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UTS Students Association – Submission to the Senate Inquiry into Higher Education Funding

_____________________________________________________________________________________

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

· That the Commonwealth increases its contribution towards publicly funded higher education, to prevent a decline in the quality of education and to maintain adequate infrastructure in the tertiary sector. Expanding the sector by student debt has been evidenced to have negative social and economic impacts. 

· While the creation of scholarships is a positive step, the SA urges that the Commonwealth increase the number of scholarships as well as the value of the scholarship to ensure that disadvantaged groups in society can access the education system. Thus, the scholarship must not be subject to income testing, otherwise it will act as a disincentive on equity groups; 

· That the Government increase the availability of income support to more students by relaxing the eligibility criteria, as well as increasing the allowance, including rent assistance, to truly reflect the living costs borne by students; 

· That the Government refrain from any further increases to HECS, as well as increasing the HECS repayment threshold to at least the average weekly income to prevent further debt burdens on individual students.

· That increasing the quota of full fee places to drive growth in the sector will lead to erosions in University quality and will have a detrimental impact on participation by equity groups. It is recommended that instead of increasing full fee places that public funding is increased. 

· Performance based funding, fee deregulation and price competition are evidenced as reducing the access to and quality of education and are not appropriate polices for public and accessible education.

· Funding contingent on workplace reform and reducing the accountability of governance structures are inappropriate for the sector and will reduce academic freedom, industrial rights and democratic participation.

(a) The principles of the Government’s higher education package

The Governments stated principles underpinning the package of “Sustainability/Quality/Equity/Diversity,” are entirely nullified by the content and combined effect of the package. The proposed reforms to tertiary education by the Coalition Government are merely an extension of the policies that were set in motion in the late eighties under the Hawke Labor Government. As such the current reforms aim to accelerate the economic rationalism that has underpinned funding for tertiary education. 

The UTS Students’ Association, along with peak bodies in the sector such as the National Union of Students (NUS) and the National Tertiary Education Union (NTEU) hold grave concerns for the future of the education landscape whilst there is an agenda to further integrate economic rationalism into the sector. The sector has undergone significant loses in funding and the delivery quality educational ‘services’ have come under scrutiny. The proposals will only exacerbate the crisis faced by universities in terms of courses and content, teaching and research.  Economic rationalist principles do not belong in public education.
Despite promises to the contrary
 the initiatives of Backing Australia’s Future remove responsibility of the Government to ensure the sustainability of the sector by deregulating fees, which while partial will no doubt lead to a total deregulation in future. Further, the rhetoric employed by the package to justify the its user pays ethos and voucher system is based on myth as students make one of the highest contributions to their education amongst OECD countries. The SA believes that the underlying principles of Backing Australia’s Future are flawed and will spiral the sector into further crisis that will have a disastrous for current and particularly future students.

Since election in 1996, the current Government has radically reduced public investment in the tertiary sector in an attempt to commercialise the sector by forcing institutions to cover shortfalls through commercial and economic activities. Commercial investment has marginally increased while increasing the amount individual students have to pay for their education has covered the shortfall created by reducing operating grants. The measures have acted as a deterrent for prospective students with domestic numbers (particularly from disadvantaged groups) drop dramatically since 1996, decreasing quality, increased staff/student ratios, a blow out of student debt and several institutions being on the verge of collapse. That the Government’s attempt to take University’s core operations, education and research to refocus on becoming money making corporate entities has led to increased pressures which the Backing Australia’s Future paper recognises as significant problems. Rather than seeing education as a social good and an investment in the community, it is seen as a cost. 

The User pays ideology that is presented in Backing Australia’s Future has no notion of the impact on students both during and after their degree. The Government, obviously sensitive to criticism following the recent scandal of withholding DEST papers that show that increased HECS have had a deterrent effect, have cleverly implemented fee rises that are set by individual institutions exonerating them from responsibility. While institutions will be forced to raise their fees to cover funding shortfalls, as it is an institutional decision, the Government no longer sets the optimum fees and places criticism for fee rises on Universities. Combined with the measure to stifle all criticism on campus by tying funding into the implementation of AWA’s to bust unions, VSU to destroy student organizations and Governance measures to remove staff and student representation on student councils, institutions will also be forced to implement these measures to essentially silence any criticism. By tying VSU to Federal funding also cleverly bypasses state law and essentially blackmails institutions into adopting this policy. The SA opposes these intiat8ives and believes that trade and student unions play a valuable ‘watch dog’ role in Universities that would be lost. 

User pays ideology is based on the myth that students are currently getting a ‘free ride’ on the back of taxpayers which is abundantly not true. Australia has among the highest rates of individual contribution to the costs of higher education amongst developed countries.
 Further, the effects of increased HECS and fees have had a disastrous effect on domestic student participation and their effective participation in higher education which have has been reported in numerous documents.
 Further, financial austerity that will result because of user pays will threaten basic notions of equity and of access, the substance of which will be discussed later in the paper.

In trying to emulate the American education system Backing Australia’s future does not account for the unique nature of the Australian tertiary sector and secondly ignores that Australia has neither the wealth nor size to replicate such a system without it being driven into the ground. While the 1.5bn extra has proved to consist largely of funds diverted from already existing programs
, the Government is setting in place the foundations for full deregulation of the sector. This will result in a two tiered system of have and have-not institutions and making equitable access for disadvantaged groups almost impossible. “Sustainability/Quality/Equity/Diversity,” in real terms are absent from the current proposals.
 (b)
Effect of those proposals upon sustainability, quality, equity and diversity in teaching and research at universities, with particular reference to:

(i) The financial impact on students, including merit selection, income support and internationals comparisons.
1. Increases to HECS fees

By all indicators, most institutions are likely to implement the highest rate of HECS. The freedom given to institutions to impose further charges will result in diminished access for the economically disadvantaged. There is growing evidence that debt levels deter students from entering postgraduate study or even entering tertiary study altogether
. Thus in the near future the nation will be in crisis, with shortages in the academic force which is rich in cultural and social diversity. Of prime concern is that the sector will be further skewed to privileged students and continue the negative impacts on participation shown to be caused by increases of tuition fees.  

It was only in 1974 that the Federal government took over funding responsibility for higher education and the most significant factor was the abolition of tuition fees and the introduction of the Tertiary Education Allowance Scheme (TEAS). The philosophy underpinning such change was the notion of ‘public good’ of education and the need for a national strategy in terms of economic and cultural advancement. 

By 1986 though, there was a shift in economic thinking with the reintroduction of the Higher Education Administration Charge (HEAC) and introduction of AUSTUDY, which had far more stringent eligibility criteria compared to the TEAS. While the rationales advanced were the need to fund a mass public education system and an ill–conceived notion that public education had done little to alter the composition of the student population. The reality is that the public system had not been in place for an adequate length of time to allow a cultural shift in the community to view tertiary education as a viable option as opposed to entering the workforce. There is evidence to show that mature–aged females were a recognizable group that benefited from the publicly funded scheme
. 

