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CHAPTER 1

BACKGROUND TO THE LEGISLATION

Progress and referral of the bill

1.1 On 29 June 2000 the Senate referred to this Committee, for report, by leave, the
provisions of the States Grants (Primary and Secondary Assistance) Bill 2000, contingent
upon the bill’s introduction into the House of Representatives on that day.  The bill was
introduced in the House of Representatives by the Minister for Education, Training and
Youth Affairs, the Hon David Kemp MP.

1.2 In pursuance of its inquiry the Committee received 30 submissions, mainly from
school organisations and associations representing government and non-government schools,
teachers and parents.  The Committee conducted public hearings in Canberra on 22 and 23
August 2000.

Provisions and objectives of the bill

1.3 The purpose of the Bill is to implement the Government’s commitment to maintain
stability in Commonwealth funding for primary and secondary education in Australia for the
2001 to 2004 quadrennium.

1.4 The bill implements a number of decisions made in the 1999-2000 Budget:

• introduction of the new socio economic status (SES)-based funding arrangements
for non-government schools;

• additional funding and consequent changes to funding arrangements for the Short
Term Emergency Assistance program now renamed the School Transitional
Emergency Assistance program;

• introduction of a revised structure for Commonwealth programs for targeted
assistance for schools;  and

• improved accountability arrangements for Commonwealth schools programs.

1.5 The bill includes provision for the new socio economic status or SES based funding
arrangements.  Under the new arrangements, general recurrent funding will be distributed
according to need and schools serving the neediest communities will receive the greatest
financial support.  The bill allows for the increased funding to schools to be phased in over
the quadrennium.

1.6 The bill guarantees financial security for all non-government schools.  No non-
government school will be financially disadvantaged by the move to the new SES funding
system.  Schools that would otherwise have their funding reduced under the new
arrangements will have their year 2000 per capita entitlements maintained, with the year 2000
dollar rates adjusted annually in line with the latest Average Government School Recurrent
Cost (AGSRC) figures.  Catholic school systems will be funded on a basis that essentially
preserves in real terms the per capita equivalent of their current funding categories in the year
2000.
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1.7 The bill also provides additional funding for schools experiencing severe financial
hardship or facing problems of viability during the transition to the new SES arrangements.
Establishment grants will be available to assist new non-government schools with costs
incurred in their formative years and enable them to be competitive with existing schools.
The bill also provides recurrent funding for distance education students receiving that
education from non-government schools.

1.8 The bill gives legislative effect to a new accountability framework aimed at
strengthening the link between the funding provided under Commonwealth schools programs
and improved outcomes for all Australian students.  Grantees will be required to commit to
achieving performance measures or performance targets against the National Goals for
Schooling and to report progress.

1.9 The bill provides for the introduction of a revised structure for some Commonwealth
Programs of targeted assistance for schools which is the outcome of the review foreshadowed
in the 1999-2000 Budget.  The revised structure combines the literacy and numeracy – grants
to schools program and the special education school support fixed grants and per capita
grants into the Strategic assistance for improving student outcomes program.

1.10 The bill changes arrangements and simplifies distribution of funding for the special
education per capita program that has been subsumed within the Strategic assistance for
improving student outcomes program.  The bill provides for an average special education per
capita funding amount per student for every eligible non-government student.  The bill also
provides for additional funding through the Strategic assistance for improving student
outcomes program to ensure that funding for independent schools disadvantaged by the
introduction of the average per capita rate will be maintained in terms of the per capita rate
for the quadrennium.  The bill also combines the priority and community languages programs
into the Languages other than English program and simplifies distribution arrangements for
this funding.

1.11 The bill provides for government school General Recurrent Grants to be funded at a
specified proportion of the dollar value of the AGSRC figure used for funding non-
government schools to avoid possible inconsistent supplementation arrangements between
the two sectors.

1.12 The bill streamlines the legislative requirements for the Capital Grants Program.
This change reflects the outcomes of a recent evaluation of the Capital Grants Program and
will be accompanied by broader reporting by States on the state of their school infrastructure
and improvements year on year.  The change does not limit the ability of the Commonwealth
to require approval on a project basis.  As before, the legislative base for the schools
programs will be under-pinned by agreements with the States and Territories as well as non-
government school authorities.

