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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A summary of major responses to the questions asked in the Ministerial Issues Paper and the Recommendations of the Guthrie Review is given below in:

AFUW submits that the first responsibility of the Australian Government is to support the development and maintain the quality of our existing institutions.  We believe that the Government’s ambitions for a confident, strong, high quality higher education sector are most likely to be achieved by:
(a) developing within the overall higher education sector a differentiated range of adequately funded  institutions whose names reflect their distinctive characteristics;

(b) recognising, encouraging and extending processes that build on the already existing diversity in our not-for-profit universities;
(c) bearing in mind that systems that may be appropriate to a very large population base and consequent extensive funding resources are unlikely to be appropriate to the relatively small population and resource bases of Australia; or
(d) understanding that diversity reliant on limited resource bases may lead  to diffusion of quality, ultimately limiting choice to second rate options which will neither meet the needs of Australian citizens nor prove attractive to the best overseas students.

On the definition of a university, AFUW submits that the requirement for all universities to undertake research as well as teaching is central to the concept of a university and that this, along with the requirement to include a range of disciplinary areas, should remain part of the requirement for the title.  

Research-only and teaching-only institutions should not be called universities.  They may have a role in the higher education sector, but AFUW submits that the public would be better served by the development of such institutions within Australia than by the importation of ready-made, but possibly less relevant, institutions.
AFUW submits that any specialist institution and/or any institution provided by a private supplier must be covered by National Protocols with respect to definition, accreditation and staffing in order that:
· the public, and students in particular, may be assured of the quality and standards of all higher education offerings; and
· the distinctive nature of different forms of higher education offerings may be maintained.
AFUW believes that expansion of for-profit providers risks a dilution of quality and a reduction of equitable access in Australia’s higher education offerings since the principle of profit does not foster open-minded intellectual integrity in research and/or teaching and the principle of ‘user-pays’ has little regard for those of low socio-economic status.  There is a risk that the presence of such providers may actually lead to a skewing and limitation of the breadth of course offerings and research activities upon which the health of higher education depends.


I  Introduction

The Australian Federation of University Women Inc. (AFUW) is a non-government organisation of women graduates with associations in 7 States and Territories.  It was formed in 1922 in Australia and is affiliated to the International Federation of University Women and shares with it the aim of fostering the engagement of women in higher education in order to enable them to develop more widely their own intellectual growth, their position in the professions, and their capacity to contribute to the well-being of the wider community.
It is in the light of these aims and a concern for education in general that this submission is made and we are grateful for the opportunity to contribute to this important discussion.  AFUW regrets however that the very title of the Issues Paper begs the question of whether what needs to be discussed is diversity within the higher education system overall or diversification of the concept of universities as defined, after extensive discussion, by Protocol One of the National Protocols for Higher Education Approval Processes (2000).  This seems to follow on from the nature of the Guthrie Recommendations, which allow for, and can even be read as encouraging, a significant reshaping of universities within Australia without seriously addressing whether this is desirable.

AFUW supports the Australian Government’s ambition, as defined in Backing Australia’s Future, for a confident, strong, high quality higher education sector that plays a vital role in our economic, cultural and social development.  As the Minister has said ‘The kind of Australia inherited by our children will be driven largely by the research teaching and scholarship undertaken by Australian universities.’
We submit, however, that these ambitions, along with the four guiding principles of sustainability, quality, equity and diversity (affirmed by the Minister in Backing Australia’s Future), are most likely to be achieved by:

(a) developing within the overall higher education sector a differentiated range of adequately funded  institutions whose names reflect their distinctive characteristics;

(b) recognising, encouraging and extending the processes that build on the already existing diversity in our not-for-profit universities;
(c) bearing in mind that systems, such as that of the USA, which may be appropriate to a very large population base and consequent extensive  funding resources may not be appropriate to the  relatively small population and resource bases of Australia, while systems appropriate to countries with smaller populations may not meet the needs of Australia’s geographical size and population dispersal;

(d) understanding that diversity without adequate resource bases may lead not to strength but to diffusion of quality, ultimately limiting choice to second rate options which will neither meet the needs of Australian citizens nor prove attractive to the best overseas students.

These general positions inform the following more detailed responses to the questions posed in the series of sometimes overlapping questions dot-pointed on p. 27 of the Issues Paper.  We would like, however, to begin with some observations on the Guthrie Report Recommendation as they appear in Appendix A of the Issues Paper.
II. The Guthrie Report and its Recommendations

II. 1.  AFUW is concerned that the Guthrie Recommendations allow for, and quite possibly encourage, a significant reshaping of universities within Australia without addressing whether this is in fact either necessary or desirable.
We are also concerned about the level of consultation preceding these recommendations. Why did Professor Guthrie’s team fail to interview any of the student associations in Australia? (see 2.14 of the Issues Paper, hereafter abbreviated as IP).  In the interviewing process, there appears to have been a heavy weighting placed on the private higher education providers, business groups, the Australian Qualifications Framework and none at all on one of the most important stakeholder groups, the students paying, either through HECS or HECS-Help loans, for their higher education programmes and degrees.
Nowhere is there evidence that the team spoke to representatives of the National Union of Students, the Council of Australian Postgraduate Associations, including the Indigenous Students Postgraduate Association or Indigenous academics, who constitute a distinct group within the National Tertiary Education Union.
An independent review, expected to ensure that the four principles mentioned above (Introduction) were met in any revision of the Protocols, should have interviewed, and been cognisant of the needs and desires of, the students, male and female, Australian and international, those entering university immediately from secondary school and those mature-aged students who have formed an increasing part of the higher education population.  They are central to ‘the kind of Australia inherited by our children’ and they are paying for an increasingly expensive higher education.