The national reforms overseen by Dawkins radically altered long–standing principles of the Labor Government in terms of equity and access
. When the HECS scheme was introduced, the ALP was painfully aware that fees would be a disincentive to study for those who are economically disadvantaged. As such, the deferred, income–contingent and the interest–free scheme was meant to minimize the impact on those students. The Coalition has progressively reduced funding to tertiary education, and taken steps to deregulate the sector at a much rapid pace. As such, there have been increases in HECS, differential charges introduced and incentives such as giving 25% discounts for up–front payments have been introduced to recoup costs at a faster rate. 

In spite of this, up to 79% of EFTSU students elect to defer their HECS payments
, which support the premise that the majority do not have the capacity to pay up–front fees for their education, even with incentives. 

It has been estimated that students now pay, on average, up to 40% of the cost of tuition fees in the government subsidized undergraduate places
. This is an increase of 85% in the in the cost of HECS since 1996. Deregulation of the sector has progressed in leaps and bounds, including the provision of allowing the enrolment of full–fee paying local undergraduates, provided that it is limited to only 25% of enrolments. Interestingly, local students had taken up less than 1% of these places
. In spite of this, the current reforms intend to further deregulate the system.

It has been argued by some that the HECS scheme is equitable since the interest charged is dependent on the earnings, that is, the higher the wage, faster the repayment accompanied by a higher interest rate. This tends to cater for the already privileged, in that, the high demand courses will continue to have high cut–off rates, and it has been acknowledged for a number of years that students from private schools and those who are already privileged are the majority of the entrants into those first– tier courses. Thus, there are minimal equity considerations in the system in its current status and the reforms will only exacerbate the burden on students, particularly those who are from marginalized backgrounds or disadvantaged. These people may well choose not to undertake any study, and if they do, it is most likely that shorter and low–tiered courses would be undertaken to minimise the debt. 

By 30 June 2003 Australian students and graduates will owe more than $9 billion to the Commonwealth Government for the cost of their Higher Education Contribution Scheme (HECS) fees.  NUS reports that Treasury has recalculated that the accumulated study debts of graduates will have reached 13 billion by 2006-7 and will naturally explode as more students incur the increased HECS-HELP and FEE-HELP debts.
 

The current proposals now significantly increase the cost borne by students, much higher in all courses than the 20% of course costs 1996.  For example, if the maximum given that the commonwealth contribution, added to the equivalent HECS charge gives an estimated cost of a course; a law student will pay 81% of the cost of their course, a humanities student 48% and a commerce student 69%.  If a University raised their fee to the 30% maximum, the student contribution to the overall cost of the degree would be ludicrously higher, with law students paying 105 % of the cost of their degree. 

Despite the assertions of Australian government that HECS is ‘access neutral’
, there is a body of earlier evidence, and now, a range of data being slowly generated which demonstrate the disincentive effects of HECS to study.

· A DEET study in 1989 on the impacts of the first year of HECS in operation, demonstrated that HECS, in Western Australia, was the main reason for 10 percent of year 12 students not applying for university entry.

· The same DEET study which surveyed Victorian students, found that 22.2 per cent of students who did not re-enrol in undergraduate study cited HECS as a very important factor preventing them from completing their studies. 

· The 1991 report commissioned by the Higher Education Council to examine the impact of HECS on disadvantaged groups found that around 20% of the sample from low SES background thought that HECS was ‘likely to frustrate their intention to participate.’

· The 2002 AVCC survey of Student Finances, Paying Their  Way,
 found that three quarters of respondents preferred to defer HECS citing that the groups most likely to defer where disadvantaged students. 

· The recent MCETYA commissioned Independent Study into the Education reforms
 points to an all time high of HECS deferral rates, which reached 79 per cent in 2001 as indicative of student financial strain and that this is very likely to increase.

· The Minister for Education recently acknowledged in the Crossroads review that "older students who have not previously participated in higher education may be reconsidering study because of the impact of HECS."

· The AVCC Paying Their Way survey found that 11% of respondents report that their choice of course was affected by financial circumstances and  17.4 % report that their choice of university was affected by financial circumstances,  The AVCC acknowledged that these student respondents all had back ground characteristics consistent with a profile of relative disadvantage.
 

Given that students from equity groups are more likely to defer HECS and take out additional loans, and work while studying, it is clear that the 30% HECS debt will constrain equity groups access to the institution and to the course of their choice.  The June 2003 independent MCETYA report found:

Those students who are undeterred by fee levels may be increasingly attracted to perceived ‘high cost, high-quality’ institutions.  For others who are more sensitive to fee levels, however, cost will increasingly have an impact on their choice of institution and may serve to restrict their access to some universities
.

With price destined to be a crude indicator for quality (with institutions charging the full 30% HECS seen as more desirable), the HECS increase will become a simple mechanism for fostering the divide of the two tiered university. Worryingly, there appears little incentive for institutions to not charge the full HECS fee, leaving equity groups to brave the cold shoulder of the market and the tokenistic baubles of highly competitive merit scholarships.

2. Impact of increase in full fee paying places

The UTS Students’ Association believes that no student should pay fees for degrees, including postgraduate coursework degrees. We believe that fees, even when deferred, set students up for a lifetime of debt. The intent of the Backing Australia’s Future document, is to increase fees even more by the introduction of the scheme called FEE-HELP. From 2005 this debt scheme will be indexed to CPI, plus 3.5% interest rates for 10 years - effectively establishing market interest rates on fees of 6.5% p.a.
Implications for targeted equity groups

The increased competition for more limited HECS places will further pressure equity group students. Thus the increase of DUFF places and the new loans schemes will strengthen the bias against indigenous students, those from low socio-economic backgrounds and rural and isolated students. The extension of PELS style loan scheme to DUFF places changes the nature of the scheme from being a mechanism for more wealthy students to queue-jump to “a mechanism where aspiring battlers might try to gain access to higher status forms of HE by incurring full fees costs…” (p.19, NUS Parliamentary Briefing Paper 2003) The desperation of students from disadvantaged backgrounds wanting to escape poverty cycle will place them in the further debilitating situation of incurring huge levels of debt. This debt is likely to stay with the majority of students for life.

The AVCC have expressed grave concerns that equity groups will be disadvantaged by Nelson’s package of reforms. Recommendation 2 from their response to the 2003 budget “urges the Government to reconsider the AVCC’s proposal that substantial contestable Government funding be made available to universities to support the education of students from under represented groups.” (p.7, Excellence and Equity: Foundations for the future of Australia’s Universities, June 2003) As we have witnessed in the postgraduate sector with the emergence of full fees places, the impact of fees on access to education of disadvantaged groups can be extremely detrimental.

