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Summary of Submission to the Higher Education Consultative Process from the Australian Federation of University Women (Inc)

The content of this submission is based on the following premises 

· that a strong and healthy education system is a keystone in the social and economic wellbeing of the nation;

· that it is therefore a public good (or benefit, if that term is preferred);

· that a public good should be shared by as many as possible of the people;

· that a public good should be funded primarily, if not exclusively, from the public purse;

· that a properly educated public will understand that taxation is an essential way of enabling all to share in public benefits and public responsibilities, and not merely some inherently unreasonable intrusion on private profit.  It should also know that Australia is not a high-taxing country in comparison with other developed nations;

· that the higher education system is currently underfunded to an extent which threatens to make it dysfunctional in fulfilling its purposes, which we consider to be well-described in section 1a of the Discussion Paper;

· that the undertaking of higher education studies constitutes work and should be respected as such;

· that the working conditions of the primary deliverers of higher education, the academic staff, have deteriorated over the past few years in such a way as to threaten the maintenance of high quality university education.

The submission argues a case for the following positions or recommendations:

· AFUW opposes any increase in the level of HECS contribution and urges the government to consider whether schemes such as Austudy and Abstudy are providing sufficient support to enable students to devote adequate  time to their primary task of university study.  It is concerned that  increased fees and increased student poverty could result from acceptance of deregulation proposals to allow universities to fix their own fees.  

· AFUW opposes extension of full-fee paying places for domestic students while qualified but less wealthy students are missing out in the present situation of unmet demand.

· AFUW submits that neither student fees nor external funding can be sufficient guarantee of a quality higher education system for Australia: only a proper level of government funding can do this.  It further submits that the decline in government funding to higher education could be reversed if the will to do so were present.

· AFUW submits that staffing issues are crucial to quality and regrets an apparent element of hostility to academic staff in the Ministerial Discussion Paper.  It recommends that more attention be given to the factors presently impinging on the capacity of academic staff to fulfil all aspects of their academic role at high quality.  

· AFUW submits that excessive use of casual staffing threatens quality

· AFUW recommends that the review give consideration to particular factors negatively affecting women’s full participation ion higher education whether as students or members of staff.

Submission to the Higher Education Consultative Process from the Australian Federation of University Women (Inc)

The Australian Federation of University Women welcomes the opportunity to contribute to discussion of a matter which is of overwhelming importance to the nation’s future social and economic welfare.  We believe that an in-depth review of higher education—its purpose, structure, quality and cost—is timely, especially given the disturbing elements in the 2001 Report of the Senate Inquiry into the capacity of the universities to meet Australia’s higher education needs (Universities in Crisis).  

Grounds of AFUW Intervention:

Since AFUW’s foundation in 1922, one of our essential aims has been to ensure that women and girls have maximum possible access to the highest quality education suited to their capacity in order that they may achieve both economic sufficiency and full participation in public life.  This has necessarily entailed an interest in issues affecting the general quality and the availability of education, although the early focus on the special needs of women and girls was justified in that women were in many ways manifestly excluded from educational opportunities and benefits available to men.  This submission will return later to some specific gender-related issues and will argue that there is a risk that advances in mitigating those initial disadvantages may be halted or even reversed by some current trends in higher education and by some of the proposals being put forward for addressing its funding.  Initially however we wish to make some general submissions relating to matters raised in the Ministerial Discussion Paper.

The content of our submission is based on the following premises 

· that a strong and healthy education system is a keystone in the social and economic wellbeing of the nation.

· that it is therefore a public good (or benefit, if that term is preferred)

· that a public good should be shared by as many as possible of the people

· that a public good should be funded primarily, if not exclusively, from the public purse

· that a properly educated public will understand that taxation is an essential way of enabling all to share in public benefits and public responsibilities, and not merely some inherently unreasonable intrusion on private profit.  It should also know that Australia is not a high-taxing country in comparison with other developed nations

· that the higher education system is currently underfunded to an extent which threatens to make it dysfunctional in fulfilling its purposes, which we consider to be well-described in section 1a of the Discussion Paper

· that the undertaking of higher education studies constitutes work and should be respected as such

· that the working conditions of the primary deliverers of higher education, the academic staff, have deteriorated over the past few years in such a way as to threaten the maintenance of high quality university education

Purposes of Education and Principles of an Education System

As stated above, we support the discussion paper’s statement of the purposes of higher education, but once discussion moves, as it must, to the principles of a system whereby these purposes are fulfilled, we believe that it is a considerable understatement to say that “there will at times be tensions between some of these [eleven nominated] principles.”  The tensions are at present considerable and the achievement of appropriate balance between them is indeed crucial.