 It is most significant, given the needs and desires of Australia’s Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people, that they had no place in the Guthrie Review.  It is noted at 4. 41 of the Issues Paper that the Guthrie Review mentions the Batchelor Institute of Indigenous Tertiary Education, but the latter is included merely as one of four non-university institutions authorised to accredit their own courses, a status described in Guthrie as ‘an historic anomaly rather than a designation to which an institution can aspire’.  There is no consideration, for example, of the Anangu Tertiary Education Programme on the Anangu Pitjantjatjara Yankunytjatjara, which aims to produce a stable and effective teaching force in Anangu schools (see The Advertiser, November 4, 2004).  Do such programmes have no place in the Protocols?  Do Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander cultures have no place in Protocol One (see IP 2.6).  Do they have no place in ‘a culture of sustained scholarship extending from that which informs inquiry and basic teaching and learning, to the creation of new knowledge through research, and original creative endeavour’?
Any plans (suggested in IP 2.16) for an MCEETYA meeting to follow up the responses to this Issues Paper must include representatives of groups left out by the Guthrie Review, especially the higher education student organisations, and representatives of Aboriginal and Torres Straits Islanders.

II. 2. The Recommendations, the Definition of a University and Protocol One. 

While Recommendation 3 of the Guthrie Review calls for national discussion of the definitions of ‘university’ and ‘higher education’ and of ‘the desired profile and characteristics of Australian universities and H[igher] E[ducation]’, many of the other Recommendations suggest revisions of, or additions to, the Protocols (especially Protocol One) that strengthen the idea of the distinctive nature of a university as an institution in which, across a range of disciplinary fields, teaching and research are seen as intimately related in the activities of academic staff as they engage with the creation and transmission of advanced knowledge (see especially Recommendations 5, 6, 7, 10, 18, and Recommendation 19: ‘That all States and Territories should have, if not already in place, distinct and separate processes for the accreditation of HE and VET awards’).

AFUW submits that the Discussion Paper tends to treat the recommendation for discussion of the nature of universities as open-ended while ignoring the weight of recommendations (such as those cited) that assume that the basis for defining a university is satisfactorily determined by Protocol One, so that the latter requires modification to refine its detail rather than to radically alter its nature.

III. The Issues Paper and its questions as to the possibility of a need to accommodate a broader range of higher education institutions in the national protocols and the appropriate nomenclature to be adopted if such institutions were introduced into the sector

III. 1. The Issue of Diversity:

On the issue of diversity AFUW is troubled by two elements in the Issues Paper:

· An apparently unquestioned assumption that diversity is an inherent good.  In fact diversity is in itself neutral: it can have good effects and it can have bad effects.  Excessive diversity can lead to confused choices and even to systemic unsustainability; and
· An apparent contradiction between suggestions that there should be diversifying of institutions and a desire to reduce their nomenclature by extending the name of university to institutions which currently are excluded from using that name by Protocol One.

AFUW submits that there is already a great deal of diversity within the higher education system in general (see IP 2.8) and the university system in particular.  AFUW also submits that it is desirable to have the sector regulated at least as rigorously as the universities so that the quality of educational offerings in all higher education institutions can be assured and that those enrolling in any institution have a clear indication of the nature of the qualification that it is able to award them.  AFUW is most concerned that any revision of the protocols ensures that existing and prospective private for-profit institutions are regulated as rigorously as are the public not-for-profit institutions of Australia.
Diversity within the existing university sector operating under Protocol One.
AFUW supports the statement in the Ministerial Foreword that diversity within the university system can be achieved in many ways.  It does not accept his categorical assertion that it cannot be achieved by what he describes as the ‘one size fits all’ model of a university because it believes that this is a gross over-simplification of the nature of the actual universities created under the existing protocols.
AFUW is concerned that the particular element of Protocol One that appears to be questioned is the requirement for all universities to undertake research as well as teaching.  AFUW submits that this element of Protocol One is indeed central to the concept of a university and should be preserved as part of the requirement for the use of the title (see further III. 2).

The Issues Paper also, rather paradoxically, seems to work against the idea of internal diversity (i.e. multi-disciplinarity) that is another central element of the definition of a university under Protocol One.  Questioning as to whether it is necessary for every university to offer, for instance, a degree in education or to conduct research in medicine is to some extent questioning a straw man, since we know that there are already universities which do not offer the entire range of Faculties and/or courses and it is not necessary for them to do so under Protocol One.  There is nothing in Protocol One that prevents universities from developing individual ‘missions’ and AFUW supports this, provided it does not lead to too narrow a specialisation of course offerings, especially along narrowly-defined vocational education lines, or to research programmes that are too narrowly dominated by a desire for immediate commercial application.