1.13 The bill continues school funding, under the new provisions described above, in
succession to the current States Grants (Primary and Secondary Education Assistance) Act
1996.  The current act was the subject of an inquiry by this Committee which reported in
November 1996.  The current bill before the Committee indicates an evolution of government
policy characterised by an increased financial commitment to the school sector and the
adoption of funding processes which provide for greater equity in the distribution of grants.
The provisions in this bill reinforce the emphasis in the current Act of the theme of choice.
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1.14 Legislative arrangements for grants to non-government schools since 1973 have seen
a gradual move from a limited acknowledgment of the rights of parents to financial assistance
to educate their children in schools of their choice, through to more deliberate and considered
acceptance of the importance of private initiative in school education.  The 1996 legislation
ended restrictions hitherto ignored on the establishment of new non-government schools with
Commonwealth assistance.  The bill before the Senate confirms the Commonwealth’s
commitment to the non-government school sector.  The Committee reiterates a point it made
in its 1996 report on the current Act in relation to a policy which is reinforced in the
legislation being dealt with here.1

Australia is unique in providing public funding support to a blended schools sector
which embraces government schools, systemic non-government schools (e.g. the
Catholic system) as well as independent non-government schools which may or
may not affiliate into statewide or national groupings.  At both Commonwealth and
state levels, such a heterogeneous mix of schools is regarded as not just an accident
of history, but as a legitimate and appropriate way of education to be delivered in
modern, pluralist communities.  To date, over the period of this blended system,
there has been a parity of educational performance between the public and private
sectors.

1.15 The Committee, along with the supporters of both government and non-government
schools sectors, acknowledges the important contribution each sector makes to the education
of young Australians.  The circumstances of policy development in the funding of non-
government schools over the past thirty years has given the Commonwealth the initiative in
the funding of this sector.  Statements by the Minister, Hon David Kemp MP, that the
Commonwealth has the principal role in the funding of this sector should be seen in this
historical context.  The Committee rejects the notion, stated in a number of submissions to
this inquiry, that the measures contained in this bill are intended to effect a transfer of
students from government to non-government schools.  Such an intention is not within the
scope of governments to effect.  It can only be a matter for parental choice.

Funding and related issues

1.16 The bill appropriates some $22 billion for schools for the 2001-2004 quadrennium.
The following table shows the estimated allocations by programs and calendar years in the
bill.

Estimated allocations under the States Grants Programs (outturn prices)

2000

$

2001

$

2002

$

2003

$

2004

$

Government

Recurrent

Capital

1,185,524,000

224,959,000

1,248,572,000

229,683,000

1,321,828,000

235,655,000

1,398,908,000

241,782,000

1,481,098,000

248,068,000

                                             

1 EET Legislation Committee, Consideration of the States (Primary and Secondary Education Assistance)
Bill 1996.  Nov. 1996, p.18
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Targeted

Total:

297,667,000

1,708,150,000

306,809,000

1,785,064,000

317,138,000

1,874,621,000

293,902,000

1,934,592,000

296,748,000

2,025,914,000

Non-government

Recurrent

Capital

Targeted

Total:

2,648,228,000

88,438,000

153,274,000

2,889,940,000

2,873,160,000

90,295,000

159,618,000

3,123,073,000

3,118,037,000

92,643,000

165,491,000

3,376,171,000

3,383,557,000

95,051,000

157,610,000

3,636,218,000

3,667,232,000

85,851,000

165,616,000

3,918,699,000

GRAND TOTAL: 4,598,090,000 4,908,137,000 5,250,792,000 5,570,810,000 5,944,613,000

1.17 In addition to direct Commonwealth assistance, states apply other Commonwealth-
sourced funding to government and non-government schools.  Commonwealth and state
financial arrangements have changed with the introduction of the New Tax System and it is
unclear at this stage how much funding from GST revenues will be applied by States to
school education.  Consequently, it is not possible to provide estimates of total public funding
to government and non-government schools for the quadrennium.2

1.18 Under the current Act, schools are funded at a level calculated according to the
Education Resources Index (ERI).  There are twelve funding levels, the highest being the
most needy schools.  Schools rated as being most highly resourced and not capable of raising
their own funds were at the bottom end of the Commonwealth funding level.