Of the principles nominated in the discussion paper as necessary to provide a satisfactory and sustainable system of higher education, AFUW would argue that the three most important are:

· High quality

· Equity

· Public accountability

Most of our material will relate to the first two.  We would submit however that attention needs to be given to the potential erosion of the principle of public accountability by the “commercial in confidence” aspects of the private funding which universities are being urged to seek.  

To comment briefly on two other aspects of the nominated principles:

(a) Learner-centred: We do not wish to dispute the principle that higher education should be learner-centred, but we believe that this principle should be balanced by the notion that it should also be “discipline-centred”, a recognition that academics have a responsibility to sustain and develop their disciplines.  The discussion paper reports it as a development in practice that “Courses are progressively being restructured to meet changing student and employer needs” (1c, paragraph 37); but one would hope that they are also being restructured to expose students to new intellectual discoveries and theories which may appear to students quite outside the range of what they think they need, but which are crucial to the need to keep knowledge moving.

Responsibility for the development of disciplinary knowledge is to some extent covered by the idea that education should be innovative, but little recognition is given to the need to sustain fields of knowledge, a need which can come into conflict with demands for short-term responsiveness to “market” demands, whether from students or employers.  A symptom of this appears in paragraph 125 of the Efficiency and Effectiveness section (1e)
  which displays impatience for the persistence of institutions (and academics) in maintaining courses with small enrolments.  Such courses are often seed beds for new developments or insurance policies against an intellectual species loss determined not by inherent worthlessness but by the vagaries of fashions in demand.  These courses often require, moreover, considerable dedication from academic staff, who accept that they will be discounted or even totally ignored in the calculation of their workloads.  To be insulted for this respect for one’s discipline does not contribute to staff morale., and AFUW would argue that morale is an important factor in quality.

(b)  Cost-effective: We submit that the category of ost-effectiveness ought to be subsumed in Public Accountability and in its place should be the principle of

· Adequate funding, since this is fundamental to the achievement of all the nominated principles.

Equity, Access and Student Fees

Equity of access can clearly only be achieved in a system where it is affordable for students from diverse economic backgrounds not only to meet specific institutional costs, but also to meet living costs while studying.  This was clearly recognised in the two major historical attempts to improve access: the Commonwealth Scholarships scheme of the Menzies era and the abolition of tuition fees under Whitlam.

HECS: Over the last twenty or so years an incremental re-introduction of student fees has occurred in three ways: by the introduction of the Higher Education Contribution Scheme (HECS); provisions for fee-paying foreign students, and finally by the provision of a limited number of places for full fee-paying domestic students.  This incremental process has been part of what now amounts to a “radical shift” transferring the responsibility for funding higher education from the government to individual and, to some extent corporate, entities.  It is a shift which is not ideologically neutral, but reflects an ideological shift from a view of higher education as a public investment to one which sees it as a private benefit, a commodity to be purchased in the expectation of ultimate profit.  It is related to the current ideological demonising of taxation, and of course to the doctrine of “user pays”.

AFUW does not quarrel with the concept that those who benefit from public support of their education should return something to public funds.  It believes that appropriate taxation levels are nonetheless a more equitable, if more long-term, method of achieving this.  Moreover, it considers that the commodification of higher education is eroding one significant result of earlier publicly funded systems, namely that recipients of the latter often accepted that they had an obligation to return the benefit in forms of voluntary public service.  While this may seem a curious concept to a generation that believes they have “bought” their degrees, its disappearance is a loss to society.

AFUW recognises that the HECS scheme attempted to obviate inequity and waste of talent, and that its option of deferred payment tried to meet the peculiar problem that the user of education, the student, was in many cases simply not in possession of income.  But AFUW believes that the equity of the system was to some extent impaired by the decision, driven in part by the need to inject finding into the system as soon as possible, to allow substantial discounting to up-front payment of fees—not by the user, but by parents (or employers) whose financial position enabled them to do so.  With this provision in place, it could be argued that HECS constituted an extension of social disadvantage, and that the burden of HECS debt fell most heavily on exactly those whom it was supposed to assist— students of lower economic status.

