8030463733		3041.80		3041.8030463733		3041.8030463733

		29		3154.6572712637		3154.6572712637		3154.6572712637		3154.6572712637

		30		100.4338610251		3261.4557961022		1851.3886729102		3261.4557961022

		31				2080.9780649228				3361.3135815865

		32								470.6192952215

		33

		34

		35

		36

		37

		38

		Males +15%

		Age		Current HECS		HECS Charge +25%		HECS Thresholds starting at $30K

		22		2632.1158452526		2632.12		1974.0868839395		1974.0868839395

		23		2781.6134057483		2781.61		2318.0111714569		2318.0111714569

		24		2930.3990315853		2930.40		2686.1991122865		2686.1991122865

		25		3077.4781196379		3077.48		3077.4781196379		3077.4781196379

		26		3221.8209846962		3221.82		3221.8209846962		3221.8209846962

		27		3362.374305376		3362.37		3362.374305376		3362.374305376

		28		2962.1983077037		3498.07		3498.0735033292		3498.0735033292

		29				3627.8558619533		829.9559192778		3627.8558619533

		30				1078.2689424212				2444.1000573245

		31

		32

		33

		34

		35

		36

		37

		38

		Females

		Age		Current HECS		HECS Charge +25%		HECS Thresholds starting at $30K

		22		1251.453708		1251.45		938.590281		938.590281

		23		1283.636264		1283.64		1123.181731		1123.181731

		24		1478.76894		1478.77		1150.15362		1150.15362

		25		1511.767359		1511.77		1343.793208		1343.793208

		26		1542.9372705		1542.94		1371.499796		1371.499796

		27		1572.1368435		1572.14		1397.454972		1397.454972

		28		1599.230736		1599.23		1421.538432		1421.538432

		29		1624.091949		1624.091949		1443.637288		1443.637288

		30		1646.60229		1646.60229		1463.64648		1463.64648

		31		1666.6546905		1666.6546905		1481.470836		1481.470836

		32		1684.1518155		1684.1518155		1497.023836		1497.023836

		33		1699.0088445		1699.0088445		1699.0088445		1699.0088445

		34		1711.1525445		1711.1525445		1711.1525445		1711.1525445

		35		696.406745		1720.5226605		1720.5226605		1720.5226605

		36				1727.0737695		1205.3254705		1727.0737695

		37				1730.772963				1730.772963

		38				760.037352				1731.601701

		38								1257.877037

		Females -15%

		Age		Current HECS		HECS Charge +25%		HECS Thresholds starting at $30K

		22		930.768695325		930.77		0		0

		23		954.70447135		954.70		0		0

		24		1117.292088		1117.29		0		0

		25		1142.2242268		1142.22		0		0

		26		1165.7748266		1165.77		0		0

		27		1187.8367262		1187.84		0		0

		28		1208.3076672		1208.31		906.2307504		906.2307504

		29		1227.0916948		1227.0916948		920.3187711		920.3187711

		30		1244.099508		1244.099508		933.074631		933.074631

		31		1259.2502106		1259.2502106		1101.843934275		1101.843934275

		32		1272.4702606		1272.4702606		1113.411478025		1113.411478025

		33		1283.6955714		1283.6955714		1123.233624975		1123.233624975

		34		1454.479662825		1454.479662825		1131.261959975		1131.261959975

		35		1462.444261425		1462.444261425		1137.456647775		1137.456647775

		36		1468.012704075		1468.012704075		1141.787658725		1141.787658725

		37		1471.15701855		1471.15701855		1144.23323665		1144.23323665

		38		1118.39040625		1471.86144585		1144.78112455		1144.78112455

		39				1470.122834175		1143.428871025		1143.428871025

		40				1465.949457		1140.182911		1140.182911

		41				1459.361801025		1135.059178575		1135.059178575

		42				493.0948682		1128.083719875		1128.083719875

		43						1119.290548075		1119.290548075

		44						1108.7228691		1108.7228691

		45						939.79925895		939.79925895

		46						927.8394912		927.8394912

		47						527.95933475		914.5115796

		Age		Males		Poor Males		Very Rich Males

		18		0		0		0

		19		0		0		0

		20		0		0		0

		21		0		0		0

		22		39672.4707110541		33721.600104396		49590.5883888176

		23		41925.7672750473		35636.9021837902		62888.6509125709

		24		44168.3332296907		37543.0832452371		88336.6664593815

		25		46385.1774554118		39427.4008371001		92770.3549108236