The increased competition for Commonwealth subsidised places will undoubtedly have the greatest impact on disadvantaged Australians. Students from Government schools are far less likely than those from non-Government schools to enter university direct from school. The Government’s policy framework is built on an assumption that overall participation rates will be maintained by freeing institutions to offer more full fee places. Disadvantaged students are less likely than other students, however, to elect to pay full fees so their levels of access are more reliant on the provision of HECS-liable places.
Impact on Coursework Students 

Postgraduate students have had to deal with the burden of escalating fees in an entirely deregulated market. At UTS, fees rose 22% for some courses. The UTS Education Faculty had planned to raise fees from HECS of $3680 per annum to PELS- a deferred full fee of $8000- that’s a rise of 112%. Clearly, the equity implications of these proposals are significant. If real interest rates are then added to the debt, education is wholly inaccessible. The Students’ Association has, over a number of years, been undertaking research into fees in a deregulated system and wishes to express to the Senate Inquiry alarm about the processes of fee rises at UTS, the levels to which fees have risen, and the impact upon students who wish to access postgraduate education. 

Below, some figures are provided for the information of members of the Senate Inquiry Committee about fee rises between the years 2002-2003. This includes: the level of fee rises; inconsistencies in fee rises between courses and Faculties; the lack of transparency in decision-making about the fee rises; and the lack of consultation related to the fee rises.

The UTS Students’ Association expresses concern to members of the Senate Inquiry about the inconsistencies of fee rises between Faculties and courses at UTS For example, fees for a Nursing Masters is $6800 per year (was $6000 in 2002- a rise of 13%), whereas a Business Masters is $14,400 (was $12,800 in 2002- a rise of 12.5%) The Students’ Association does not believe that those two fields of endeavor have such huge cost differentials. There are some Business Masters in Management that are $11,200 (was $9,600 in 2002- a rise of 16%). The Students’ Association also questions differential costs for equivalent qualifications. The Law Faculty’s Doctor of Judicial Science and Doctor of Law qualifications cost $12,000 in 2003 (was $10,800 in 2002- a rise of 11%) but in the Faculty of Science a Doctor of Technology degree costs $15,000.

In the Law Faculty, courses rose mostly 11%, from $10,800 for a Masters in 2002 to $12,000 in 2003. At the same time, a Masters in Law and Legal Practice rose “only” 3.7% to $11,280. The Law Faculty is raising their fees every year now instead of every second year, as was that Faculty’s practice in 2001.

In the Faculty of Design, Architecture and Building, a Graduate Diploma in Project Management rose from $10,800 in 2002 to $13,200 in 2003- that’s a rise of 22%. The Students’ Association asks that members of the Senate Inquiry note this excessive fee rise.

Whilst the above are some examples of fee rises, some Faculties have shown restraint in not raising fees for 2003. These were the Faculties of Engineering, Humanities and Social Sciences, and Information Technology. The UTS Students’ Association believes that if some Faculties choose not to raise fees- then all of them can. 

For the information of the senate Inquiry, we ask that you note the poor processes by which fees are currently set at UTS. Currently, course fees are proposed by the Deans of each faculty and sent to the Fees Management Committee chaired by the Chief Financial Officer for compilation and checking for completeness and consistency. If the Committee identifies gaps or anomalies these are raised with the relevant Dean. The schedule is then sent to the Vice-Chancellor for approval. There are no minutes that exist in the University that relate to the raising of postgraduate fees at UTS. Nowhere is there any student involvement in the decision-making. Unlike International students’ fees, local postgraduate student fees can rise each year- without notice. This lack of transparency and lack of consultation reflects poorly upon UTS. 

With regard to the FEE-HELP proposal set out in Backing Australia’s Future the Students’ Association asks Council to note that PELS, under the entirely deregulated system described above, has not provided the accessible education that was suggested at its inception. This is borne out by postgraduate enrolments at UTS from 2002 - 2003. Figures provided by UTS Administration to the UTS Students’ Association for the mail out of the Third Degree, the postgraduate newsletter provided to all postgraduate students, detail that there were 10,300 students in 2002 and 10,344 students in 2003. That’s a rise of merely 40 local postgraduate students.

The Students’ Association has formally expressed its deep concern about the above issues to UTS University Council. The Senate Inquiry should be aware that University Council has currently ignored our concerns and has brushed off our requests for attention to these matters.
Impacts on university rankings

The introduction of up front fees for undergraduate courses will greatly benefit the richer and larger institutions at the disadvantage of the smaller or regional universities. In the limited education market only courses from the more prestigious institutions will be able to attract fees while small regional institutions may suffer. Students will only pay for a degree that is held in high esteem by the Australian and international community.  Smaller, newer and regional universities will therefore find it extremely difficult to compete against the more established sandstone institutions.

Limiting fees that universities can charge students 

One implication of the $50,000 cap on loans might be that it effectively puts a limit on the fees that universities might be prepared to charge full-fee paying students.  If the universities wish to attract as many full-fee payers as possible, they will be forced to limit the fees for most courses to $50,000. The NTEU have used the example of the cost of a veterinary science degree (over $100,000). “The setting of any fees below this level would effectively mean that Government-supported students would be cross-subsidising so-called full-fee paying students.” (p.35 NTEU Response to Higher Education Review 2003) If universities charge students the full course cost, then this scheme will be insufficient to cover the full cost to the student. This will result in the student having to find funding from elsewhere to cover the shortfall.

Further erosion of academic standards 

The soft-marking allegations, which have surfaced in the last two years, are likely to re-emerge as one consequence of the funding rearrangements. It is likely that in some cases assessment procedures and academic standards will be compromised so that departments can maximise additional funds to departments. Following the recent allegations of positive and negative discriminatory treatment towards international and DUFF fee paying students, NUS examined uni admission indexes and found “startling gaps” between DUFF and HECS admissions even within same late round of offers. “Gaps of over 20% indicate that pools drawn from rather different levels of academic performance are being admitted on the basis of personal wealth.” (p.17, NUS Parliamentary Briefing paper on Higher Education Reform, 2003)

The University of Melbourne’s Vice-Chancellor Professor Alan Gilbert has admitted that the decision of his institution to allow undergraduate fee places Age, (23 April 1997) has hurt his University.  He stated that the decision was “provoking much debate and anxiety, and spawning not a few myths, some down right mischievous”.  Professor Gilbert then specifically stated that one of the dominant concerns expressed was that “fee paying enrolments will lower standards”.

Confusion over DUFF/HECS status

The issue of what happens to DUFF students upon successful completion of their first year of study is problematic – students could argue that they have achieved comparable merit to students applying on a tertiary entrance score. Should this be argued successfully these students would be included in normal HECS liable load, which would have resultant negative implications for HECS liable commencing students that year. The Universities in Crisis report regarded DUFF as a “market for allowing students to gain access for a preferred course by paying the first year of their tuition”(p.53, Universities in Crisis Senate Inquiry). The implication of an expanded scheme would further entrench this perception.