Considerable publicity has recently been given to DEST figures that show that the accumulated HECS debts are likely to reach $11 billion by 2005, and that there are students from the 1989 cohort who are still paying off their HECS debt, and may in fact never do so fully (See, for instance The Sunday Age 23 June).  It appears that HECS debt, occurring in the early years of employment, must have an effect on the capacity to purchase housing or start a family. some research might well be undertaken as to the possibility of HECS debt as a factor in the lateness with which births are now occurring. It should also be noted that the levels of debt may be expected to rise in the case of those who proceed to postgraduate work under the Postgraduate Education Loans Scheme (PELS).

Student poverty levels and the issue of paid work as a negative factor in  academic performance . AFUW is not opposed to students undertaking some paid employment in conjunction with their studies, a point of view strongly advocated by Andrew Norton of the Centre for Policy Studies.  But AFUW is adamant that fulltime study constitutes work and that students must be offered an environment that recognises this and impresses upon them that their first responsibility is to their studies.  We submit, however, that many students are driven by economic necessity to undertake a degree of employment that detracts from their academic performance.  It is not reasonable to expect that the student who has worked night-shift in a supermarket is going to be as alert in the classroom or library as the student whose financial background allows him/her a good night’s sleep and unrestricted access to educational materials such as computers and books.  AFUW does not believe that it is possible for educational policy to compensate absolutely for economic advantages conferred by birth, and it also believes that there are many students from disadvantaged backgrounds who perform very well  Nonetheless, given that employment outcomes rely heavily on academic results, we believe that students whose academic performance is affected by the need to undertake an undue amount of employment are suffering a lasting disadvantage.  True equity of access demands that students be assured not only of entry to the university, but of an environment in which they can take full advantage of the educational opportunities offered.

AFUW opposes any increase in the level of HECS contribution and it urges the government to consider whether schemes such as Austudy and Abstudy are providing sufficient support to enable students to devote a proper amount of time to their primary task of university study.  It is concerned increased fees and increased student poverty could result from acceptance of deregulation proposals to allow universities to fix their own fees.  That this is not an unreasonable response to Positioning Australia’s Universities for 2020—An AVCC Policy Statement is indicated by the fact that the Chair of the Australia Vice Chancellor’s Committee has found it necessary to issue a media release (19 June) saying that it is a “misconception” that the AVCC is seeking higher fees across the board.  

As Professor Gilbert, a strong proponent of deregulation, has said when interviewed recently on Radio National, the Vice Chancellor’s proposal for deregulated fees is made within the context of a number of other proposals intended to protect student access both economically and regionally.  AFUW is not convinced that deregulation is either necessary or desirable, but it is quite certain that to adopt it without these safeguarding proposals would be extremely poor policy.

AFUW also opposes any extension of full-fee paying places for domestic students while qualified but less wealthy students are missing out in the present situation of unmet demand.  It believes that, apart from questions of equity, and in the absence of appropriate staffing levels, it will dilute the quality of the learning environment to have less well-qualified students taking up places in overcrowded classes, taught by academic staff who will be hard put to it to give such students the extra attention they require for satisfactory learning outcomes.

Finally, we note with concern the figures on p. 59 of the Discussion Paper that show that, while overall numbers of students at Australian universities have increased, there has been, between 1989 and 2000, not merely a check to the rising rate of participation by domestic students, but an actual decline in all states except New South Wales where the rise has flattened out at the 1997 rate.  We need more information as to why this is so.

External (i.e. non-government funding)

While the actual budgets of universities may not have declined under the present government, there has been a decrease of 5% in public expenditure on tertiary education institutions, with the result that while most other OECD countries are increasing this expenditure, Australia’s decrease is outstripped only by the 9% decrease in Canada. There has been a decline in the amount of government funding per student (the decline of 6.1% of total funding per student from 1995 to 1999, which occurred despite increases in funding from HECS and fee paying students, was due to the cuts in government funding instigated by the 1996 budget).  There has also been a substantial decline in the percentage of overall university funding provided by the government.

AFUW submits that government funding could be increased if the will were present.

This is not to argue that there is no role for contributions to university funding from the resources of individuals or of corporations, but there are drawbacks to heavy dependence on such funds.