		26		48560.7800591885		41276.6630503102		97121.5601183769

		27		50679.2648926244		43077.3751587307		101358.529785249

		28		52724.5861371366		44815.8982165661		105449.172274273

		29		54680.7260352374		46478.6171299518		109361.452070475

		30		56531.9004657718		48052.115395906		113063.800931544

		31		58262.7687474999		49523.3534353749		116525.537495

		32		59858.6438214336		50879.8472482186		119717.287642867

		33		61305.698817587		52109.843994949		122611.397635174

		34		62591.1659636024		53202.4910690621		125182.331927205

		35		63703.5238455306		54147.995268701		127407.047691061

		36		64632.669186295		54937.7688083507		129265.33837259

		37		65370.0695632879		55564.5591287947		130740.139126576

		38		65908.8938381111		56022.5597623944		131817.787676222

		39		66244.1175105824		56307.499883995		132488.235021165

		40		66372.6007247567		56416.7106160432		132745.201449513

		41		66293.1372332766		56349.1666482851		132586.274466553

		42		66006.4732521679		56105.5022643427		132012.946504336

		43		65515.2957939014		55688.0014248162		131030.591587803

		44		64824.1907338325		55100.5621237576		129648.381467665

		45		63939.5715252427		54348.6357964563		127879.143050485

		46		62869.5801126754		53439.1430957741		125739.160225351

		47		61623.9621844489		52380.3678567816		123247.924368898

		48		60213.9194370183		51181.8315214656		120427.838874037

		49		58651.9419821086		49854.1506847923		117303.883964217

		50		56951.6244006063		48408.8807405154		113903.248801213

		51		55127.4692262455		46858.3488423086		110254.938452491

		52		53194.6818214018		45215.4795481915		106389.363642804

		53		51168.9606842858		43493.6165816429		102337.921368572

		54		49066.2872021566		41706.3441218331		98132.5744043132

		55		46902.718742657		39867.3109312584		93805.437485314
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summary

		

				Regression results

		Proportion of 18 year olds undertaking a degree

				Persons

				1988		1993		1998

		Lowest quartile		0.194		0.199		0.266

		Middle quartiles		0.235		0.310		0.415

		Top quartile		0.363		0.442		0.503

				males

		Lowest quartile		0.234		0.218		0.228

		Middle quartiles		0.260		0.282		0.346

		Top quartile		0.374		0.371		0.432

				females

		Lowest quartile		0.155		0.194		0.309

		Middle quartiles		0.221		0.342		0.474

		Top quartile		0.367		0.504		0.558
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persons

		Proportion of 18 year olds undertaking a degree

				1988		1993		1993

				persons

		Lowest quartile		0.194		0.199		0.266

		Middle quartiles		0.235		0.310		0.415

		Top quartile		0.363		0.442		0.503

				males

		Lowest quartile		0.166		0.167		0.235

		Middle quartiles		0.204		0.278		0.383

		Top quartile		0.329		0.412		0.471

				females

		Lowest quartile		0.212		0.213		0.281

		Middle quartiles		0.250		0.324		0.429

		Top quartile		0.375		0.458		0.517

						implied				gender ignored				gender dummy

				persons		female		male		B		B/SE		B		B/SE

		q188		0.194		0.212		0.166		-0.863				-0.800

		qm88		0.235		0.250		0.204		0.041		1.12		0.038		1.058

		q488		0.363		0.375		0.329		0.169		4.036		0.163		3.909

		q193		0.199		0.213		0.167		0.005		0.129		0.001		0.022

		qm93		0.310		0.324		0.278		0.116		3.48		0.112		3.369

		q493		0.442		0.458		0.412		0.248		6.893		0.246		6.828

		q199		0.266		0.281		0.235		0.072		2.221		0.069		2.126

		qm99		0.415		0.429		0.383		0.221		7.334		0.217		7.204

		q499		0.503		0.517		0.471		0.309		9.781		0.305		9.646

		male												-0.046		-4.379





males

		

						B		B/SE

		q188		0.234		-0.726

		qm88		0.260		0.026		0.529

		q488		0.374		0.140		2.276

		q193		0.218		-0.016		-0.318

		qm93		0.282		0.048		1.071

		q493		0.371		0.137		2.673

		q199		0.228		-0.006		-0.144

		qm99		0.346		0.112		2.722

		q499		0.432		0.198		4.319





females

		