Impact on student debt

Students completing undergraduate courses subsidised by the Commonwealth are likely to face debts ranging from about $50,000 for an undergraduate degree in medicine to about $28,500 for engineering and $11,500 for nursing. (p.65 Phillips Curran Independent Study of Higher Education Review, 2003). Students continuing on to postgraduate studies would face total debts of around $68,000 for an undergraduate double degree followed by an MBA to around $22,000 for a nursing graduate completing a Master of Nursing program. These estimates are based on figures for Commonwealth-subsidised places in 2005. The latter figures do not take into account the real rate of interest payable on the proposed loans. This means that students completing undergraduate full fee courses will pay substantially more than these estimates again. Increases in student fees and debt levels will further exacerbate the social impacts of the growing indebtedness of students and graduates in Australia. 

3. Income support 

Whilst raising the level of student contribution to education and debt, the package makes no increases to student commonwealth payments to offset increases in cost.  Student Commonwealth payments (AUSTUDY, AUBSTUDY, Common Youth Allowance) are inadequate income levels and are significant impediments for equity groups to access and participate in Higher Education.

.. the reforms the coalition has introduced since 1996 have already made it harder for school leavers from all but he most financially disadvantaged backgrounds to gain access to financial assistance while studying. These reforms, along with  higher HECS charges already act as a serious disincentive to the bulk of young people contemplating enrolling in university.

The AVCC’s Survey of Australian Undergraduate University Student Finances 2000 paints the following picture, in summary, of student finances
:

• The mean income for full-time students is less than $9,000 per annum, which is less than the relevant Henderson poverty line.

• This level of income is not adequate to meet the average living and study costs experienced by students. Consequently, the average full-time student budget is in deficit by $3,755 or 42 per cent. The average deficit for all students, including part-time students, is approximately 21 per cent.

• Many students find the level of benefit available through Youth Allowance and AUSTUDY payments inadequate to meet their needs. Strict eligibility criteria mean that many students are not eligible for these payments.

• The numbers of students engaged in paid employment during semester is significantly higher than in previous decades, and full-time students are working longer hours in paid employment than they have ever before. Two of the major reasons that compel students to undertake paid employment are to supplement income support payments and to meet basic needs such food and rent.

• There is growing evidence that the time pressures of balancing paid employment and study is placing students under a great deal of stress. 

* One in ten students obtain a loan in order to continue their studies.

There is a demonstrated link between the ability of equity groups to both access and complete university education and the level of income support afforded. Lack of income support has been considered by international research to be integral in the decision of disadvantaged students in deciding to study or not. The examples of changes to ABSTUDY will be used to illustrate this point:

ABSTUDY and indigenous student participation 

Indigenous participation in higher education has particularly been hard hit by changes to ABSTUDY. A number of submissions to the recent Crossroads inquiry as well as the Universities in Crisis Senate Inquiry, all evidence real links between cuts to ABSTUDY and the decline in enrolment. Living allowances must be increased as a priority to ameliorate the widening the gap of educational disadvantage. 

The Crossroads report in effect asserted that there is no evidence to make the link between educational exclusion and living on a reduced income.  A few examples of evidence that the Commonwealth has reference to are:

· DETYA’S Annual Report 1995-1996 which notes that ABSTUDY is a “major contributing factor to improving retention rates for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students”.

· The 1998 ATSIC review of ABSTUDY conducted by Stanley and Hansen which established both that ASBTSUDY has been successful in enabling access to education however that the full potential of ABSTUDY enabling educational access depends on increasing payments given the comparatively lower economic status of indigenous peoples.

Changes to ABSTUDY, such as those which were wrought by the Indigenous Education (Supplementary Assistance) Amendment Bill 1999 have resulted in reduced levels of income support for many indigenous students (particularly the mature aged). It is no coincidence the decline in participation occurred just after the reduced levels of support.

· Fewer students now receive ABSTUDY, and many receive reduced payments (particularly in the over 21 age group).  

· Indigenous enrolments fell from 8367 in 1999 to 7342 in 2002, a fall of 18 per cent, and a reversal of a decade of steadily increasing enrolments. 

The budget earmarks funding increases to the Indigenous Support Funding (ISF) of 10.4 million over 3 years. However as ISF funds have been static since 1996 and there is doubt that these increases will actually outweigh the impacts of increases to HECS to indigenous students, the amount is not adequate.

Without any increases to provide an adequate living wage for indigenous students, these measures are half hearted.
Pensioner education supplement  

Pensioners returning to study receive $62.40 per fortnight for return to full-time study. The proposed reduction of the Pensioner Education Supplement to exclude payment during the Summer months represents a significant disincentive of return to study for those who have been both out of the workforce and out of formalised study. As pensioners are the most disadvantaged group in Australian society, the proposed cut fails to reflect these students’ living situation of long-term poverty. As they have been isolated from formal education, they need ongoing access to information technology throughout the year, textbooks, and other goods and services relating to higher education. The reduction of some $360 from each student over the summer break will result in students being unable to pay their administration charges to University at the beginning of each year.  

4. International Comparisons 

The minimum cost of entry to Australian higher education is already high by international public university standards. A further increase in HECS, particularly if it is of the order of 30%, will serve to expand the gap between Australia and other comparable countries.
 The MCETYA Independent Study of the Higher Education Review finds that with a 30% top-up of fees, Australian students in HECS Bands 1 and 2 will pay more than students in low-cost and medium-cost courses in UK, France, Singapore, US and New Zealand. With respect to high-cost courses such as Medicine and Dentistry, Australians will pay less than students in a number of countries, about the same as students in Hong Kong and substantially more than students in the UK and France.
_____________________________________________________________________________

(iii) The Provision of fully funded places, including the provision for labour market needs, skill shortages and regional equity; and the impact of the ‘learning entitlement’

1. Regional equity 

The question of regional equity has been a matter of serious discussion in the media since details of Nelson’s Review package were first released. Internal student load at regional campuses will be determined depending on the location of the campus and the size of the institution. The largest loading (30%) will apply for the two higher education institutions in the Northern Territory. These institutions currently receive higher than average subsidy rates in recognition of their additional costs. Much smaller loadings, between 2.5% and 7.5%, will apply to designated regional campuses in other States, depending on their proximity to a mainland capital city and the size of the institution.