Universities have been making strenuous efforts to find external sources of revenue.  Some would now argue that this has resulted in a dangerous level of dependence on overseas student funding—dangerous because it is a source that is vulnerable to perceptions that the failure to give sufficient weight to the extra staffing resources of teaching and supervision required to meet the needs of students whose primary language is not English has become one of the factors stressing academic staff and threatening the quality of Australian degrees.  There are still those in the universities who remember the assurance from Susan Ryan as Minister for Education that the income from charges on overseas students would flow directly into overall staffing and who know that this has not happened.


This is an instance of a general situation that has been analysed thus by Simon Marginson:  “Total income figures might suggest that universities are better off than in 1990 and little worse off than in 1995.  But in terms of teaching and research functions, the increased private income per student has not necessarily substituted for the public income per student that has been lost.  One reason is that the income from fees and charges does not spread across all areas of teaching and research, but to the extent that it is used to augment academic capacity, it goes disproportionately to those teaching areas where that income is generated, and student numbers have grown, i.e. Business Studies and Computing.  A second and more significant reason is that the income from fees and 

charges is used to underpin the growth of the non-academic functions of universities. including the cost of earning that same private income, and other functions associated with enhancing the individual position of each “Enterprise University” in the new competitive national system  In other words, most of the increased private income is ploughed back not into teaching and research but into the corporate functions of universities, including off-shore operations, marketing, public relations, IT and communication, asset management, quality assurance, alumni fundraising and so on.”


AFUW would not argue that these are necessarily areas unworthy of funding support, but if balance is an issue, then we believe that the balance of expenditure in many universities has been undesirably weighted against the functions of teaching and research that are central to ensuring a quality educational system.


Support from corporations and businesses for universities through co-operative enterprises or direct donation is certainly desirable, provided it is not allowed to skew activity unduly towards applied rather than basic science, interfere unreasonably with the function of university research to contribute to public knowledge, or exert undue influence on curriculum.  But even if all these ideals could be met, AFUW does not believe that there is a sufficient depth of corporate wealth or a strong enough tradition of corporate benefaction for Australia to be able realistically to cite the American model as one to emulate.

AFUW submits that neither student fees nor external funding can be sufficient guarantee of a quality higher education system for Australia: only a proper level of government funding can do this.
Quality Issues are Staffing Issues

While everyone appears to agree that the quality of higher education depends on its performance in teaching and research, there is considerable disagreement as to whether that quality is being maintained at a high standard in the current system.  

Academic staff are clearly in the front line of delivery of teaching and research, and AFUW considers that the Discussion Paper pays far too little heed to the impact of changes in the working context of academics and indeed on some occasions seems to come perilously close to the ancient sport of academic-bashing.

We would add a brief comment here that the crucial role of general staff in providing support to academic programs needs to be recognised.  There has been considerable loss of general staff positions not at the more senior administrative level but at the level of secretarial staff, library workers, and administrative clerical workers, those most directly involved with giving support to academic staff.  As a result, a number of tasks once performed by general staff have been passed on to academics, increasing their workload in ways that tend to be particularly resented.  It can hardly be an efficient use of resources to have an Associate Professor standing for half an hour or more at the photocopier because there are no office staff to carry out the task of preparing teaching materials for a forthcoming class or even to photocopy the nine copies of the ARC Grant Application which has taken many hours of work to prepare in the full knowledge that there is a twenty per cent success rate for applications, but that failure to apply may lead to the dread classification of being an “inactive researcher”.

The Discussion Paper has much less to say about research than about teaching, and insofar as it considers there to be teaching problems it tends to attribute these to staff, since it asserts that there is “no evidence of any decline in the capacity of students to succeed in higher education.”  This was not the view presented by Professor Don Anderson of the Centre for Continuing Education, ANU.  In his presentation to the

the Options for Higher Education Reform Conference held at the ANU at the end of May, he cited results of a study (reported in the Australian Higher Education Supplement 5 June 2002) that reported that incoming students were of a lower academic standard than in the past; that grades standards were lower than the past and Graduate standards mostly lower, although the quality at the top end of the scale remained stable.  Associate Professor Richard James noted that while CEQ scores show no evidence of decline in the quality of teaching, studies at the Centre for the Study of Higher Education at Melbourne indicated that students, while seeing themselves as less involved with university life, having less time on campus, other interests and employment, also complained that academic staff were less available for consultation, a point raised in the Discussion paper.  