						B		B/SE

		q188		0.155		-1.013

		qm88		0.221		0.066		1.222

		q488		0.367		0.211		3.676

		q193		0.194		0.039		0.727

		qm93		0.342		0.187		3.861

		q493		0.504		0.349		7.377

		q199		0.309		0.154		3.188

		qm99		0.474		0.319		7.42

		q499		0.558		0.402		9.595





Sheet5

		Report

		dummy equal 1 if at uni first possible year

														Mean		N		Std. Deviation

		gender: male equals 1		0		WAVE		Yit 70		WEALTHQ		1		0.1554833651		178.54		0.3633839383				0.1554833651

												2		0.2238005897		149.24		0.4181934097				0.2003371142

												3		0.1745001107		135.53		0.3809469591				0.3180128976

												4		0.3180128976		182.98		0.4669823098

												Total		0.2212629006		646.29		0.4154186441

								Yit 75		WEALTHQ		1		0.1812446426		291.65		0.385882864				0.1812446426

												2		0.266526537		285.45		0.4429191785				0.2977353834

												3		0.3260876484		314.21		0.4695275437				0.4564107731

												4		0.4564107731		297.78		0.4989348174

												Total		0.3089000833		1189.09		0.4622342543

								LSAY 95		WEALTHQ		1		0.2695425894		636.3130354859		0.4440712681				0.2695425894

												2		0.4169551315		725.0277940963		0.4933956985				0.4312555808

												3		0.4471821741		651.0006869139		0.497584767				0.5170696627

												4		0.5170696627		707.2902296787		0.5000621723

												Total		0.4157370744		2719.6317461748		0.4929392515

								Total		WEALTHQ		1		0.2278651347		1106.5030354859		0.4196448102

												2		0.3550726404		1159.7177940963		0.4787417772

												3		0.3790410471		1100.7406869139		0.4853688844

												4		0.4712076194		1188.0502296787		0.4993805228

												Total		0.3602541194		4555.0117461748		0.4801267512

				1		WAVE		Yit 70		WEALTHQ		1		0.2337051237		172.14		0.4244213411				0.2337051237

												2		0.2832720745		116.99		0.4525255874				0.2570868713

												3		0.2298952601		112.66		0.4226452267				0.3617527174

												4		0.3617527174		117.76		0.4825610264

												Total		0.2730632278		519.55		0.4459624413

								Yit 75		WEALTHQ		1		0.2205896615		206.22		0.4156532761				0.2205896615

												2		0.1964406703		221.39		0.3982059411				0.2766181883

												3		0.3558014007		224.17		0.4798268584				0.3591701768

												4		0.3591701768		254.03		0.480704279

												Total		0.2870138329		905.81		0.4526180048

								LSAY 95		WEALTHQ		1		0.2287497406		504.3187162948		0.4204447845				0.2287497406

												2		0.3199150001		524.3891128632		0.46688873				0.33881461

												3		0.3592410021		485.1933521073		0.4802731591				0.4208578991

												4		0.4208578991		516.4273498742		0.4941754853

												Total		0.3323435512		2030.3285311394		0.4711694572

								Total		WEALTHQ		1		0.2278097022		882.6787162948		0.4196569572

												2		0.2832622766		862.7691128632		0.4508440417

												3		0.3405759037		822.0233521073		0.474191416

												4		0.3953790472		888.2173498742		0.4892074194

												Total		0.3115490833		3455.6885311394		0.4631936286

				Total		WAVE		Yit 70		WEALTHQ		1		0.1938804608		350.68		0.3959012271				0.1938804608

												2		0.2499342674		266.23		0.4337902016				0.2256716302

												3		0.1996454329		248.19		0.4005415687				0.335139988

												4		0.335139988		300.74		0.4728261393

												Total		0.2443474233		1165.84		0.4298840223

								Yit 75		WEALTHQ		1		0.1975415269		497.87		0.3985447365				0.1975415269

												2		0.2359127141		506.84		0.4249873634				0.2887334724

												3		0.3384598239		538.38		0.473625835				0.4116453127

												4		0.4116453127		551.81		0.4925780683

												Total		0.2994367273		2094.9		0.4581206797

								LSAY 95		WEALTHQ		1		0.2515064466		1140.6317517806		0.4340692798				0.2515064466

												2		0.376226702		1249.4169069595		0.4846319768				0.3921348753

												3		0.409628314		1136.1940390213		0.4919816975				0.4764668415

												4		0.4764668415		1223.7175795529		0.4996500777

												Total		0.3800912501		4749.9602773143		0.4854600984

								Total		WEALTHQ		1		0.2278405371		1989.1817517806		0.4195446511

												2		0.3244391843		2022.4869069595		0.468280711

												3		0.3625963636		1922.7640390213		0.4808747293

												4		0.4387685185		2076.2675795529		0.4963560873

												Total		0.3392435425		8010.7002773143		0.4734821508
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Sheet1