Questioning as to whether universities should be required to ‘rationalise’ their offerings in order to prevent ‘duplication’ of, say, education degrees within a particular state, seem to be driven by a desire for economy rather than diversity.  It also ignores the fact that any examination of university handbooks reveals the inaccuracy of the phrase ‘one-size-fits-all’ to describe the current Australian universities’ diversity of course offerings or research activities.  For example, in South Australia, a prospective teacher wanting to concentrate on middle school, special education, science teaching at a secondary level is more likely to attend Flinders University.  That undergraduate degree will take three years, much more than the one year Graduate Diploma at the University of Adelaide in secondary education.  Both will differ from the Early Childhood programme, offered among others, at the University of South Australia, as this has a significant number of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students.
If one considers Faculties/Schools of Medicine around Australia, a number of different research focuses can be seen.  The John Curtin School of Medical Science has a different focus from the Monash University Faculty of Medicine.  In South Australia, the Flinders University School of Medicine has a major focus on Aboriginal health in remote areas and cooperates with the University in Darwin while the University of Adelaide has a major concern with the impact of brain injuries and traffic accidents.  Universities complement each other.  To take away a School of Medicine from any of these, in the name of supposed ‘diversity’, would be to decrease the range of research and teaching undertaken in the sector.  It would also decrease knowledge available for other disciplines and for the wider community as these universities have operated for the public good as well as for the provision of professional qualifications by students.  The acquisition of degrees by students, while improving their status and earning capacities, is not the only reason for the existence of universities.
The Issues Paper ignores the significance of the interaction between universities within regions, across Australia and internationally.  Degrees from Australian universities are awarded in China and Malaysia and other nations.  Our universities also work for the public good on an international basis as well as regional and national bases.  Academics attached to Australian universities have significant roles in world organisations.  For example, Professor Fran Baum, Head of Public Health at Flinders University, has developed health programmes for the public good within South Australia, in areas where people cannot afford to pay, and is now a member of a new international commission established by WHO.  A market-driven higher education system would make it impossible for senior academics to do work of this kind, meant to ease health burdens beyond the market place. 

III. 2. The Definition of a University

(a) Range of disciplines
A university, properly defined, engages a range of disciplines and enables students, teachers and researchers to have the advantage of approaches to learning that are imaginative, rigorous, open-minded and increasingly multidisciplinary.  AFUW notes Guthrie Recommendation 7, which requires a new university to have at least three fields of study.  We would like to see clarification of this point to make it clear that these should not be too closely related.  It would not be acceptable for instance, to have a university whose three fields of study were economics, accountancy and business administration. This is much too narrow a focus. 

The twentieth century, in two World Wars and since 1945, has suffered from narrow approaches to disciplines.  The attitudinal impact of separation of ‘hard’ from ‘soft’ disciplines has created an atmosphere in which the sciences could be separated from the humanities, arts and social sciences.  That attitude produced a situation in which the sciences could be divorced from ethics. In the double degrees frequently gained in today’s universities, that ‘chasm’ (as C.P. Snow once described it) ​ is being bridged.  Double degrees, for example in Law and Medicine, or Business and Bio-Technology, or Ethics and Genetics are possible.  We should not allow narrow, private-for-profit higher education institutions to take us back to the unethical, convenient approach to the sciences as ‘value-free, apolitical and neutral’.  We know today that is not so.  It is interesting that Oxford University now has a Chair for the Public Understanding of the Sciences.  AFUW submits that this is the kind of development of diversity within the universities that it would like to see fostered.
(b)
Protocol One and the Teaching-Research Nexus

AFUW supports the preservation of the combination of teaching and research as a defining aspect of a university.

Research

If, as stated in IP 3. 21, research is a key aspect of a knowledge based economy then surely it is essential for all graduates to be exposed to it?  How otherwise do they begin to know what an idea involves, let alone to what it can lead?  And how do they develop the skills to conduct research in their future employment?  There are very few careers for graduates in which at least some basic research is not required.

Nonetheless, there needs to be flexibility in demands made as to the nature and extent of research undertaken within different universities.  Especially in the case of new universities, whose special position is recognised by Guthrie, a limitation on the extent of research (as on the range of disciplinary offerings) is probably necessary at least for a reasonable period.  A new university might, for instance, limit itself to research that would be within the ABS definitions.  For an existing university to decide to do so, agreement would need to be gained from the Senate, staff body, student body and community.  This, however, does not mean that ‘no research’ is acceptable.  Indeed the opportunity for research is so important to advancement as an academic that measures need to be taken to counter the disadvantage of students and staff whose initial/current enrolment/appointment is in a non-research institution.