AFUW believes that the opportunity for students to have one-on-one consultations with lecturers and tutors is a very important part of the learning process, and that all academic staff should have definite “office hours” when they are available for consultation.  But students need to learn that they are no longer in a school situation, and that university staff (not unlike politicians) are frequently out of their office for entirely legitimate reasons, such as attending faculty or university committee meetings, lecturing in another building, or sometimes another campus, visiting schools as part of the university’s community interaction, snatching a bit of precious research time in the library , or even attending a staff development session.  It is a pity to see the Discussion Paper subscribing to the idea that if the academic is not constantly clocked in, he/she is somehow delinquent.  

Casual staffing as a quality issue


There is, however, another very good reason why some students find it hard to get a consultation with a staff member and that is the growth of casual staffing—128% growth between 1995–2001 (Presentation of Dr Carolyn Allport to the Options for Higher Education Reform Conference).  Casual staff are not paid at a rate than covers any serious commitment to consultation—in some cases they have no office accommodation outside their immediate teaching hours.  


There are legitimate reasons for some casual staffing, and in situations of frozen staff appointments and unpredictable course enrolments it has come to be accepted as the only resort available to departments.  Large scale and continuing casual staffing however is not a recipe for a quality educational experience for either students or staff— and it has a flow-on effect of increasing the workloads of continuing staff who must pick up various departmental tasks which cannot fairly be demanded of casuals.

“Productivity”


The question of measuring “productivity” is raised in paragraph 129 of 1e in a way that seems to suggest that it is undesirable that there should be variation in this (rather undefined) condition across fields, faculties and institutions, or in terms of student numbers, teaching loads, graduates per teacher, research outputs, competitive grants won and income attracted.  Yet such variations are inherent not only in the different demands of different disciplines but also in the diversity of activities proper to the role of an academic.  There is a contradiction between the document’s insistence on diversity and flexibility and an apparent desire to reduce the complex processes of academic teaching and research to something easily measurable, although the crude yardstick of staff attendance seems to be the instrument of last, and only, resort.  

The assertion in the document that most universities cannot report on staff workloads seems highly questionable.  In the early days of introducing explicit “quality” measures into universities a great deal of time and energy was spent in several institutions with which our members are acquainted in devising suitable workload parameters for academic staff. These were systems which took into account a number of variables, including such now neglected considerations as contributions to scholarship, the relation between class sizes and the amount of written work to be corrected, the differential capacity of certain areas to attract grants; community service.  If universities are now not reporting on workloads one may speculate that this is because such carefully designed systems have collapsed under the weight of staff losses, increased student loads and increased administrative work.  Moreover, many departments have been driven to allow workloads which might be considered demonstrably adverse to quality: the distribution of graduate supervision for instance is supposedly controlled to ensure that every student can receive proper attention, but in the humanities at least there are frequent breaches of the limit of students supervised by a single staff member.  While this can be seen as responsiveness to student demands, and driven by the need for departments to retain the higher funding that accrues with postgraduate enrolments, it is not necessarily responsive to students’ real educational needs.  It should also be noted that, while supervision of graduate students in science-related faculties often involves teamwork which contributes directly to the supervisors own research activities, this is rarely the case in the humanities, where the supervisor must give up his/her own research time in order to further the research career of the supervisee (a differential conflict in “productivity”)


AFUW supports proper workload regulation, and if it exists there should be no problem in reporting it.  It also supports student course evaluations as one method among others of getting feedback on teaching effectiveness, although the nature of the semester system often means that these evaluations are made before students really have a sense of the totality of the unit, and that challenging teachers may suffer in the short term, even though the value of their teaching is appreciated later.  Certainly no academic should be judged on a single set of course evaluations.  


The imposition of a single model of research funding based on a highly restricted set of DEST-recognised categories has been a major source of dissatisfaction among academic staff in the humanities, where staff believe that the categories—and the relative values for instance of a book or a refereed article—are skewed in favour of scientific research.  There is a serious risk that this will lead to staff being reluctant to undertake the writing of a full-scale single-author book, or the preparation of a major scholarly edition, which may take up to three years to come to fruition.  Yet these activities have traditionally been regarded as defining an eminent scholar whose existence is one hallmark of an institution’s quality.

AFUW recommends that more attention be given to the factors presently impinging on the capacity of academic staff to fulfil all aspects of their academic role at high quality.

Gender is Still an Issue: Wasting Women’s Talents is Poor Management both Economically and Socially

Much of the discrimination suffered by women in regard to higher education has been mitigated over the years, and women now represent a healthy proportion of overall university students, although this has not as yet produced an appropriate representation of women in academic staffing, especially at senior levels.