There are three major concerns surrounding regional loading – first is that the loading will only apply to internally enrolled students. This means that the large numbers of external students at institutions like University of Southern Queensland and University of New England will not attract any loading. A second condition of the funding is that the institution will be penalized if they have a greater EFTSU than 10,000. There was originally some confusion relating to this provision, it has now been clarified that the figure relates to the institution (not just the campus as was originally interpreted). The third concern is the Review’s redefinition of “regional campus”. The distance that a campus is from “a mainland capital” defines this. Obviously this has not been received well by universities such as University of Western Sydney, University of Newcastle and Wollongong University who consider their role in regional communities as pivotal. UWS for example will not be eligible for regional funding. Furious lobbying has been reported in the press as a result of Nelson’s media release which stated that “public higher education institutions will be given an opportunity to nominate specific regional campuses for consideration in the allocation of 2004 funding”. 

2. Learning Entitlements 

The implication of the Learning Entitlement combined with the increase in the number of full-fee places is, if and when a student’s learning entitlement expires, they will be forced to enrol as full-fee paying students. If a student fails subject/s and goes over the five year time period allowed the learning entitlement is discontinued. These changes will have a particular impact on students from low-income backgrounds and mature age students who find it difficult to complete their education within the prescribed time period due to work or family commitments. It also seems to be a major disincentive for Australia to become involved in life-long learning. It is extremely unjust that students will suffer from even additional financial penalties if they fail to complete their qualifications within a Government specified time limit.  Those that would suffer the most are those students that are already experiencing hardships or have special needs. 

It is also unclear as to how the Government time restrictions will be determined. For instance if a student takes a leave of absence or is excluded for a period of time will this be counted as time taken towards the completion of their degree?  In other words will the time frame count from the moment a student is enrolled in a course regardless of whether or not they are attending classes. Australian universities already have time limits in which students must complete their degree or face exclusion.  At UTS for example students must finish their degree within ten years of its commencement.  If the Government dictates that time limits be applied to students then it should be the same limit which universities currently apply to their students.  It is extremely unfair that if a university believes that a student should be entitled to a certain period of time to complete their qualification that the Government has the power to ignore university policy and determine their own time frame. Students are already disadvantaged if they take longer than the prescribed time frame for a qualification due to the failing of units because they will incur a higher HECS debt.

3. Appeals against assessment grades  

Individual institutions will be responsible for appeals when a student fails a subject, as to whether they will be still entitled to a commonwealth subsidy. Each year UTS Students’ Association assists hundreds of students who are facing exclusion or fail courses due to circumstances beyond their control (illness, work commitments, family commitments). If the student can demonstrate that extenuating circumstances caused their poor academic performance then there is a good chance that the University will allow them to continue with their studies. If a university is willing to make allowances for students who suffer difficulties then the Government should offer the same concessions. There must be provisions made to ensure that students who have experienced personal hardships are not penalised by the Government by being forced to pay up-front for those subjects which they have failed for reasons beyond their control.

4. Flexibility and Choice  

Figures modeled in the reform package indicate that, under the new arrangements, 13% of commencing students will already have used up at least some of their entitlement, and a further 9% will have used up a significant proportion of it. Research suggests that 17% of students change their course in the first or second years of study and that 20% of first year students hope to change to a different course after their first year. There is a complex range of legitimate reasons why students study for a second degree, change courses or re-enter higher education after dropping out of a course at an earlier time, including: an inability to find suitable employment on graduation; an opportunity to upgrade to a more challenging course of choice after proving their capacity in their first year of study; or personal circumstances such as parenting responsibilities or illness that prevented successful course completion on their initial attempt. Factors such as the choice of course students make when first entering higher education can impact on their probability of not completing the course. Research indicates, for example, that completion rates vary dramatically across fields of study, ranging from approximately 92% in veterinary science degrees to 58% in arts degrees. (DEST Higher Education Student Statistics, 2002)

The Learning Entitlements scheme will consequently introduce some inequities into the system. For high performing students who are clear about their career choice and gain immediate entry to their course of choice, the Learning Entitlement may not have any detrimental impact on access to higher education. However, for students who take some time to find their niche, have to discontinue studies for a range of personal reasons, and/or confront challenges in progressing through their courses, the Learning Entitlement scheme will probably restrict their access in the longer term. Subject failure rates will also have a significant impact on the adequacy of Learning Entitlements for some students. Students choosing to study double degrees may face particular challenges, as their Learning Entitlement may only cover them for the time necessary to complete their course without any subject failures. Students in this category are not an insignificant minority in the student body, and the popularity of double degrees continues to grow. Students undertaking double degrees will already face HECS debts of up to $40,000.

5. Impacts on Lifelong Learning 

The Commonwealth has indicated that it will encourage lifelong learning by allocating an additional entitlement to individual students after a specified number of years to be determined by the Government. The details of this provision, however, have not yet been determined and presumably will not be included in the package put before the Senate. The nature of these provisions could be critical in determining whether the Learning Entitlement scheme acts to promote or limit lifelong learning. However the NTEU have expressed grave concerns about the impact of a learning entitlement allocation and their response to the Higher Education Review states, “These changes may have an inequitable impact on students from low-income backgrounds and mature age students who find it difficult to complete their education within the prescribed time period due to work or family commitments. It also seems to be a major disincentive for Australia to become involved in life-long learning.” (p.34, A National Tertiary Education Industry Union Analysis and Response, June 2003)

The major concerns about a learning entitlement are the impacts on people trying to access re-training. Obvious examples include people re-training due to the rapid changes to industry under globalisation, or parents (predominantly women) seeking to re-enter the workforce after time off child-rearing work. It is not yet a full voucher system as there will still be a planned negotiation process between universities and the Commonwealth over the distribution of the learning entitlements. It is designed to remove funding from those students who fail courses, and possibly those who change from one course to another. It means that a student who does not complete a course in the time determined by the Government will lose their access to a HECS place and will need to pay full-fees.

_____________________________________________________________________________

b)ii) The financial impact on universities, including the impact of the commonwealth grant scheme, the differential impact of fee deregulation, the expansion of full fee paying places and comparable international levels of government investment.
The UTS Students’ Association (SA) rejects the funding model proposed by the Federal Government for the higher education sector on the basis that, in summary:

· it does not represent a significant growth in funding to the university sector - of the 1.46 billion promised by the Government under Backing Australia’s Future only $753 million is genuinely new funding. The budget therefore completely disregards the findings of the Senate’s Universities in Crisis report.

· the majority of funds to be delivered to the sector over the next four years, will be delivered from 2005-2007 – despite the immediate funding requirements of the sector;

· any growth funds appear to be conditional on reforms to University governance arrangements and workplace relations; 

· it represents a significant shifting of university costs/funding onto students and their families; in some cases, students paying more than the actual cost of a course.