There is room for debate also on the nature of research and the way in which academics are expected to be ‘research-active’. Research should not be seen as only that which leads to innovation in the technical / scientific world. It should not be recognised solely on publication.  There should be flexibility in the expectations of academics in fulfilling the dual roles of teaching and research, not only in relation to the proportion of activity devoted by individual academics to each aspect but also in the time frame within which academics should be expected to demonstrate that they are ‘research-active’.  This is particularly important for female academics of child-bearing age.  AFUW agrees that there is a need to discuss ‘the specific combinations of teaching, scholarship and research which should define universities’ (IP 4.3) but insists nonetheless that the combination remains central to the concept of a university.  This is a view that AFUW put, along with the majority of respondents (see IP 4.12), in its submission to the Higher Education at the Crossroads Review, and it sees no reason to alter its view.
The case put by Henkel (2004) and Kogan (2004) for the nexus between teaching and research is cogent (see IP summary at 4.15).  This may be an area where statistical verification is not possible (IP 4.16), nonetheless qualitative evidence is seen in the way that both students and teachers/researchers develop further down the track.  In pre-tertiary institutions, for example, the teacher who has been enthused by a scholar in his or her higher education experience is most likely to pass that enthusiasm on to the next generation of potential university students.  Students grow in knowledge and understanding when they have been enthused and intellectually challenged by scholars imbued with a love and depth of understanding of the ramifications of their discipline.

Teaching
Emphasis on teaching in Australian universities is recent, as can be shown by an examination of changes in criteria for promotion in most universities from the 1980s onwards. These moved significantly into demanding teaching excellence as well as the peer-reviewed publications that are said to constitute research.  In South Australia, for example, such an emphasis, with formal recognition for excellence in teaching, began in 1990 at Flinders University. Student assessments of lecturers had existed at Adelaide University but it was only when the Advanced Colleges of Education were incorporated in universities that a stronger focus on teaching became evident.  To some extent, earlier students had been expected to accept what lecturers gave them and some researchers who resented teaching responsibilities made contempt for undergraduate teaching plain.  
The insistence that students should pay HECS fees, and later HECS-HELP loans, changed the climate of opinion among students, who were no longer prepared to put up with lacklustre or poorly prepared lectures.  Some researchers, who found teaching uncongenial, reacted against this new emphasis. However, it has always been the way that outstanding scholars have enjoyed sharing their knowledge with students.  That view was put forcefully by the Nobel Prize winner, chemist Roald Hoffmann, in his acceptance speech where he presented himself first as a teacher, particularly of undergraduate students.
AFUW is concerned that Recommendation 18 (a) of the Guthrie Review could be seen as weakening the research-teaching nexus in relation to undergraduate courses.  Along with Recommendation 18 (b), this appears to strengthen the position that research activity is more essential as a component of post-graduate teaching.  Some would argue that it is only here that the nexus should find its place.  AFUW however asks this question: if it is an essential component of post-graduate teaching, why should undergraduates miss out?  At the same time, AFUW notes and supports the inclusion of activity in scholarship as an element of postgraduate teaching.  Scholarship is central to both teaching and research.  The great university teacher, not designated a ‘research active’, may be as important to a university as a researcher¹.  His or her breadth of knowledge, his or her capacity to expand a student’s horizon is likely be the trigger for research and/or teaching excellence at a later time.

(c) Academic staff in multi-discipline, research and teaching institutions
AFUW notes that issues relating to the qualifications and duties of university academic staff do not figure among the questions offered for discussion by the Issues Paper, although they receive some attention in the Guthrie Recommendations, especially Recommendation 18.  AFUW submits that the quality of academic staff is central to the quality of university teaching and research and notes with concern the extent to which current academic staff report that they experience considerable tension between the demands of research, scholarship and teaching.  The cause often has less to do with reluctance to undertake these duties either singly or in combination and more to do with the fact that universities are not adequately funded to provide them with the time and resources to fulfil all functions satisfactorily, especially given the administrative demands also associated with university positions. 

AFUW does not support Recommendation 18 (a), which it considers to reflect a weakening of the research-teaching nexus and an undervaluing of undergraduate and coursework degrees. In regard to 18 (b), it draws attention to its earlier argument for the need for flexibility and realism in designating staff as ‘research active’.  In regard to 18 (c), AFUW submits that the duty of universities to provide regular evidence that staff are supported in their scholarly and/or research activities – a requirement AFUW endorses – should be matched by the duty of the government to demonstrate that the funding supplied to universities is sufficient to ensure that they can reasonably be expected to meet such an obligation.
III. 3.  Research-only and teaching-only institutions
AFUW fears that some of the impetus to split the existing university sector into research-only and teaching-only institutions and to favour future developments along theses lines comes from financial rather than quality considerations. Research is an expensive activity, both in terms of infrastructure and staff time.  There clearly could be some immediate financial gain in concentrating it in designated ‘research universities’ and ‘research-only institutes’.  The long-term losses in terms of academic morale and access to the highest-quality university education could be considerable.  It is likely to be regional universities that would lose in a competition for restricted status as research universities and this has serious implications as to accessibility for Australian students from regional and remote areas. 

AFUW does not oppose the existence of research-only or teaching-only institutions within the higher education sector.  It believes however that Australian higher education would be better served by the development of such institutions within Australia than by the importation of ready-made, but possibly less relevant, institutions.

AFUW does oppose the involvement of research-only institutions in the teaching or awarding of undergraduate degrees, as it believes that undergraduate students should be exposed to the broader and more comprehensive educational experience offered by a university.  It believes that postgraduate study could appropriately be undertaken in a research-only institution but recommends that this should only be possible where the institution is affiliated to a university and that the degree awarded should bear the name of that university.