The representation of women within both staff and student population is, however, unevenly distributed within the disciplinary areas, occurring predominantly within the humanities, the pure rather than the applied sciences, and education.  As it happens, these are the disciplinary areas that have been subjected to the most severe cuts in academic staffing in recent years, which may account for an apparent stagnation in the trend for better representation of women in academic staff positions.  Employment resulting from qualifications in these areas—e.g. teaching, librarianship, social work— tends to be less well paid than that achieved by graduates of IT or engineering, which may account for the statistically established fact that women graduates generally continue throughout their working lives to earn at a lower rate than male graduates and take longer than male graduates to pay off their HECS debt.  


We note that the only gender-specific statistic in Higher Education at the Crossroads occurs when the increase in women enrolled in non-traditional areas is included in the classification of students by equity group in Table a9 and we have some concern about the evaluation of this trend.  Increased participation of women in non-traditional areas is certainly to be welcomed when it is a manifestation of the diversification of women’s interests and career options, and as a way of maximising the use of available talent within the community.  But it is not so welcome if it is pushed as primarily an economic strategy for diminishing the earnings gap between men and women.  We pay a high degree of lip service to the value of the “service” occupations that constitute the traditional areas of choice for women students, but real educational and economic equity requires that they be resourced adequately within the university and rewarded adequately in the workforce.  

Women and Fees


The generally lower economic status of women makes higher fees a more formidable obstacle for them.  There has been a marked decline in mature age women enrolled as full-time students.  It is possible that this means that the earlier banked-up demand has now been satisfied and that there are fewer young women missing out on university entry at the time of leaving school, but it would be interesting to know if they were being discouraged from pursuing  university studies by economic factors.

If this is the case then they are also likely to be discouraged from entering postgraduate work through taking out a PELS loan.  There is also some evidence that employers are less likely to send female staff for refresher courses or those providing additional qualifications.  And if a woman has been out of the workforce because of childbearing, then she will have no recourse to employer-sponsored training.


The present pressure to have students complete degrees, especially postgraduate degrees, in minimal time, and to reward departments financially for ensuring this, works against the interests of women students who need or want to combine part-time studies with family responsibilities and can make them less than welcome in their enrolment.

Women and the academic career structure 


Although women staff within the university have had the advantage of paid maternity leave for some time, some current trends in the management of universities are making it more, rather than less, difficult for women to combine an academic career with childbearing. The increased credentialism needed for an initial university appointment means that entry to an academic position is occurring at a later age, and it is also likely to begin as a casual appointment and perhaps proceed to a contract one.  Depending on the institution’s rules, it is possible in some places to take maternity leave during a fixed term contract of three years, but it is rarely regarded as a wise career move  But the alternative of waiting for the relative security of a continuing appointment may lead women into deferring childbearing beyond the optimum time.


Increased contact teaching hours and the demand to conduct research, attend meetings, undertake research and publish make the juggling of university work and childcare more difficult.  Much of the flexibility of working hours that used to make an academic career attractive to women with family responsibilities is being lost.  And if the remarks in the discussion paper about attendance really do indicate a desire to see academic staff punching a time-clock, then this will make life extremely stressful for such women.  And stress is not conducive to quality. 


It has become a truism that education cannot afford to lose the talents of 51% of the population, but if the higher education system wishes to take advantage of the capacity of women to give it high-quality service, the it has an obligation to create a working environment in which they are not forced back into their grandmother’s situation of having to choose between career and family.

AFUW recommends that the review give consideration to particular factors negatively affecting women’s full participation ion higher education whether as students or members of staff.

�   Many of the stresses experienced in the higher education sector in relation to curriculum change and development and the maintenance of standards are a consequence of conditions in the secondary (and indeed primary) education system.  Most universities now try to grapple with the interface between the sectors by establishing transition programs.  These are highly desirable, but we would point out that they constitute one of the expanding demands on the time and expertise of academic staff that we believe to be insufficiently recognised in the ministerial paper.  They should be recognised as a form of community service as well as service to the institution.


� The Efficiency and Effectiveness section is one of the least satisfactory sections of the document, especially in its reiteration of a quite crass notion of “productivity” which fails to take into account the extent to which the documentation of Universities in Crisis demonstrates the complexity of even defining, let alone measuring, educational productivity. 


�  Australia as a Knowledge Nation.  Report to the Chifley Institute, 2001, pp. 26–7.