· it will lead to an escalation in fees and charges and will further discourage access to university for people from a lower socio-economic background;

· the new Commonwealth Grants Scheme (CSG) will give the Government unprecedented control over individual universities who will be required to enter into Funding Agreements with the Commonwealth which will determine course delivery and course numbers;

· the CSG will enable the Federal Government to “claw back” a significant amount of expenditure which would have remained in University coffers under the base operating grants scheme. Importantly, there is no guarantee that the funds recouped by the Commonwealth will then flow back to the sector;

· it will increase inter-University competition, resulting in “winners” (Go8 universities) & the “losers” (regional, and non-metropolitan universities);

· the Commonwealth’s funding contribution to each student university place will diminish in relation to the proportion which is met through increased/deregulated fees and charges;
1. Less HECS places

Backing Australia’s Future states from 2005 there will be 25 000 new commonwealth places which replace marginally funded places. As of last year  DEST figures show there were over 32 200 national marginally funded places which will be converted to fully funded places..

The National Union of Students states that as a result of the conversion,  and in the context of the whole package, there will be a shortfall of 771 funded places in 2006 than currently exist.
 

The Independent study of the Higher Education Review commissioned by MCETYA, concludes that;

There will be a significant increase in the number of ‘fully funded’ places as a result of Baking Australia’s Future, but over enrolment will be phased out.  The net change resulting solely from  Backing Australia’s Future,  is a reduction in HECS-liable places of 1175 EFTSU in 2008 compared with 2002
. 

However with growth from existing policy, The report also finds that the growth in HECS places to 2008 is slight (only 0.8% over 2002) and that by 2011 falls short of the growth in population.  The only growth in the sector is estimated by the report to be in full fee paying places to 2008 of approximately 5 to 10%.  However the experience of the sector of the uptake of full fee paying places has been limited. The independent report cautions that if there is no growth in full fee paying places,   “the ratio of higher education places to the population would fall between 2003 and 2011 in all states except Tasmania.”

UTS is phasing out over enrolments this year to 2005 as part of an agreement with DEST.  In 2001 semester one,  UTS had a total of 14 392  government funded (postgraduate and undergraduate) EFTSU
.  In 2003 the phasing out of over enrolments sees 13, 071 government funded  EFTSU enrolled at census date, with a long term 2003 target for a reduction to 12, 887.  On these available figure, this would indicate a drop of 1,505 government funded EFTSU from 2001 to the end of 2003.

2. Impact of inadequate funding on Universities

Adequate funding for institutions are crucial in delivering a quality educational experience for the student as well as academic staff. Cuts to funding has already crippled many institutions and over the years universities have responded by the discontinuance of subjects, or even entire courses that are deemed unprofitable. In addition, workloads have increased for staff, lack of facilities such as physical space have resulted in overcrowding, and conditions compounded for students by shortages in equipment and library resources, as well as lack of Facilitators in practicums, to name but a few indicators of declining levels of funding. Of particular note is the deteriorating staff–student ratios across the board at UTS as well as nationally. UTS has undergone severe ‘rationalisation’ in Faculties such as Nursing and Teacher Education, and as such some of the reforms are welcoming news, however, the bulk of the reforms will undeniably be detrimental to the institution and the nation as a whole.  

A distinctive characteristic of a university is to develop critical self-reflection and evaluation, to instil discovery, and transmission of knowledge. To do so effectively, staff require to be excellent teachers as well as researchers. In order to do so, there must be resources at hand that allow training, and the opportunity to develop skills and knowledge that can be effectively imparted to students. 

Development of relevant and inclusive curricula and programme design require a combination of research, skills and practice in teaching. The acquisition of new skills in the delivery of flexible course delivery and pedagogies for on-line education, as well as exemplary teaching and assessment; all of which require not only incentives, but appropriate levels of funding. This appears to be absent in the current reforms. 

In all likelihood, the diversity of courses that are currently offered by UTS for instance is likely to be curtailed, resulting in fewer choices for prospective students and thus a limited capacity for UTS to attract students.  Of equal concern is the increased reliance on private sources of funding by universities. This has enormous and at times negative impacts on the curricula. Similarly, research priorities can also be influenced by the source of funding, thus severely compromising the significance and conclusions of the research.

_____________________________________________________________________________

(c) The implications of such proposals on the sustainability of research and research training in public research agancies

The UTS Students’ Association believes that publicly-funded research is unsustainable under the current system of funding. The continued use of performance-based funding, and the erosion (or “reallocation” of publicly-funded places, will see an overall reduction in public funding, will see the sector effectively privatised, with students facing user-pays for research degrees and more industry involvement in what ought be full public funding. The UTS Students’ Association believes that the Federal Government should aim to increase the research sector for all public Universities- and not merely skew the outcomes. With regard to public research agencies, the Students’ Association believes that those that undertake research for the benefits of humanity should continue to attract public funding, and not be subjected to performance-based funding, or attached to individual Universities. 

1. The Research Training Scheme and Performance-Based Funding

The Backing Australia’s Future document suggests that performance-based funding will be the mechanism used to fund public education in the future. The UTS Students’ Association believes that this will ensure that notions of equity will be lost in the pursuit of Universities seeking to compete for research places- the Research Training Scheme has been an example of this.

The Research Training Scheme (RTS) has acted as a blueprint for the Government- of bringing in a policy for postgraduates to assess its impact and resistance, and then implementing that policy into the undergraduate area of higher education. In terms of what it’s meant to research in Australian universities, the RTS has been an experiment in how to divide a sector in what was traditionally a community of peers. Whilst it’s a $527 million program, allocations have been made which skew the sector. As with all fiscal decisions, neo-Liberal ideology has been the driver, and its driven some Universities to the brink of research bankruptcy. 

Performance-Based Funding (PFB) have been the two policies that have driven the Scheme. The welfare sector was hit hard by the Federal Government’s use of PFB almost a decade ago, finding that the bigger church-based charities received funding and smaller specialist services lost theirs in formulas where bigger is better and receives more funding. The UTS Students’ Association believes that there should be a return to block funding- to fund students on the basis of need, not on selected “performance” criteria.

PFB relies on notions of “outputs” as a measure of performance. In the RTS, one of the criterion for funding was “completions”. Equity aims to encourage enrolments. Notions of equity do not rely on “outputs” without recognising issues such as structural impediments, resourcing and funding issues, rigid Government policy and inappropriate measures of what’s important and what education is about. To the left is equity. To the right is PFB. The student remains in the middle. Universities who choose equity as praxis will not be funded in a PFB environment. To guarantee access in enrolment in this current environment is to risk being punished by the Federal government. The decision of the Liberal government to axe over enrolments (mentioned below) is just one example. 

Merely one of the consequences of the RTS is that it has served to establish- in a particularly short period of time- a two-tiered system- as predicted at the outset. On the one hand, there are the “winners” – those who had a longer tradition of research, and the “losers”- those Institutions who were newer to the research tradition and were building a research profile. But even some in the the Group of Eight who were broadly supportive of PFB are now suffering the loss of public places.  