AFUW submits that it is very important that specialist institutions be covered by National Protocols in order that

· the public, and in particular all students, Australian or overseas, may be assured of the quality and standards of all higher education offerings; and
· the distinctive nature of different forms of higher education offerings may be maintained

Should such institutions be called a university?

AFUW submits that a true valuing of diversity would be better demonstrated by adequate funding of a range of distinctively named higher-education institutions than by inappropriate extensions of the name ‘university’.  It recommends names such as:

Institute:
This title was once used to distinguish post-secondary institutions specializing in technological education.  With the changes in the higher education sector initiated in the ‘Dawkins era’, most such institutions were absorbed into the university sector and changed or modified their name as in the cases of Swinburne University or the University of Technology Sydney.  The Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology is the only institute to retain its title as its title is valued for its royal charter.

This original usage can now be counted obsolete and the title should indicate an institution that aims to advance knowledge within a specialised area.  The institution may be private and for-profit as with the Graeme Clark Institute in Melbourne. This was founded on the invention of a hearing aid for the deaf that enables users to speak and hear.  It undertakes important work, receives Australian Government financial (tax-payer funded) support for its ongoing research, employs university graduates and carries out its work without the need to confer a degree.  It is not a teaching institute although, inevitably, informal teaching and learning occur.  The medical research conducted, also in Melbourne, at the Walter and Eliza Hall Institute corresponds probably more closely to the kind of research conducted in university Faculties of Medicine.
There are already in existence some specialist teaching institutions with a range of titles such as the National Institute of Dramatic Arts, the Victorian College of the Arts and the Helpmann Academy in South Australia.  AFUW believes that some uniformity of nomenclature and definition would be valuable in clarifying student choices.  It also believes that teaching institutes or colleges would be better if they were incorporated in universities or acting in cooperation with them as is the case for the Victorian College of the Arts and the Helpmann Academy.  Institutes have not traditionally been degree-conferring institutions and AFUW believes that they are not suitable sites for undergraduate teaching.  Those wishing to participate in postgraduate programmes should be affiliated with, or located within existing universities, which already accommodate a number of cases of research institutes.
College:

This term, once familiar in Colleges of Advanced Education, is now relatively rare in the higher education sector.  The suggestion made in Guthrie Recommendation 26 revives an older use whereby a new institution was put on a probationary period as a ‘university college’.  The University of New England was once a College of the University of Sydney and the Australian Defence Force Academy remains a University College of the University of New South Wales.  AFUW sees no inherent problem with this category, and sees that it could facilitate the introduction in remote areas of new higher education institutions offering a limited range of the activities of a full-scale university.  However, AFUW believes that the university sector is better served by strengthening the existing institutions than by proliferating universities.  In this case, it might be preferable that such new ventures were set up by an existing university as a campus rather as a college.
College might be a suitable title for an overseas institution that wishes to enter the Australian sector without fulfilling all the conditions of Protocol One, even if the institution is accorded the title of a university in its local system.  Providers such as the University of Phoenix in the USA, if they ‘eschew many of the features usually associated with non-profit and publicly funded education, specifically those of research, community service and a comprehensive curriculum’ (IP 3.18) should not be named as delivering an educational package equivalent to Australian universities.  Moreover, the features that are suggested as appealing ‘to people in employment seeking to acquire or upgrade qualifications in vocational fields’ already exist, in practice and potential, in the diverse roles of Australia’s under-funded Technical and Further Education Institutes/Colleges.

AFUW considers that College is a suitable title for institutions of Tertiary and Further Education (TAFE), but it is disappointed that very little attention is paid to this sector in the Issues Paper, despite recognition of its importance as a deliverer of Vocational Education and Training.  If the boundaries between VET and the traditional higher education are being blurred, then the problem may be that they need to be redefined and that universities should be relieved of some of the requirements to be vocationally oriented that have been put upon them over recent years.

TAFE is a very important element in further education (especially so for women) and there needs to be careful consideration as to whether its needs are best met by location of its colleges in dual-sector universities or as separate entities.  In either case, the lines of connection from study in TAFE to study in universities need to be kept open by strengthening the existing credit transfer system and developing further accredited bridging and transition courses.
What’s in a Name? The Push for a Title