1.19 The new bill will abolish the Education Resources Index and create three different
types of funding levels, all of which are expressed as a percentage of Average Government
School Recurrent Costs (AGSRC)3.  The three funding types are: an SES funding level; a
year 2000 funding level; or the agreed level for Catholic systemic schools.

SES Funding

1.20 The Education Resources Index (ERI), the mechanism that allocates non-
government schools and systems to one of twelve needs-based funding categories, was
reviewed in 1998. Following the release of a consultation report several alternative funding
models were investigated further. In response to strong interest expressed in a socio-
economic status (SES) model, DETYA conducted a feasibility study in which over 90 per
cent of non-government schools participated. The result was a report in 1999 which
concluded that an SES approach provided a more equitable way of distributing recurrent
funding.4

                                             

2 Submission No.22, Department of Education, Training and Youth Affairs, vol.2, p.217

3 A MCEETYA agreed formula on the cost of educating a student at a government school:  currently
$4355 (primary schools) and $6050 (secondary schools).

4 MINCO, National Report on Schooling in Australia 1998, p. 168
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1.21 A consultations report of 1997 proposed a set of principles which should be seen as
essential characteristics of any future funding system.  There were:  equity, transparency,
predictability, simplicity, flexibility and cost.  The Committee is satisfied that the SES model
meets these criteria.5

1.22 The SES Simulation Project Report explained the need for change in the following
terms:

One of the recurring criticisms of the ERI is that schools servicing the same
community, drawing from the same socio-economic base, are not always funded in
the same way.  The ERI does not reflect the socio-economic composition or
economic circumstances of a school’s population … There is now a widespread
view that changes, accretions and overlays introduced over time to the ERI, as a
response to particular problems, and reflecting changing government policy, have
distorted the original intention of ERI as a school resource measure so that it no
longer accurately reflects the relative needs of schools.6

1.23 An SES (for Socio Economic Status) funding level assesses the funding need of a
school on the socio-economic level of the school community.  All schools will be given an
SES assessment or score.  An SES score is calculated by linking student addresses to ABS
Census Collections districts in order to rank schools relative to each other, based on the SES
of each school’s community.

1.24 A minimum entitlement for schools funded on their SES score is set at 13.7 per cent
of AGSRC, payable to schools with SES scores of 130 and above.  The maximum entitlement
for schools funded on their SES score is set at 70 per cent of AGSRC, payable to schools
with an SES score of 85 and below.  Between these SES scores, funding is payable on a
continuum, with a difference of about $55 for primary students and $75 for secondary
students.

1.25 For schools whose entitlements are based on SES scores, the increased funding will
be phased in at a rate of 25 per cent of the increase each year, so that by 2004 schools will be
funded at their new level.  Examples of funding over four years for secondary school students
at different SES levels is shown below.

                                             

5 Consultation Report on School Funding DETYA 1997 pp. 49-50

6 Steering Committee for the Simulation Project an SES-based model for recurrent funding of non-
government schools, Schools Funding: SES Simulation Project Report, DETYA 1998, p. 1.
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Funding dollars per enrolment

SES Score

Funding Level

% of AGSRC 2001 2002 2003 2004

130

124

118

112

100

85 or less

13.7

21.2

28.7

36.2

51.2

70.0

  863

1335

1807

2279

3223

4406

  863

1335

1807

2279

3223

4406

  863

1335

1807

2279

3223

4406

  863

1335

1807

2279

3223

4406

1.26 The Committee received a great deal of evidence on the advantages of SES-based
funding arrangements.  Even critics of the system conceded its advantages over the Education
Resources Index method used under the current Act.  This evidence will be discussed in
Chapter 2.

Year 2000 funding level

1.27 The government has undertaken to ensure that no school will be financially
disadvantaged under the new Act.  Schools that would otherwise have their funding reduced
under new SES arrangements will have their year 2000 per capita entitlements maintained,
with the year 2000 dollar rates adjusted annually in line with the most recently agreed
AGSRC figures.