										CPI

		Year		Professorial Salary		CPI Adjustment		Salry 2001$		Jun.1976				30.4

		1976		28619		2.018		57753.142		Jun.1977				34.6

		1982		46977		1.776		83431.152		Jun.1978				37.9

		1985		54948		1.644		90334.512		Jun.1979				41

		1987		58870		1.518		89364.66		Jun.1980				45.2

		1991		73800		1.269		93652.2		Jun.1981				49.4

		1995		81780		1.183		96745.74		Jun.1982				54.6

		1996		84693		1.135		96126.555		Jun.1983				60.9

		1997		87252		1.119		97634.988		Jun.1984				65		31760.6432

		1999		91038		1.104		100505.952		Jun.1985				67.8		32733.3552

		2000		92859		1.075		99823.425		Jun.1986				73.5		33793.578

		2001		95645		1		95645		Jun.1987				80.4		34463.4576

										Jun.1988				86.3		35293.7936

				AWOTE 2001						Jun.1989				92.6		36397.6288

		1982				46977				Jun.1990				100		36736.7936

		1983								Jun.1991				105.3		37019.268

		1984		31760.6432						Jun.1992				107.3		38143.9604

		1985		32733.3552		54948		0.6786546831		Jun.1993				108.4		38471.0976

		1986		33793.578						Jun.1994				110.4		39097.3128

		1987		34463.4576		58870		0.7081861223		Jun.1995				113.9		39800.852

		1988		35293.7936						Jun.1996				118.7		39702.754

		1989		36397.6288						Jun.1997				120.3		40562.8548

		1990		36736.7936						Jun.1998				120.3		42366.6828

		1991		37019.268		73800		0.9935564366		Jun.1999				121.8		43199.52

		1992		38143.9604						Jun.2000				124.7		43859.14

		1993		38471.0976						Jun.2001				132.2		42967.6

		1994		39097.3128

		1995		39800.852		81780		1.0547298837

		1996		39702.754		84693		1.133176958

		1997		40562.8548		87252		1.1510320324

		1998		42366.6828

		1999		43199.52		91038		1.1073845265

		2000		43859.14		92859		1.1172097766

		2001		42967.6		95645		1.2259795753





Sheet2

				AWOTE		Prof Salaries

		1984		31760.6432		90819.438		90819.438

		1985		32733.3552		90334.512

		1986		33793.578		89849.586		89849.586

		1987		34463.4576		89364.66

		1988		35293.7936		90436.545		90436.545

		1989		36397.6288		91508.43		91508.43

		1990		36736.7936		92580.315		92580.315

		1991		37019.268		93652.2

		1992		38143.9604		94425.585		94425.585

		1993		38471.0976		95198.97		95198.97

		1994		39097.3128		95972.355		95972.355

		1995		39800.852		96745.74

		1996		39702.754		96126.555

		1997		40562.8548		97634.988

		1998		42366.6828		99070.47		99070.47

		1999		43199.52		100505.952

		2000		43859.14		99823.425

		2001		42967.6		95645

				AWOTE		Prof Salaries

		1984		31760.6432		90819.438		2.859496183

		1985		32733.3552		90334.512		2.759708299

		1986		33793.578		89849.586		2.6587769428

		1987		34463.4576		89364.66		2.5930265337

		1988		35293.7936		90436.545		2.5623923012

		1989		36397.6288		91508.43		2.5141316349

		1990		36736.7936		92580.315		2.5200978618

		1991		37019.268		93652.2		2.5298231181

		1992		38143.9604		94425.585		2.4755055325

		1993		38471.0976		95198.97		2.4745581992

		1994		39097.3128		95972.355		2.4547046364

		1995		39800.852		96745.74		2.4307454524

		1996		39702.754		96126.555		2.4211558473

		1997		40562.8548		97634.988		2.4070048442

		1998		42366.6828		99070.47		2.3384051678

		1999		43199.52		100505.952		2.3265525173

		2000		43859.14		99823.425		2.2760005098

		2001		42967.6		95645		2.2259795753

				CPI

		1984		65

		1985		67.8

		1986		73.5

		1987		80.4

		1988		86.3

		1989		92.6

		1990		100

		1991		105.3

		1992		107.3

		1993		108.4