Some suggestions in the Issues Paper for possible changes to the protocols appear to be driven by the desire of specialist institutions, especially private providers, to benefit from the prestige of the name ‘university’ without meeting the onerous responsibilities defined in Protocol One.  As stated baldy in IP 3.15  ‘ New private providers are seeking a marketing edge through access to the title “university”.’
AFUW submits that it is not proper to surrender the idea that universities serve the public good to the desire for private profit and market place ambitions.
In 2003, AFUW raised concerns about the General Agreement of Trade in Services (GATS) and the possible impact of the entry of foreign providers into the educational sector. We were assured at the time by the Minister for Trade, the Hon. Mark Vaile, MP, that the Australian Government fully recognised the need for a distinctively Australian education system.  This does not seem to be a concern of the Issues Paper.  Although mention is made of private higher education providers from other nations at IP 3.11, the influence of the free trade treaty with the United States appears to be strongest. We note the reference (IP 2.10) to the announcement by the South Australian Government that the private Carnegie-Mellon University is interested in setting up in Adelaide as a possible argument for changing the protocols to permit more private providers to operate in what is now the Australian higher education market place.
The South Australian example actually shows how inadequately researched and image-driven was this idea of enhancing Adelaide’s profile as a ‘university city’ by adding an American private university to its establishment.  In their eagerness to import additional, private, user-pays provision of education into South Australia, the business-based and government-based proponents of the scheme ignored the fact that South Australia already had an international, Asian-focussed full-fee paying Master of Business Administration (International Business) at Flinders University since before 2002. Both the University of Adelaide and the University of South Australia also had MBA programmes.  It would appear that, the former Chancellor of the University of Adelaide, Mr Champion de Crespigny was surprisingly unaware of these programmes.  Nor did he appear to be aware of plans to set up an MBA by the Australian Institute of Management in South Australia in 2006.  None of the proponents of the profit-based Carnegie-Mellon addition to the South Australian higher education scene had consulted the Vice-Chancellors of South Australia’s universities. How is diversity really served by locating a private market-driven higher education provider in an city already catered for by three acknowledged courses (one of which having a significant international focus), and a fourth scheduled for 2006?  Competition may be increased, but an increase in competition is not always as advantage. It often tends to dilute quality.  The question ‘Greater Diversity or a Race to the Bottom’, posed in the April 2005 issue of the Advocate  (Journal of the National Tertiary Education Union) is not a negligible one.  There is a risk that the promotion of for-profit institutions as part of the higher education sector mix will exacerbate a current trend towards a two-tier system in which less able students can buy their way into a course, and consider that by doing so they have purchased a commodity which is theirs by right rather than by endeavour.

IV. private for-profit higher education providers.

The South Australian example cited above highlights one problem that AFUW finds with the use of the tem ‘diversity’ in the Issues Paper.  It appears to refer particularly to the extension of private, for- profit higher education providers and seeks to give them the right to confer degrees to gain prestige, and possibly funding, for their institutions.  

AFUW submits that, as with specialist institutions, it is very important that private for-profit institutions wishing to enter the higher education sector be covered by rigorous accreditation processes laid down by the National Protocols in order that

· the public, and in particular all students, Australian or overseas, may be assured of the quality and standards of all higher education offerings; and
· the distinctive nature of different forms of higher education offerings may be maintained.

It must seem difficult to simply oppose any agenda that declares as its aim ‘the reaping of benefits for students from improved choice arising from greater flexibility and diversity, without reducing the quality of our system’ (IP 4.29).  AFUW considers, however, that the assumption that ‘choice’, wherever it comes from, is advantageous is an over-simplification.  Choice is only an advantage when the choosers can be clear as to the nature of what is being offered, both in regard to its quality and its capacity to meet their needs and aspirations.  

It will be extremely difficult to guarantee the quality of all private-for-profit institutions. The process of verification of quality by AUQA already takes considerable time. It takes even more time to provide the results of such investigations.  The problem would be acute if there were to be an influx of private-for-profit institutions, particularly from American states that do not have high levels of quality control.  They would need to be assessed by Australian standards ‘in situ’ in the USA before they were allowed to establish branches of their institutions in Australia. They could not be allowed to set up here and, six years later, be re-examined on the basis of Australia’s protocols.

In a climate of opinion where the qualification is paramount and not the qualitative process by which it is gained, potential students are already inundated with e-mails offering degrees.  A small nation like Australia must not increase private for profit, narrowly-focused higher education institutions to the extent that risks undermining our existing not-for-profit higher education institutions. In our effort to increase the percentage of Australians with higher education qualifications, this would not be to Australia’s advantage.  In fact, the large percentage of Australians, mainly women in lower-paid casual employment, who are seeking to improve or up-date their qualifications could be disadvantaged by the proliferation of so-called for-profit universities that IP 4.36 seems to suggest should be accepted because it is ‘a world-wide trend’.
In Australia, given our distances, and our tendency to focus on the eastern sea-board for major developments in education and the arts, the needs of regions would be vulnerable to being ignored as insufficiently productive of profit.
AFUW submits that the needs of regional Australia will be met more effectively by encouraging two existing examples of diversity within the public university system.
These are 
(a) the multi-campus university, operating either as a fully multiple-campus rural model (Charles Sturt University) or with rural campuses established by urban university (e.g. Gippsland campus of Monash University, Whyalla campus of the University of South Australia) and 
(b) the strengthening of  smaller universities by locating within them appropriate specialist research interests such as the marine focus of  James Cook University and the Antarctic focus of the University of Tasmania.  Given financial support by the Australian Government comparable to the resources contributed to their universities by other nations, Australia’s not-for profit universities have the capacity to incorporate and develop specialised inter-related areas of international quality.
AFUW is concerned that the expansion of for-profit providers will result in a dilution of quality in Australia’s higher education sector if offerings by such providers are not rigorously vetted by the accreditation processes of the protocols.  The market place cannot guarantee the retention of the quality of Australia’s higher education institutions.  Its principle of profit does not foster open-minded intellectual integrity in research and/or teaching.  Some universities undertaking commercially funded research have already experienced conflicts between their primary purpose of advancing public knowledge and the market’s demands for commercial confidentiality.
There is also a risk that over-reliance on private for-profit providers will skew, even reduce, the availability of educational offerings, and hence the diversity of the sector.  If public universities withdraw from certain course areas, or are denied funding for them because courses are provided by private institutions, this will reduce access by students without financial means.  Private providers will want to concentrate on high return courses that produce an immediate economic advantage.  They are also likely to operate under the ‘user-pays’ principle and this, unless moderated in some way, will mean that those in the lower socio- economic groups (where women are disproportionately represented) will be less likely to gain access. 