Arrangements for Catholic systemic schools

1.28 In 1998 the independent Non-Government Schools Funding Review Committee
recognised the widening gap between the funds allocated to Catholic school systems, and the
relative needs of those systems, compared with those available to government schools.  The
Committee determined that Level 11 (under the ERI classification) was an appropriate and
just reflection of Catholic systemic funding requirements.  New arrangements which will
prevail under this bill provides for all Catholic school systems, except in the ACT to be
funded at 56.2 per cent of AGSRC.  ACT Catholic schools will be funded 51.2 per cent of
AGSRC.  This agreement will expire in 2004.  Regardless of this arrangement, Catholic
systemic schools may be regarded as being subject to the SES model.  The ERI classification
Level 11 corresponds to scores of 96 and 100 on the SES scale, at which levels (ACT schools
at 96) systems will be funded.7

1.29 Clause 74 of the bill allows the minister to determine a grant of transitional
emergency assistance to a state for a non-government school if the minister is satisfied that
exceptional circumstances warrant it.  This assistance may be short-term assistance, or may

                                             

7 Mr Tony Greer, Hansard, Canberra 23 August 2000, p. 100.
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extend over a period of years during a transitional period leading to new SES funding
arrangements.

Reporting and accountability provisions

1.30 A commitment to better reporting and improved accountability processes has been
continuing policy for governments over the past decade.  Schools, in common with all
educational institutions, have been as affected by this concern as all other public and private
sector service delivery agencies.  Australian educators have become accustomed to measuring
and comparing performance in order to improve teaching and learning processes.  There are
now agreed national performance standards and national reporting.  The application of
improved reporting standards presents particular challenges to federal systems of
government.  Public monies appropriated by Commonwealth, state and territory legislation
have to be accounted for to those legislatures, even when shared costs obscure the
expenditure trail.  This issue has been addressed by MCEETYA.

1.31 This bill provides for new requirements for reporting and accountability linked to the
National Goals for Schooling in the 21st Century.  These provisions have been approved with
the commitment made by MCEETYA to nationally comparable reporting of educational
outcomes in six key learning areas covered by the national goals: literacy, numeracy, student
participation, vocational education and learning in schools, science and information
technology.  A MCEETYA taskforce continues to work on methods of reporting outcomes.

1.32 The following provisions in the bill require recipients of grants to meet certain
commitments.  These are:

• commitment to National Goals for Schooling and to achieving any performance
measures, including targets, incorporated in the legislation;

• a commitment to report on progress towards achieving performance targets;

• meeting the obligation to both report and to achieve targets, the former
commitment to be reinforced by financial sanctions in the event of non-reporting,
and the latter to be reinforced by administrative action aimed at assisting
authorities to meet their commitment.

1.33 Performance measures and targets may be determined by the Commonwealth
minister in delegated legislation following agreement by MCEETYA.  There is provision,
however, for the Commonwealth minister to make regulations to determine performance
measures unilaterally should the minister believe that there is unreasonable delay in
MCEETYA reaching agreement on these measures.  All schools are equally accountable for
the expenditure of public funds and non-government schools will be treated in the same way
as government schools.

1.34 The vehicle for reporting is to be the National Report on Schooling in all likelihood
to record state and territory data on Year 3, Year 5 and Year 7 literacy and numeracy
benchmarks.  The reporting will make it possible to make comparisons of performance by
gender and key equity groups, including Indigenous students, those from non-English
speaking backgrounds and geographically isolated students.  Significantly, the reporting will
make it possible, for the time, to compare the performances of states and education
authorities.
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1.35 In addition to performance reporting, the bill provides for states and approved
authorities to provide reports of a kind required by the minister in relation to financial
assistance and to participate in evaluating the outcomes of programs of financial assistance.
As a condition of funding, the minister may require a state or authority to take specific action
in relation to performance which does not meet its target.  This might include deploying
advisory teachers, submitting to an independent review of standards or supplying information
to the Commonwealth about schools having problems.

1.36 These new reporting and accountability requirements apply to programs worth
around $4 billion each year (80% of Commonwealth grants to schools).  Not all the six
priority areas identified by MCEETYA are suitable for the setting of targets.  The
government has advised that it may be more appropriate in some learning areas to gather
national data through surveys.

