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1.  Foreword

Higher education in Australia has in recent years been seriously underfunded. The 160,000 students who, having coped with large classes, too few tutorials and over-stretched staff, graduate annually and the three quarters of a million students and staff who currently work under pressure in the universities would certainly agree with this.  This view is also held by many well informed observers.  Indeed, it is a view that has been clearly expressed by the Minister for Education, Training and Youth Affairs (see his leaked Cabinet submission of October 1999) as well as by the Leader of the Opposition (see his various speeches on the knowledge nation during 1999 and 2000).

However, unless there are major reforms, short-term increases in government funding,  will not, in themselves, be sufficient to ensure that Australia’s universities provide an adequate foundation for a just and democratic society and a flourishing economy.  In the absence of reform, government policy for higher education will continue to be unduly influenced by political and electoral considerations without expert, informed and objective input to the development and administration of higher education policy and programs. The institutions will remain vulnerable to short term changes in government funding (consider, for example, the 6 per cent cut over the years 1997-2000).  Moreover, additional resources for higher education will tend to be spread thinly over the whole system.  This will ill serve the twin purposes of improving access to higher education for the generality of the Australian population and fostering scholarship and research among high achieving students and distinguished academic staff – purposes essential for the advancement of the Australian people in the twenty first century.  Also the institutions will continue to be required to work within the straitjacket of policies imposed centrally – policies which restrict the autonomy of the universities and inhibit that diversity among institutions which is essential for a vibrant and evolving educational system.

In the light of these considerations, I see five aspects of higher education in Australia as being in need of urgent reform.  These are:

· government/institution relations

· funding undergraduate courses

· funding research

· funding research training

· promoting excellence in honours teaching, research and research training.

The present administration of the higher education system in Australia is highly centralised with a concentration of authority over the system as a whole in the hands of a government department – the Department of Education, Training and Youth Affairs (DETYA).  Higher education policies have a strong flavour of centralised planning with ever increasing emphases on measurable outcomes and quantitative performance indicators.  These are necessarily short term and frequently misleading, and are at the expense of content, process and long-term perspectives.  In the economic world, centralised planning has seldom proved successful:  decentralised markets have proved a much more effective way of producing and distributing goods and services.  The case for a decentralised system for higher education is very strong, and is made all the more persuasive by the fact that the Commonwealth Government’s direct contributions now constitute only about one half of aggregate university revenues.  Such a system would strengthen the autonomy of the institutions and protect their intellectual freedom.  Autonomous universities would determine their own priorities.  Generally a plurality of priorities is more likely to achieve high quality outcomes for the nation than a single set of priorities laid down centrally.  Thus, decentralisation and a plurality of priorities should underpin reforms.  Of course, the institutions would still be expected to have regard to broad national objectives articulated by the government.

The manner in which the government receives advice on higher education issues, the nature of that advice and the context in which government policy, programs and funds are administered, require reform. The government needs objective advice unaffected by political/ideological and political/electoral considerations and by the pressures of lobby groups.  It cannot receive such advice from a government department subject to ministerial direction and the lobbying of individual institutions.  The advice needs to be based on sound knowledge and an understanding of how universities operate and of their role in society.  Much more open, objective and informed arrangements are required.  Likewise, for the preservation of institutional autonomy, the universities need a “buffer” body to stand between them and the government.  

There would be general agreement that the current funding arrangements for higher education are, in the long run, untenable.  In particular, the reduction in government support since 1996, and the salary increases arising from enterprise bargaining which have not been fully funded by the government, have forced the institutions to enrol students beyond target loads to attract marginal funding and/or to shed staff.  Either way, academic staff/student ratios have grossly deteriorated.  

In fact, since 1996 staff/student ratios have worsened by almost 20%.  They now stand at higher than 1 to 18.   Twenty years ago they were about 1 to 12.  Over the same period teacher/pupil ratios in schools improved considerably and this improvement has been largely maintained despite budgetary pressures.  If the universities are not given greater financial support and some degree of control over revenues available for undergraduate teaching, enterprise bargaining will eventually drive further declines in staff quantity and quality and the Australian universities will sink into a morass of mediocrity.  As it is, many classes are now far too large, and staff/student contact has diminished; academic staff have inadequate time for preparation and study, and morale is low.  In the international market for top quality staff, the Australian universities are becoming increasingly uncompetitive.  This will have serious long term implications for the quality of our universities’ research and their international standing.