Those students who do gain access face a risk that is recognised in Guthrie Recommendation 12.  If an imported private-for-profit institution decides, as private for-profit organisations have done in the field of public service, for example Motorola in South Australia, to withdraw its services as insufficiently profitable, students may be left stranded with an incomplete qualification.  There is a concern that public funds may be diverted from public education to bail out private providers who run into such financial difficulties.
There is also a concern as to whether free trade agreements will mean that the Australian Government must offer taxpayers’ funding regardless of who may be the imported educational providers.
AFUW submits that the first responsibility of the Australian government is to support the development and maintain the quality of our existing institutions. They will then meet the needs of Australian students and also generate a return on taxpayers’ funding by being attractive to international students.

V.  Re  the ‘Changed environment’  - Technology, Diversity and Equity 


An issues paper reveals its focus in the linking of material.  In 3.1 the impact of technology in changes to higher education is tied, in dot point two, to ‘the growth of private higher education provision, including through globalisation and Internet delivery’.
Technology and the issues it raises are just as important within not-for-profit public higher education institutions as in ‘private higher education provision’.  And one of these issues, to which the IP makes scant reference, is that of accessibility.  The purpose of the Australian Federation of University Women is to foster the engagement of women in higher education in order to enable them to contribute more widely to their own intellectual growth, their position in the professions, and to deepen their capacity to support the wider community.  Given that aim, we would be concerned if globalisation and the Internet are to be tied, as indicated in 3.1, to profit-based, private higher education.  

In the hands of university teachers who understand that teaching via online techniques is not just a matter of uploading large unwieldy Powerpoint files that swamp the recipients, online teaching can enable students to study in their own time and give time for reflection.  Because Internet online teaching can be both asynchronous and synchronous, it can promote interactivity, and online students may not be overwhelmed by more loquacious students, as can happen in face to face crowded tutorials.  Inter-group communication can be enhanced if the system is organised to provide this; otherwise students risk missing out on the stimulation of face-to-face informal inter-student exchanges that are an important part of a university education.
However, it is in this area that students who, for economic reasons, lack Internet access will be severely disadvantaged, even excluded.  This group is likely to include women, especially mature-age women and single mothers, and rural and remote students, whose distance from university centres makes them particularly dependent upon online higher education.  That is the situation facing many Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students.  For there to be Internet access in remote areas, Telstra must have set up the appropriate communications infrastructure.  Centres for computers must be accessible.

The use of computers must also be affordable.  While currently it is possible to download information with a 56K modem without broadband, the process is slow. Increasingly it will be necessary to have a Broadband 56K Modem: 28K is no use.  For Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples, more often unemployed because either no work is available or they have been denied culturally appropriate and ESL- supported education, the acquisition of these new avenues to learning and earning will be almost impossible.  Protocol One as it stands ignores the responsibility of the Australian, State and Territorial governments to make it possible for students outside the metropolitan areas to have electronic access to higher education.
What is true for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students seeking higher education, in Australia’s vast distances, is also true for women, many of whom, as mature age students or single mothers, have less money, less time and less mobility and may not be comfortable with electronic delivery of material and its interactivity.  In the not-for-profit universities such students already have difficulty paying HECS or up-front fees.  With private, for-profit higher education providers costs to students may become prohibitive.
The technological delivery of higher, and other, education is expensive.  Does the Australian Government intend to ignore this aspect of sustainability?  In Table 1, re Protocol One, does ‘sufficient financial and other resources to enable the institution’s programme to be delivered and sustained in the future’ mean that a revised Protocol One would enable the Australian Government to side-step its responsibility to provide the technological infrastructure for remote communities in this new century of globalised higher education by assuming that private for-profit institutions will see this area as a market opportunity.

VI. Impact of forms of ‘diversification’ suggested in the issues paper
The Issues Paper suggests that ‘Expansion of enrolments, the greater role of private providers, changes to the resource base for higher education, global trends and the push towards a market-based system are all changing the basic assumptions about and definitions of universities and higher education as embodied in the National Protocols’ (4.45).
AFUW submits that this reflects an over-easy acceptance in the Issues Paper of the benefits of ‘the push towards a market-based system’.  There is no serious consideration of the benefits that might flow from maintaining the solid achievements of a university system based on public support of a public benefit.  All is geared towards private individual and/or corporate support in a nation where there is very little history of philanthropic support for open-minded, high quality university education and where profit seems to be accepted as the reason for entering the sector.
To every point made in 4.46 regarding the possible benefits of the dilution of the Protocol One, one might add riders such as the following:

‘Increases the range of choices available to learners.’  If one has the money to access choices, the skill to recognise poor ones, and can be satisfied with a ‘degree’ that may have limited scope and little recognition.