Whilst a universal analysis of the RTS scheme has not been undertaken yet, there’s certainly trend data on post-Budget analysis. Newcastle University, for example, is facing a $1.6 million dollar research cut after 2004. That’s about 8% of research funding. James Cook University has reported that demand for research places is down 12%. That’s because richer Universities are able to use reserve money left over from successful tendering to use for scholarships- poorer Universities just don’t have the money and so can’t attract students. It’s predicted that even harsher PBF criteria will lead to 1/3 of Universities losing their research facilities and laboratories and becoming teaching-only Universities. The return to a binary of research and non-research Universities that existed pre-1988 is incredibly backward thinking. From 1988 until 2001 when the RTS was implemented, Universities were encouraged to develop a research cohort. From 2001 and beyond, it’s back to 1988. Those Universities that are expected to be pushed out of research due to the tighter funding regime to be announced in the 2003 Budget will be New England, UWS, Charles Sturt, Southern Cross, and the Australian Catholic University. 

UTS has not fared well under the RTS.  The Government no longer funds Universities according to number of places, but rather in terms of dollars. In the old scheme, the official number of RTS places lost has been 12. That is, we now have public funding for 488 places instead of 500. In dollar terms, that’s a loss of nearly $500,000. To continue to sustain a research profile, UTS has pursued a policy of over-enrolment. That means enrolling students over and above the publicly funded RTS places. This policy has a favourable consequence for students- it means that local Research Masters and PhD students don’t have to pay the fees for local research degrees policy that was implemented by UTS in 2000.The Federal Government is predicted to penalise Universities for overenrolment policies in the Budget. The removal of over-enrolment places (funded at $2700 per student instead of the $10,000-plus it pays for funded students) will spell the end of equitable research degrees. 

UTS also lost one Australian Postgraduate Award (APA). Further erosion of APA’s means that students will have to work in paid employment to an even greater extent because the Government won’t assist them to study.  Until 2004, UTS is protected by a “cap” which redistributes dollars to those who fare less well under the RTS Scheme. If UTS remains constant in current performance under the formula, we’ll lose 25% of our funding from 2001 levels. But given that UTS has improved on the indicators of “completions”, “research income” and “publications”, it is more likely that we’ll lose 10% of our research funding (from 2001 levels) after 2004. 

Of course, there is more to lose than mere dollars under the RTS agenda. The Dean of the University Graduate School, believes that the RTS reduces quality and opportunity for research education in Australia. The Dean has expressed that the longer term effects of the Scheme are: the adoption of low risk, short timeframe research; the selection of low risk and full-time students for enrolment; the reduction of generic skills training; a temptation within the sector for early examination decisions to be reached; and that the scheme favours the sciences (due to the weighting given to research income). 

Performance-based funding might be summed up in the following way.  The Burton Clarke’s Mathew Effect states that “An institution’s history will dictate its future and accumulated advantage will continue to accrue to those most able to perform”. This is a salient point- the Government must recognise the structural disadvantage for some institutions in receiving public funding, when they have had a more recent history of developing a research profile.

Performance-based funding is one of the biggest threats to higher education in Australia- not only to research education- but generally, as the policy broadens scope and influence.

2. Australian Postgraduate Awards  
The Budget has suggested that there will be only 31 new Australian Postgraduate Awards allocated between now and 2007. these places are to be linked to population growth- not merit, need or equity. UTS has already lost one APA due to the RTS allocations under performance-based funding. Our structural disadvantage in competing for places will means that our ability to maintain a publicly funded research cohort will dwindle. This will also mean a real loss of student income support – less places, less scholarships. 

3. The Publicly Funded Research Agencies

The UTS Students’ Association believes that funding for public research agencies should be a government responsibility. The CSIRO has an important history in providing essential research in Australia. The Students’ Association believes that the CSIRO must continue to exist autonomously and not be funded by industry. We also believe that research agencies ought not be aligned to particular Universities, as the research agencies provide benefits to all Australians and ought not become the “property” of any one Institution. We refer to the CSIRO and the Australian Institute of Marine Science in making these statements. The UTS Students’ Association believes that research should be undertaken for purposes of liberation and for the benefit of society. We believe that any public funding of research agencies should only be provided if those agencies are working towards goals which relate to areas of social justice- not  for example, research which contributes to death and destruction.

_____________________________________________________________________________
(d) The effect of this package on the relationship between the Commonwealth, the States and Universities, including issues of institutional autonomy, governance, academic freedom and industrial relations:

1. Governance
The UTS Student’s Association  views the Federal Government’s budget proposals on University governance as particularly abhorrent. In sum, these proposals are an attack on staff collegiality and student rights. They are diametrically opposed, to notions of democratic decision and participatory decision making which should be hall marks of an accountable and public instituion.

The SA does not necessarily oppose the development of National Governance Protocols provided student organisations and staff unions are sufficiently consulted in the drafting processes. We support for example, programs of professional development for members of governing bodies. However, we do not support governance protocols, which attempt to mandate the size and composition of governing bodies, or limit the role, that particular staff and student representatives can perform. 

The SA refutes the protocol which states that members of governing boards should “not act as a delegate or representative of a particular constituency” on the following basis:

· it fails to recognise that although certain Council members may in fact be delegates or representatives of students and staff, that these representatives are still capable of “viewing the big picture” and working in the best interests of the University;

· that students and staff as major stakeholders in the University, (and in fact are, the University)  bring unique perspectives and contributions to University decision-making;

· that student and staff participation is valued by other members of these decision –making bodies (it provides a direct link for Management and Administrators to the student and staff body);

· that students and staff have (long-held) expectations that they will have their own representation in University governance structures; and

· business leaders on Council are representative/delegates from the business community; 

Student and staff representation ensures that decision-making and University governance structures remain accountable to, and representative of, the major stakeholders in the University.  It also ensures that University governance is legitimate and reflective of views from the ground up.

The SA rejects the Government’s attempts to increase corporate influence in University governance – particularly when this will be at the expense of student and staff participation. While some business leaders will undoubtedly have something positive and constructive to contribute to University governance, the SA does not believe that business leaders have a mortgage on leadership skills and leadership acumen. Indeed, there are enough examples of business corruption and corporate collapses around to suggest that this is far from the case. “Sound decision-making” can come from a variety of sectors and occupational groups (eg, community sector) and University governance should continue to reflect this diversity.

The SA is also sceptical about the (limited)  “vision” that much business leadership will invariably bring to the University. This vision would arguably emphasise money-making enterprise over (less tangible) educational, social and environmental outcomes and concerns. It may also impact on the University’s commitment to provide an accessible education to students from equity groups and lower socio-economic backgrounds – as they represent a less profitable student cohort.

The SA rejects outright any attempt to make the additional public funding of $414 million, (announced in the budget), contingent on governance reform.