The universities have been active, and reasonably successful, in seeking alternative sources of revenue, but it is important to emphasize that these sources are usually committed to particular activities and are not available for the core university business of teaching Australian undergraduates.  In particular, revenue from international students has become a significant element in institutional budgets but the profits from this activity over and above the costs incurred are small.

The funding of research and research training is also due for reform.  The creation of the unified national system of higher education in 1988, which has resulted in there now being 37 universities, each striving to build up research activity and  research enrolments, has tended to spread resources too thinly and to endanger standards.  A boost to resources and a greater concentration of research and research training in each discipline around the most able researchers are both essential.

To restore government funding to the 1996 level in relation to current enrolments would require an increase in operating grants of roughly $1 billion  per annum (approximately a 20 per cent increase).  The restoration of this funding should not be distributed simply in proportion to operating grants but should be directed mainly towards achieving a greater concentration of honours teaching, research and research training in each discipline.  This might be achieved by feeding a significant part of additional funding into schemes for both institutional and competitive research grants (see section 4, below).  I should emphasise that such concentration should be on a discipline not an institution basis.

The reforms that I propose are discussed below. They should be pursued whether or not significant additional funding is forthcoming. 

2.  Government/Institution Relations

Whatever funding reforms are implemented, reform of the manner in which government/institution relations are conducted is essential.  The present highly centralised arrangements in which a government department deals directly (and behind closed doors) with individual universities threatens university autonomy and has allowed electoral considerations and the interests of lobby groups (such as the Australian Vice Chancellors’ Committee, the Group of Eight, the Australian Technology Network, the National Tertiary Education Union and the National Union of Students) to oppose change and adversely influence decisions in a way that affects the quality of the whole higher education system.

An independent buffer body standing between the universities and the government, along the lines of the Australian Universities Commission which operated successfully from 1959 to 1976, should be established.  Such a body should be statutory.  Its responsibilities should include:

· advising the government publicly on all higher education matters;

· reporting publicly, say triennially, on the state of higher education in Australia;

· accrediting institutions for eligibility to receive public funding for undergraduate higher education, subject to appropriate conditions;

· accrediting institutions for eligibility to enrol holders of research training awards in particular disciplines;

· advising on the number and value of publicly funded undergraduate places and research training awards;

· advising on institutional research grants (research block funding);

· advising and reporting on quality assurance mechanisms both within and across institutions;

· administering programs arising from the foregoing.

The statutory body should have operational responsibilities, i.e. it should administer policies and programs and not be purely advisory. Limiting the responsibilities of such a body to offering advice and publishing reports is a recipe for irrelevance.  This was clearly demonstrated in the case of the National Board of Employment, Education and Training and its Councils.

The statutory body should be chaired by a  respected senior person with academic and management experience (of vice-chancellorial status or the equivalent) and include eight members:  two academics, two practitioners of the professions, two business persons and two members from the wider community.  The members should be persons of high standing, who are well informed on how universities work and what they do.  The membership should not include current vice-chancellors or senior university executives.  It should certainly not be representative:  the arrangements need to guard against capture by interest groups.

These arrangements would provide a more open, objective and effective environment for informed advice and decision making than that currently obtaining.

3. Funding Undergraduate Courses

The Commonwealth should move to the funding of undergraduate courses through  students rather than through direct government grants to institutions.  To achieve this, the Commonwealth should offer annually some 120,000 scholarships (roughly the current number of new university students – this number would support a university system of the present scale - the number would need to be adjusted from time to time).  A scholarship would entitle the winner to, say, up to five years of subsidised full time equivalent undergraduate or coursework graduate education at a university to which he/she can gain entry.  Enrolling a scholarship holder would entitle the university to an annual subsidy from the Commonwealth for the duration of the course.  The subsidies would vary according to the cost level of the student’s enrolment.  There would need to be at least three levels of subsidy.  


Rough orders of magnitude, at present levels of funding, would be:


A
$4,500


B
$8,000


C
$12,500

Since the distribution of enrolments between A, B and C cost levels is roughly 60, 25, 15 per cent, these levels represent an average subsidy of $6,500.  The figures would need to be higher to the extent that the recent erosion of operating grants was restored in real terms.

Universities would charge a higher education contribution on top of the subsidy.  At present cost levels these would be in the order of:


A
$3,500


B
$5,000


C
$6,000

i.e. an average of about $4,000.  