		1994		110.4

		1995		113.9

		1996		118.7

		1997		120.3

		1998		120.3

		1999		121.8

		2000		124.7

		2001		132.2

				AWOTE		Prof Salaries

		1984		18995.6		52872.8		2.7834235297

		1985		19910.8		55862.4		2.8056331237

		1986		21294		58852		2.7637832253

		1987		22703.2		61841.6		2.7239155714

		1988		24190.4		64831.2		2.6800383623

		1989		26072.8		67820.8		2.6012089227

		1990		27788.8		70810.4		2.5481632888

		1991		29172		73800		2.5298231181

		1992		30539.6		77900		2.5507865198

		1993		31075.2		77900		2.5068221604

		1994		32099.6		78991		2.4608094805

		1995		33644		81780		2.4307454524

		1996		34980.4		84693		2.4211558473

		1997		36249.2		87252		2.4070048442

		1998		37861.2		88386		2.3344743431

		1999		39130		91038		2.3265525173

		2000		40799.2		92859		2.2760005098

		2001		42967.6		95645		2.2259795753

		1990		12.9

		1991		13.9

		1992		14.3

		1993		14.2

		1994		14.2

		1995		14.6

		1996		15.6

		1997		17.2

		1998		17.9

		1999		18.3

		2000		18.8
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		1984		1984

		1985		1985

		1986		1986

		1987		1987

		1988		1988

		1989		1989

		1990		1990

		1991		1991

		1992		1992

		1993		1993

		1994		1994

		1995		1995

		1996		1996

		1997		1997

		1998		1998

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001



Lecturer

Professor

1.4774158226

2.7834235297

1.4780521124

2.8056331237

1.4461350615

2.7637832253

1.4164875436

2.7239155714

1.385822475

2.6800383623

1.338114817

2.6012089227

1.3045975357

2.5481632888

1.2895242013

2.5298231181

1.2753932599

2.5507865198

1.2534110802

2.5068221604

1.2303891637

2.4608094805

1.2153430032

2.4307454524

1.2370070096

2.4211558473

1.2297926575

2.4070048442

1.1927514183

2.3344743431

1.1887043189

2.3265525173

1.1628659385

2.2760005098

1.1372988019

2.2259795753



Individual Data

		

		Date		ACADEMIC STAFF

				Level A				Level B				Level C				Level D				Level E1				Total Avg. Wgt Salary		Total Staff		Avg. Salary

				Amount																		No.										May.1984		365.3		18995.6

		May 1981		23,970				27,539				32,782				37,071				43,904												May.1985		382.9		19910.8

																																May.1986		409.5		21294

		8/1/91		36,700		295		46,000		240		55,000		244		64,884		180		72,000		144		57,333,620		1,103		51,980				May.1987		436.6		22703.2

		9/26/91		37,618		295		47,150		240		56,375		244		64,575		180		73,800		144		58,419,510		1,103		52,964				May.1988		465.2		24190.4

		7/23/92		38,950		359		48,688		250		57,913		236		68,618		184		77,900		137		63,120,530		1,166		54,134				May.1989		501.4		26072.8

		3/11/93		38,950		322		48,688		307		57,913		251		68,618		180		77,900		142		65,438,319		1,202		54,441				May.1990		534.4		27788.8

		10/7/93		38,950		322		48,688		307		57,913		251		68,618		180		77,900		142		65,438,319		1,202		54,441				May.1991		561		29172

		2/10/94		39,495		359		49,370		356		58,724		281		69,579		179		78,991		152		72,717,142		1,327		54,798				May.1992		587.3		30539.6

		10/1/94		39,495		359		49,370		356		58,724		281		69,579		179		78,991		152		72,717,142		1,327		54,798				May.1993		597.6		31075.2

		2/1/95		40,087		270		50,111		369		59,605		291		70,623		187		80,176		145		71,491,525		1,262		56,649				May.1994		617.3		32099.6

		7/27/95		40,889		270		51,113		369		60,797		291		72,035		187		81,780		145		72,921,299		1,262		57,782				May.1995		647		33644