2. Industrial Relations

The UTS Students’ Association supports the right of University staff to belong to a trade union. The SA also believes that enterprise bargaining organised between University Management and staff unions, is the best and most efficient way to negotiate, and advance workplace conditions on campus - the current round IV of enterprise bargaining at UTS illustrates this belief. Not only have negotiations at UTS been conducted in “good faith” by all parties concerned, but the agreements promise to deliver a range of productivity improvements and improved worker entitlements such as enhanced maternity leave provisions, an indigenous employment strategy, caps on the utilisation of casuals and non-standard employment etc. 

The SA does not believe that the Government should attempt to intervene in industrial relations outcomes on university campuses. 

The SA views the additional $55million in 2006/07 for a so-called Workplace Productivity Program,  as another unfortunate development designed purely to undermine bargaining initiatives and staff unity. If performance pay is to become a reality in the university sector, then this is something that should be negotiated as part of enterprise bargaining arrangements – and not unilaterally imposed as part of the  Government’s policy prescription.

The SA views the proposed changes to the Workplace Relations Act 1996 as a further and unwarranted attempt to stymie the rights of workers to undertake legitimate industrial action. The Federal Government should not interfere with the ability of academics to withhold examination results when industrial disputation arises. This form of industrial action is consistent with the sorts of strategies employed across all other industrial sectors and has successfully led to the speedy resolution of many industrial disputes in the higher education sector. It is not action, which is taken lightly by academics – they do not willingly seek to disadvantage their students.

In summary, the Students’ Association believes that the industrial relations reforms proposed as part the Government’s budget package would have a disastrous effect on staff (and subsequently students) in the higher education sector. They would heighten staff competition and destroy collegiality, increase pay and gender inequities, lead to increased rates of casualisation, and contract labour, promote work intensification, be ruinous of workplace consultation processes and destroy a raft of other conditions which have been established in the higher education sector.

3. Academic freedom

The UTS Students’ Association suspects that the cumulative affect of the budget proposals will be to severely curtail academic freedoms. 

With the Federal Government demonstrating both an increasing willingness to intervene in the higher education sector (in order to deliver on policy) and a willingness to tie additional funding to compliance measures, it is likely that University academics will be less prepared to speak out on contentious issues – for fear of losing research grants, institutional funding etc.

Aside from tied funding arrangements, some specific budget measures, which the SA believes to have negative implications on academic freedom, are:

· the emphasis on individual contracts, which could feasibly put stipulations on academic freedom/s. Or importantly, remove academics from the protections which are inherent in collective arrangements;

· increasing emphasis on teaching-only positions meaning that the scope for other academic ‘activities” may become much more restrictive;

· governance measures which will severely curtail the rights of academics to “speak out” in University and wider forums;

· the increasing emphasis on profit generating activities meaning that there will be little scope for activity which is not directed solely at teaching, instrumental research and revenue raising; and

· increasing corporate influence in the University meaning that those activities, which are less favourably disposed to corporate interests, will be discouraged.

4. Institutional autonomy

As already clear from the industrial relations and governance measures, the Federal Government’s budget reforms pose a genuine threat to institutional autonomy (in this instance, the autonomy of institutions to determine their own governance and workplace relations arrangements). These measures also demonstrate the Government ‘s preparedness to utilise the funding carrot in the context of a public funding crisis, to obtain compliance  - and regardless of the affects this may have for University decision-making and harmony.

The Government has made it clear throughout the review process that it believed there was too much duplication in course offerings between different Universities. It also made it clear that it does not believe all institutions should deliver research and teaching functions. Subsequently, the Government is promoting a deregulated system, which although suggesting increased institutional autonomy, (i.e., autonomy to set own fees and charges) will nonetheless limit the autonomy of those institutions (i.e., non-sandstone universities) that will be unable to compete with their more prestigious “rivals”. These institutions will “picking up the leftovers” and will no longer have the autonomy or financial resources to provide the scope of courses and functions currently on offer. 

The SA believes that the new Commonwealth Grant Scheme (CSG) will give the Federal Government unprecedented power over individual institutions. For under the new arrangements, individual universities will have to negotiate a Funding Agreement with the Commonwealth which will stipulate what courses will be provided and in what numbers. It appears that the Commonwealth will make the determinations on what  are the course requirements, and the institutions (particularly those without market power) will then have to oblige.

 _____________________________________________________________________________

(e) alternate policy and funding options for the higher education and public research sectors
Consistent with the SA philosophy of a free and accessible higher education system, the SA subsequently proposes alternate policy and funding options which;

· maximise Commonwealth funding to the University sector;

· delivers immediate growth funding to the sector;

· reduces the fee paying burden on students and their families;

· does not lead to the creation of a stratified university sector;

· provides for all universities to deliver teaching and research functions;

· does not provide funding on the basis of the University’s preparedness to meet the Government’s ideological and policy prescriptions;

· promotes the participation of students from a lower socio-economic background in higher education (and does not rely for this purpose on increased scholarship funding);

· recognise life-long learning and do not punish students for “failing” to complete study programs on time; and

· promotes increased participation of indigenous Australians in the higher education sector.

While the SA sees a number of shortcomings in the ALP’s higher education policy, the SA nonetheless believes there are some positive policy alternatives in this package including: new funding exceeding that which is on offer in the Backing Australia package, a more generous indexation mechanism for the salary component of university grants, an explicit commitment not to allow universities to increase HECS by 30%,  a commitment to create 21,000 new full and part-time university places by 2008 and 20,000 new TAFE places, the abolition of domestic full-fee paying places etc.  In addition, the SA welcomes the ALP proposal to generate some additional university funding through the abolition of tax changes for foreign executives, and reductions in the Diesel Fuel Rebate for mining from 100 to 90 per cent.

The SA believes that there are a range of other taxation and expenditure measures which could be introduced which will generate additional funding for the higher education sector (implicit in this belief is the knowledge that Australia is one of the lowest taxing countries in the OECD). We suggest for example, a review of all revenue lost to the state through tax concessions, rebates (eg, private health care rebate) tax deductions etc. We also propose a review of current (and disproportionate) Government expenditures on areas like private schooling, the armed forces, corporate subsidies etc.  Furthermore, we suggest that capital gains taxes, wealth and inheritance taxes be placed back on the political agenda.

The SA seeks to have that proportion of university funding dedicated to indigenous and equity initiatives increased significantly in coming years. We also seek real increases from the Commonwealth in both in the ($) amounts and the accessibility of existing income support arrangements (Youth Allowance, Austudy & Abstudy) – the Federal Government has refused to acknowledge the disastrous affects that cuts to these entitlements and heightened breaching practices have had, in driving potential students (ie, students from an indigenous and lower socio-economic background) out of the higher education system. 

_____________________________________________________________________________
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