Some institutions would compete for students by charging less; others might charge more to cover the cost of special services.  In order to allay fears of the charges being pushed too high, it might be necessary for the government to mandate an upper limit to the contributions.  At present cost levels, these might be in the order of:


A
$4,000


B
$6,000


C
$7,500

Both the subsidies and the upper limits to the contributions would need to be indexed.  Current indexation arrangements index 75 per cent of operating grants by movements in the wages safety net adjustment and 25 per cent by the consumer prices index.  The former can be only a partial offset to the effects of enterprise bargaining.  Indexation of the salary component by the movement of average weekly earnings is the absolute minimum required to ensure that enterprise bargaining does not continually and cumulatively erode the universities’ resources as has been and is the case.  The CPI adjustment is also inadequate as it does not give sufficient weight to import prices to which universities are particularly sensitive, for example, in relation to equipment and library materials.

It would be essential for the students’ contributions to be collected under the present HECS arrangements, including the government funded 25% discount for upfront payment and income contingent repayment with apparent zero real rate of interest (actually, the 25% discount implies a positive real rate of interest of several per cent).

The parameters suggested in the preceding paragraphs are, of course, only illustrative, although they have been set at realistic levels.  After taking into account the discount for up front HECS contributions, the absence of an overt real rate of interest and the risk of default, they  imply a government subsidy to undergraduate education of a little less than 75 per cent.

The 120,000 scholarships should be divided into three tranches.  About 80,000 should be allocated on the basis of students’ tertiary entrance (TE) scores; State and Territory rankings would need to be converted to a national ranking, but there is a standard procedure for doing this.  About 30,000 should be available for mature age entry.  These could be allocated on the basis of candidates’ results in the Special Tertiary Admissions Test (STAT) administered by the Australian Council for Educational Research (ACER) and already widely used for admitting mature age entrants.  The remaining 10,000 scholarships should be allocated to institutions for special entries to be awarded at the institutions’ discretion.

It should be noted that 120,000 scholarships annually represent about 45% of an age cohort.  This implies that 45% of young Australians will enrol at a university either on leaving school or at some time later in their lifetimes.  In my view this represents an adequate level of university provision in current circumstances, although some would argue for even greater rates of participation.  In recent years the size of the higher education system in Australian has been the result of  arbitrary decisions in relation to funding availability.  The number of enrolments and, in particular, the number of first time enrolling students and hence the number of scholarships, ought to be determined after careful deliberation which takes account of demographic factors, entry standards, student demand, workforce considerations and the availability of alternative vocational education and training opportunities.  This would be a major responsibility of the buffer body proposed in section 2 above.

It should be emphasised that, in general, entry standards are inversely related to the number of students entering the universities for the first time in any year.  In recent times little attention has been given to minimum entry standards – indeed such standards have not determined student numbers but rather the reverse.  In many courses standards of entry, and hence the standards of degrees, are ripe for investigation. Moreover, with limited resources there is an inverse relationship between the number of students and the resources available to service the individual student – a clear quantity versus quality trade-off. 

The proposed arrangements will almost certainly meet opposition from staff and student bodies, partly because of objections to student charges on equity grounds and partly because of fears  that universities will push up charges.  The former is countered by the continuation of the HECS arrangements (and by a recognition that universities are, in any case, socially selective and charging students a contribution serves to promote equity in the distribution of costs and benefits between those who do and those who do not receive a higher education); and the latter is countered by imposing a ceiling on student contributions.

The proposals will also be opposed by some (perhaps, a majority of) universities because they fear that the stronger institutions will admit increasing numbers of students leaving them with too few.  This is especially a fear of the regional universities. In my view, these concerns are greatly exaggerated.  In the current active competition for students most regional universities experience strong demand.  If anything the above arrangements should advantage them as they could compete by lowering their higher education contribution charges. However if necessary the Commonwealth could impose limits on the number of scholarships tenable at individual universities.  Such a move should allay concerns.  Alternatively, lump sum annual subsidies of say $5m or $10m might be paid to regional institutions.