		1/1/96		41,421		251		51,777		366		61,587		282		72,971		199		82,843		143		73,082,365		1,241		58,890				May.1996		672.7		34980.4

		9/30/96		43,271		251		53,627		366		63,437		282		74,821		199		84,693		143		75,378,215		1,241		60,740				May.1997		697.1		36249.2

		1/1/97		43,834		258		54,324		357		64,262		278		75,794		182		85,794		161		76,175,018		1,236		61,630				May.1998		728.1		37861.2

		9/30/97		44,579		258		55,248		357		65,354		278		77,082		182		87,252		161		77,469,826		1,236		62,678				May.1999		752.5		39130

		1/1/98		45,159		214		55,966		337		66,204		272		78,084		173		88,386		159		74,093,962		1,155		64,151				May.2000		784.6		40799.2

		7/22/99		46,514		209		57,645		286		68,190		262		80,427		176		91,038		154		72,248,680		1,087		66,466				May.2001		826.3		42967.6

		8/31/00		47,444		195		58,798		260		69,554		255		82,036		170		92,859		154		70,521,736		1,034		68,203

		8/30/01		48,867				60,562				71,641				84,497				95,645

		9/12/02		51,066				63,287				74,865				88,299				99,949

				AWOTE		Prof Salaries		Academic A

		1984		18995.6		90819.438		28064.4				1.4774158226

		1985		19910.8		90334.512		29429.2				1.4780521124

		1986		21294		89849.586		30794				1.4461350615

		1987		22703.2		89364.66		32158.8				1.4164875436

		1988		24190.4		90436.545		33523.6				1.385822475

		1989		26072.8		91508.43		34888.4				1.338114817

		1990		27788.8		92580.315		36253.2				1.3045975357

		1991		29172		93652.2		37,618				1.2895242013

		1992		30539.6		94425.585		38,950				1.2753932599

		1993		31075.2		95198.97		38,950				1.2534110802

		1994		32099.6		95972.355		39,495				1.2303891637

		1995		33644		96745.74		40,889				1.2153430032

		1996		34980.4		96126.555		43,271				1.2370070096

		1997		36249.2		97634.988		44,579				1.2297926575

		1998		37861.2		99070.47		45,159				1.1927514183

		1999		39130		100505.952		46,514				1.1887043189

		2000		40799.2		99823.425		47,444				1.1628659385

		2001		42967.6		95645		48,867				1.1372988019

				AWOTE		Prof Salaries		Academic B

		1984		18995.6		90819.438		33422.3				1.7594758786

		1985		19910.8		90334.512		35383.4				1.7770958475

		1986		21294		89849.586		37344.5				1.7537569268

		1987		22703.2		89364.66		39305.6				1.731280172

		1988		24190.4		90436.545		41266.7				1.7059122627

		1989		26072.8		91508.43		43227.8				1.6579653892

		1990		27788.8		92580.315		45188.9				1.6261551416

		1991		29172		93652.2		47,150				1.616275881

		1992		30539.6		94425.585		48,688				1.5942579471

		1993		31075.2		95198.97		48,688				1.5667799403

		1994		32099.6		95972.355		49,370				1.538025396

		1995		33644		96745.74		51,113				1.5192307692

		1996		34980.4		96126.555		53,627				1.5330585128

		1997		36249.2		97634.988		56,353				1.5545987222

		1998		37861.2		99070.47		57,085				1.5077525277

		1999		39130		100505.952		58,798				1.5026296959

		2000		40799.2		99823.425		58,798				1.4411557089

		2001		42967.6		95645		60,562				1.4094806319

				AWOTE		Prof Salaries		Academic C

		1984		18995.6		90819.438		39859.9				2.0983754133

		1985		19910.8		90334.512		42219.2				2.1204170601

		1986		21294		89849.586		44578.5				2.0934770358

		1987		22703.2		89364.66		46937.8				2.0674530463

		1988		24190.4		90436.545		49297.1				2.0378786626

		1989		26072.8		91508.43		51656.4				1.9812371514

		1990		27788.8		92580.315		54015.7				1.9437939026

		1991		29172		93652.2		56,375				1.9325037707

		1992		30539.6		94425.585		57,913				1.8963247718

		1993		31075.2		95198.97		57,913				1.8636404593

		1994		32099.6		95972.355		58,724				1.8294308963

		1995		33644		96745.74		60,797				1.8070681251

		1996		34980.4		96126.555		63,437				1.813501275

		1997		36249.2		97634.988		67,315				1.8569960165