‘Makes higher education available to virtually everyone, despite differences among individuals’. ​ Higher education does not have to mean university education. Concern has already been expressed that cut-off points for entry to university courses have come too low in some disciplines.  What would the dilution of Protocol One mean: top Australian students would leave Australia to attend universities which had not allowed their standards to be set by the market place.
’Matches education to the needs, goals, learning styles, speed and abilities of individual students.’  University education requires the capacity to understand theories, interpret, examine and make a critical appraisal of their validity.  At its best, higher education connects theory and practice in whatever discipline is studied. It also requires students to be able to make connections: it aims to a broadening of understanding.  It requires a reasonably high level of literacy and numeracy as well as comprehension.  Not all learning styles and abilities are fitted to university education and not all needs are met by it.  For example the Boss Building and Design Company in Queensland has developed an Institute of Building and Design to support its apprentices.  It collaborates, where necessary with the regional TAFE and has gained recognition as a Registered Training Authority (RTO).  Its owner is eager to be a stand-alone vocational Institute.  Is King suggesting that RTOs, which can award diplomas, should take on the status of universities in a revised and weakened Protocol One for higher education? 
‘Becomes a precondition of college and university freedom and autonomy because the greater the differences among institutions the more difficult it is for a central authority to convert them into instruments of indoctrination rather than education.’  On the contrary, the more difficult it will become to ensure that regulation prevents individual providers from using their institutions as instruments of indoctrination rather than places of inquiry—to ensure for instance that ‘creation science’ or the subordination of women does not feature in our education curricula.
Our share in the international education market depends on the high quality of the educational opportunities we offer.  The dilution of the value of the qualifications through the weakening of Protocol One would have an adverse effect on that global market.  No organisation should be permitted into this country before it can prove that it is a bona fide institution in its country of origin (see Protocol Two).  
Adequate research should also be undertaken before encouraging such an institution to see whether it will undermine existing not-for-profit institutions that currently provide such courses (often with global collaborative arrangements).
No such private for-profit providers should be permitted to enter the sector until the unmet demand in Australia’s universities, currently affecting women and lower-socio-economic groups fearful of having heavy HECS debts or HECS-HELP loans as a mortgage on their futures, have been met by the proper funding from the Australian Government.
At no stage should such imports receive government support.  With the entry of private providers into the provision of hospital services, we have already faced demands by such providers for governments to bail them out when the profit level proved to be not high enough.  Private providers have shut hospitals and decreased available services to different communities when it served their market-based purpose.
Education, like health, is at the heart of the quality of a nation. It is not merely a commodity to be bought and sold in the market place.
VII  Governance

AFUW presumes that Recommendation 18 of the Guthrie Review is not intended to remove from Protocol One the criteria listed as necessary in the governance of universities.  We would oppose this if it were the case, unless these items were to be transferred to a new Protocol on Governance.  While AFUW believes that there should be room for some variation in the governance structures of universities, since the imposition of a ‘one size fits all’ model here would indeed be inappropriate, it does believe that it is proper for the National Protocols to define principles of governance.  AFUW sees value in Recommendation 8 (b) of the Guthrie Review, i.e. that the governing body of a university, whether for-profit or not-for-profit, should act as an independent policy-making body and have a majority of members who are without any contractual, employment or ownership interest.
It does argue however that staff and student representatives have an important place in university governing bodies.  AFUW also believes that there might be considerable difficulty in meeting the Guthrie Recommendation in the case of private for-profit universities if this sector were to be extended.
Governance protocols should cover all institutions accredited within the higher education sector, not just universities.

AFUW strongly supports Recommendation 9, that the constitution and/or policies of a private university should contain procedures for staff and student grievances no less in scope than those practised in Australian public universities.  We submit however that private universities should also be obliged to match public university policies on discrimination, sexual harassment and equal opportunity.

VIII. Accreditation and re-accreditation

Rigorous and appropriate quality assurance is essential to maintaining the standard of Australian higher education.  If there is to be diversification it will be even more essential and the same accreditation requirements must be set down for any private or overseas provider as are applied to public providers, whatever the particular nature of the institution involved may be.  Accreditation in a foreign country should not be recognised as accreditation to operate in Australia unless it can be demonstrated that the accreditation process in the country of origin corresponds in all requirements to that operative in Australia.

An existing non self-accrediting institution should not be given the right to become a self-accrediting institution until re-accreditation has been achieved at least twice under quality assessment at least as rigorous as that applied to other self-accrediting institutions of the same defining characteristics and title.
IX.  Diversification and the rights of existing institutions

If the Protocols were to be restructured to allow for greater diversity of institutional types, there must be no compulsion for existing institutions to change.  There is an underlying fear that the government could use funding to force changes, for instance to oblige a university to give up research activity and become a ‘teaching-only’ institution, which, in the opinion of AFUW would mean that it should be required to surrender the title of university.
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