The above scheme has many advantages.  The allocation of student places would be determined through a combination of educational testing and student choice, thus avoiding arguments about States' shares of enrolments. Political and bureaucratic intervention would be greatly reduced as would bilateral dealing between institutions and government officials.  The grant assessment and profile negotiation functions of DETYA would no longer be required; the number of enrolments, subject to possible upper limits, would be a matter for each institution to determine. The universities would become patently responsible for their own affairs.  The Commonwealth Government would not be directly involved in assessing/monitoring the quality of institutions.  There would be economies in public administration.

At the same time, the Commonwealth would be in a position to control its expenditure on higher education teaching through the quantum, value and length of tenure of scholarships and through the conditions under which HECS operates.  The Commonwealth could still influence the development of higher education through the quantum of scholarships and their value, and through the provision of capital to establish and foster new institutions.  The quantum of scholarships and entry standards would be clearly linked. Governments could also expand access for special groups by special scholarship schemes.  It would remain open to the Commonwealth to provide funding to particular institutions for specific purposes under contractual arrangements.

In recent times universities have become more sensitive to the wants of their students and other clients.  The above arrangements would reinforce this.  In effect, institutions would be empowered to offer services at prices determined by their having regard to costs and students would be in a position to weigh services offered against contributions charged.  Thus a consumer sensitive market would develop.  At the same time students would become aware of the scale of the government’s subsidy to their education.

Accountability would be assured through the statutory reporting requirements of the institutions and the periodic reports and quality assurance mechanisms of the “buffer” body proposed in section 2 above, as well as through the competitive market forces provided by the scholarships program which would help to make institutions more directly accountable to their students.

Universities would be able to set their own priorities rather than be required to conform to national priorities laid down centrally.  Universities are involved in preparing students for a lifetime’s activities in a future that is unknown and uncertain.  There is a powerful argument that the pluralist approach of institutions’ determining priorities in relation to their particular strengths and their perceptions of the future is more in the long term interests of society than forcing conformity to a single set of priorities laid down by the central government.  It is a case of decentralised decision making versus central planning.

Markets are effective for achieving many purposes, but they do not automatically achieve all public interest objectives.  Universities would be expected to recognise market imperfections and to respond to public interest considerations; for example, by preserving and nurturing less popular basic disciplines and disciplines required by the national interest.  The buffer body proposed in section 2 above would be expected to monitor and advise on such public interest matters.

Diversity among universities would be promoted as each strove to find a market for its services.  Product differentiation would occur in the nature of courses, the levels at which they are pitched, the size of the institutions, the facilities available, the teaching methods employed and the emphases and ethos of the institution.

Institutional efficiency and effectiveness would be improved by avoiding the rigidities imposed on university management through the present publicly known, and thus unavoidably determinative, relative funding formula.  In addition institutions would have greater control over their budgets through more flexibility in student enrolments and a capacity to vary HECS charges.  Above all, institutional autonomy would be significantly enhanced.

4.  Funding Research

The provision of block funding to universities for research is essential to provide physical infrastructure, a staff base on which research activity can be built and a capacity to undertake long-term fundamental research unlikely to attract project funding.

Present block funding (the research quantum, research infrastructure block grants and the Australian Research Council (ARC) small grants scheme) is inadequate in amount and is spread too thinly across institutions.  Funds are distributed by formulae which give insufficient weight to quality and which encourage institutions to expand higher degree enrolments,  irrespective of their research capacity, and to foster research activity, irrespective of its intrinsic merit.

In any given disciplinary field, research ought to be concentrated on those research teams whose members and facilities have the appropriate strengths; for example, in say 10 to 15 or so locations rather than spread over up to 37 universities.  The concentration should be on a discipline not on an institutional basis, although some universities may have research strengths in many disciplines while others may have few. Such concentration would unquestionably raise productivity and research quality. 

The changes currently being implemented through the Government’s White Paper on research funding maintain the formula based approach to block funding and extend it to research training.  The new arrangements will cap the number of higher degree research places and encourage some concentration, but overall they will reinforce the emphasis on quantity rather than quality as institutions are led to play the formula and compete aggressively with each other by enrolling as many research students as possible, in order to ensure that they at least maintain their relative share of a fixed quantum of funding.

Australia should move to an assessment of research strengths in universities along the lines of the Research Assessment Exercise (RAE) which has been conducted in the United Kingdom for some years.   The research activities of the universities would be classified on a discipline basis into units of assessment (the UK is currently dealing with 68 units of assessment, but a smaller number may be feasible in Australia).  Every five years a committee of senior researchers for each unit of assessment would review the relevant research activities in those universities seeking assessment in that unit.  The committee would rate the quality of the activities on, say, a five point scale (in the UK a seven point scale is used, but this seems unnecessarily complicated).  Institutional research grants (i.e. block funding to individual universities) would be calculated in relation to numbers of active research staff in each assessed discipline weighted by discipline cost levels and by the five point scale of quality.  