		1998		37861.2		99070.47		68,190				1.8010554341

		1999		39130		100505.952		70,236				1.794932277

		2000		40799.2		99823.425		69,554				1.7047883292

		2001		42967.6		95645		71,641				1.6673260783

				AWOTE		Prof Salaries		Academic D

		1984		18995.6		90819.438		45322.2				2.3859314789

		1985		19910.8		90334.512		48072.6				2.414398216

		1986		21294		89849.586		50823				2.386728656

		1987		22703.2		89364.66		53573.4				2.359729025

		1988		24190.4		90436.545		56323.8				2.3283533964

		1989		26072.8		91508.43		59074.2				2.2657405419

		1990		27788.8		92580.315		61824.6				2.2248027982

		1991		29172		93652.2		64,575				2.2135952283

		1992		30539.6		94425.585		68,618				2.2468532659

		1993		31075.2		95198.97		68,618				2.2081273813

		1994		32099.6		95972.355		69,579				2.167597104

		1995		33644		96745.74		72,035				2.1410949946

		1996		34980.4		96126.555		74,821				2.1389406639

		1997		36249.2		97634.988		79,394				2.1902403363

		1998		37861.2		99070.47		80,427				2.1242464581

		1999		39130		100505.952		82,840				2.1170408893

		2000		40799.2		99823.425		82,036				2.0107257005

		2001		42967.6		95645		84,497				1.9665282678

				AWOTE		Prof Salaries		Academic E1

		1984		18995.6		90819.438		52872.8				2.7834235297

		1985		19910.8		90334.512		55862.4				2.8056331237

		1986		21294		89849.586		58852				2.7637832253

		1987		22703.2		89364.66		61841.6				2.7239155714

		1988		24190.4		90436.545		64831.2				2.6800383623

		1989		26072.8		91508.43		67820.8				2.6012089227

		1990		27788.8		92580.315		70810.4				2.5481632888

		1991		29172		93652.2		73,800				2.5298231181

		1992		30539.6		94425.585		77,900				2.5507865198

		1993		31075.2		95198.97		77,900				2.5068221604

		1994		32099.6		95972.355		78,991				2.4608094805

		1995		33644		96745.74		81,780				2.4307454524

		1996		34980.4		96126.555		84,693				2.4211558473

		1997		36249.2		97634.988		87,252				2.4070048442

		1998		37861.2		99070.47		88,386				2.3344743431

		1999		39130		100505.952		91,038				2.3265525173

		2000		40799.2		99823.425		92,859				2.2760005098

		2001		42967.6		95645		95,645				2.2259795753
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				Lecturer		Level B		Level C		Level D		Professor

		1984		1.4774158226		1.7594758786		2.0983754133		2.3859314789		2.7834235297

		1985		1.4780521124		1.7770958475		2.1204170601		2.414398216		2.8056331237

		1986		1.4461350615		1.7537569268		2.0934770358		2.386728656		2.7637832253

		1987		1.4164875436		1.731280172		2.0674530463		2.359729025		2.7239155714

		1988		1.385822475		1.7059122627		2.0378786626		2.3283533964		2.6800383623

		1989		1.338114817		1.6579653892		1.9812371514		2.2657405419		2.6012089227

		1990		1.3045975357		1.6261551416		1.9437939026		2.2248027982		2.5481632888

		1991		1.2895242013		1.616275881		1.9325037707		2.2135952283		2.5298231181

		1992		1.2753932599		1.5942579471		1.8963247718		2.2468532659		2.5507865198

		1993		1.2534110802		1.5667799403		1.8636404593		2.2081273813		2.5068221604

		1994		1.2303891637		1.538025396		1.8294308963		2.167597104		2.4608094805

		1995		1.2153430032		1.5192307692		1.8070681251		2.1410949946		2.4307454524

		1996		1.2370070096		1.5330585128		1.813501275		2.1389406639		2.4211558473

		1997		1.2297926575		1.5545987222		1.8569960165		2.1902403363		2.4070048442

		1998		1.1927514183		1.5077525277		1.8010554341		2.1242464581		2.3344743431

		1999		1.1887043189		1.5026296959		1.794932277		2.1170408893		2.3265525173

		2000		1.1628659385		1.4411557089		1.7047883292		2.0107257005		2.2760005098

		2001		1.1372988019		1.4094806319		1.6673260783		1.9665282678		2.2259795753
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