By analogy with the UK arrangements, the weights might be: 

Rating
Weight

1
0

2
1

3
1.6

4
2.3

5
3.0

(The UK seven point scale carries weights of 0, 0, 1, 1.5, 2.25, 3.35, 4.05.)  There would be no predetermined distribution of the quality ratings for a given unit of assessment:  the classification would be based purely on absolute research quality, so that for a particular unit of assessment there might be no institutions with a particular rating.

Currently, research block funding amounts to some $335 million per annum.  This funding ought to be significantly increased - $700 million should be a minimum target.

The RAE is a complex exercise, but it has been operating effectively in the UK for 15 years and has recently been favourably reviewed.  It concentrates research funding among the most productive and promising researchers.  It does not aim at nominating particular institutions to be research universities, but concentrates on disciplines within universities.  The allocation of institutional research grants along the lines proposed would concentrate activity in the most promising locations and enhance quality.  All research groups would have the opportunity of being assessed.

The above reform will probably be opposed by many universities because it will expose weaknesses as well as strengths.  However, the concentration of research on a discipline rather than an institution basis would help to soften criticism.  All universities would have research strengths in some disciplines.  Moreover, the assessment of research would be regularly revisited, so that for particular disciplines institutions would have the opportunity of reclassification from time to time.  The RAE was not initially welcomed by the UK universities but is now well accepted.

In addition to block funding, the award of research grants competitively to individuals or groups by the ARC should likewise be enhanced.   The funds at the disposal of National Health and Medical Research Council (NHMRC) have already been  significantly increased.  Funding on a medium to long term basis of special research centres, cooperative research centres and the research schools of the Australian National University should, of course, continue, subject only to periodic review by the ARC or the NHMRC as appropriate.

5.  Funding Research Training

The funding of research training is at present built into the operating grants of universities.  Whether or not undergraduate courses are to be funded through students, it would be desirable for the funding of research training to be so treated.  In any event, the Commonwealth is already proposing to move in this direction.  

The Commonwealth should offer annually some 6,000 postgraduate research training awards.  This annual number of new awards would support a total enrolment of about 21,500 awardees, which corresponds to the present level of funded research enrolments – in my view an adequate level.  An award, like the undergraduate scholarship, would entitle the winner to, say, two years of  equivalent full-time research training for a master’s degree and four years for a PhD at a university willing to enrol him/her.  The award would carry a subsidy to the university to cover the full cost of training.  There would need to be three levels of subsidy according to the cost of training:  $15,000, $25,000 and $35,000 per annum would approximately correspond to current funding levels.  

Candidates for the awards should apply through the university of their undergraduate degree, which would place their candidates in order of merit.  Candidates would be required to sit the Graduate Skills Assessment Test administered by the ACER.  Their results in this would be used to calibrate university rankings so as to obtain a national ranking of the candidates.

Candidates successful in obtaining awards would select the institution at which they wished to train and, if acceptable to the institution, would enrol there.  Students should be encouraged to do their research at institutions other than those at which they were enrolled for their undergraduate studies.  Funding them for an additional semester of study might be an effective way of achieving this.  A width of experience is important.  In Australia there has been far too little movement of research students.

Students who fail to obtain awards could be enrolled by universities on a fee paying basis.  Access to HECS arrangements would be desirable.

On the assumption that there has been an assessment of research groups for the purpose of block funding of research, only research groups rated at levels 3 to 5 as proposed in section 4 above ought to be eligible to enrol research training awardees.  This would concentrate research training in those locations with strengths in staff and facilities.  It would raise research quality generally and enhance students’ training experiences.  It would certainly be in the interests of the research students.  It would also correct the tendency to enrol excessive numbers of research students in some institutions for reasons of funding or prestige.  Evidence of this tendency is that over the years 1989 to 1999 research student numbers have risen from 14,500 to 37,000; of the latter 8,500 are at institutions which were not universities ten years ago.  

Final year studies for honours bachelor degrees are akin to research training:  they usually involve a research project and are often preliminary to undertaking post graduate research.  Such studies need supervision by senior scholars and researchers.  For these reasons a case can be made for concentrating final year honours studies in particular disciplines in those institutions eligible to enrol research training awardees.

6.  Funding Graduate Courses

For the sake of completeness this section is devoted to the funding of graduate degrees and diplomas by course work.  At present most of these are subject to full fees.  However, the scholarship arrangements proposed in section 3 above envisage an entitlement to up to five years of subsidised equivalent full-time undergraduate or coursework graduate education.  This entitlement could be used to support one or two years of graduate course work depending on the length of the undergraduate degree; for example, a B.A., Dip.Ed. could be completed under scholarship conditions.  Beyond the five years, full fees appear appropriate.  However, a strong case can be made to allow such fees to be financed through the HECS arrangements as currently operating.

Graduate medical courses may require special treatment, since these involve four years of study beyond a first degree.  Either full fees will need to be charged or special scholarships offered.

7.  Conclusion

The reforms outlined above, involving the re-establishment of a statutory body to advise on higher education policy and administer higher education programs, the funding of most university courses through scholarships to students and the concentration of research activity on a discipline basis, have been canvassed by myself and others over the past decade.  They have not received wide support.

Much of the opposition to them stems from fears of rising fees, of unequal resourcing of institutions, of deregulation and of barriers to access to university education.  Most of these fears are unjustified:  fees and higher education contributions will be moderated by competition and can be capped by government; institutions will be resourced in relation to the activities taking place within them; the elimination of direct involvement by government in universities’ affairs is essential to the promotion of  institutional autonomy, academic freedom and a diverse system of higher education, and, in any event, the government will continue to set broad goals and determine the aggregate level of public financial support for higher education; access will be promoted by funding a sufficient number of scholarships, by maintaining and extending the HECS arrangements, by special programs for disadvantaged groups (especially in schools) and by promoting greater social and economic equality. 

Higher education reform needs to be developed through an objective analysis of what is wrong with the present arrangements and how they might be improved to benefit the society and economy in which we live.  I am not suggesting that students’ contributions should be allowed to rise without limit nor that the Commonwealth should continue to withdraw its financial support from higher education.  On the contrary, I am stressing the importance of substantial increases in government funding.  Neither am I suggesting that markets necessarily provide ideal solutions, nor that the Commonwealth should not to continue to lay down the broad parameters within which the higher education system would operate.  It is a matter of what will work best, not of being bound to ideological predilections of whatever persuasion.

The concentration of final year honours work, research training and research in a limited number of locations for any given discipline may well be opposed by some on the grounds that it is “elitist”.  It is extraordinary that “elite” gets used in a derogatory sense in this context, given the obvious ways in which top scholars and researchers are recognised and applauded.  

It is also extraordinary in its contrast to popular opinion on sport so recently headlined through the Olympics and Paralympics.  Commonwealth (and indeed State) Governments support popular involvement in sport, both professional and recreational, on a wide scale.  However, large sums are directed to the development of elite sportspeople who have a capacity to achieve excellence.  The word “elite” is commonly used in relation to sport in favourable terms, without the slightest qualification.  Of course, success is readily measured – medals, victories and so on.  But success in the intellectual world is also measured by similar distinctions.  Education policy should  likewise be based on widespread access for all and special facilities and support for top graduates and academics, just as sports policy is directed to widespread popular involvement and the training and support of elite athletes.  The nurturing of elite sportspeople proved spectacularly successful at last year’s Olympics. Support for elite researchers would likewise pay dividends - indeed potentially greater dividends since success in research is not limited by the quantum of medals available. Moreover, the fostering of elite academics and researchers is a great deal more important for Australia’s future than the fostering of elite sportspeople because of the direct impact of an active research and development environment on economic growth. 

The reforms outlined above will ensure quality higher education for a high proportion of the Australian population - in the long run about one half of the population will have attended university and some 35-40% will possess degrees of high standing.  The reforms will also create numerous concentrations of scholarly and research activity at the forefront of the natural sciences and technology and in the humanities and social sciences.  Thus the twin objectives of widespread access to higher education and of nurturing the most intellectually able will be served, and a vital contribution will be made to Australia’s future.

8 January 2001

* I wish to acknowledge the help of Mr R. H. Arthur in the development of the ideas set out in this paper and his assistance in spelling out details.
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