1.37 The new reporting requirements provided for in this legislation may be seen as an
indication of the government’s determination to impose national standards in school
education and establish benchmarks for assessment of school performance in the key learning
areas identified by MCEETYA.  It is significant that the reasons provided for will include
mechanisms for comparing performance across states and territories and across the different
education provider sectors.  This is an important change in accountability measures because it
focuses on outputs and outcomes rather than inputs.

New Schools

1.38 The bill also provides, in clauses 45 and 75, grants for establishment assistance for
new schools.  While this provision has not attracted any significant attention during the
course of the inquiry, the Committee wishes to make two points in this chapter about this
issue.  First, it notes the complaint of the Independent Teacher Union that the Commonwealth
has not provided for itself any regulatory or planning role in relation to the establishment of
new schools8.  The Committee is aware of one obvious reason for this:  the lack of any
constitutional basis for doing so.  Second, the Committee notes comment from the
Queensland Government which suggests that non-registered independent schools may be
eligible for Commonwealth assistance as a result of changes to state laws9.  It reminds the
Queensland Government that such matters are entirely in their hands.  They alone are
responsible for the proper drafting of their legislation.

Targeted programs

1.39 Parts 7-14 of the bill provide for grants of strategic assistance to improve outcomes
for disadvantaged students in schools and school communities.  Disabled, Indigenous and low
SES-level students are targeted for this assistance, together with students from non-English
speaking backgrounds and those living in isolated areas.  The bill further reduces the
complexity of Commonwealth targeted programs, following the trend evident in changes
brought about under the current act passed in 1996.  The bill increases the focus on
improving student learning outcomes and strengthens accountability processes, as described
above.  Following a 1999 DETYA review of targeted programs, and a report on literacy and
numeracy programs  carried out by the Australian Council for Education Research (ACER), a

                                             

8 Submission No 24 Australian Independent Education Union, vol. 2 p. 249.

9 Submission No 26 Queensland Government, vol 3 p.5.
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new targeted program structure is provided for in this bill, covering literacy and numeracy;
special education;  special education non-government centre support;  priority languages and
community languages.  There is also a new program aimed at fostering the learning of Asian
languages and studies of Asia.

1.40 The new characteristics of Commonwealth financial assistance in targeted programs
are increased flexibility of schools to meet the needs of their students;  and, equitable
distribution of funding through more simple processes.  The need for the government to
change general recurrent grants arrangements provides an opportunity to streamline these
measures.

Conclusion

1.41 Commonwealth funding for all schools is assured policy across party divides. There
is also broad agreement across the Parliament to the direction this legislation takes in
providing for the assurance of national standards and benchmarks. Commonwealth direction
is needed in initiating administrative processes in the states and territories that will ensure
more energetic commitment to national goals. The record of the Government has already
shown considerable progress in this regard, with Commonwealth leadership evident in the
National Literacy and Numeracy Plan, in vocational education and training in schools, and in
the Indigenous Education Strategic Initiative Program, all approved by MCEETYA. Most
members of the Committee agree that increased Commonwealth intervention by means
provided for in this proposed legislation is necessary to ensure that MCEETYA works more
effectively in the national educational interest.
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CHAPTER 2

CONSIDERATION OF THE ISSUES

2.1 The Committee received evidence both in support of the bill and critical of some
aspects of the policy to be implemented. Some submissions supported the proposed
legislation in principle, but indicated reservations about some clauses.  This spread of opinion
was reflected in evidence taken by the Committee during nearly two days of public hearings.

2.2 The principal issues raised in submissions and in evidence were as follows:

• the school funding roles of the Commonwealth and the states and whether the funding
formula has seen a reduction in the proportion of Commonwealth funds going to
government schools;

• whether the SES model of funding was fair and equitable, given its focus on the
financial resources of the student community better than the financial capacity of the
school, or whether it was intentionally skewed to give disproportionate benefit to
schools hitherto in the lower funding categories; and

• whether the reporting and accountability processes are in keeping with the spirit of
MCEETYA decisions and represent appropriate Commonwealth leadership in schools
policy, or whether these measures fail to acknowledge state responsibilities.

2.3 A general issue, raised in consideration of a number of issues listed above, was the
extent of consultation between the Commonwealth on the one hand, and state and non-
government agencies on the other.  The Committee heard evidence from state education
authorities that their consultations with DETYA officials were more in the nature of one or
two hour briefings, and that their first indications of what was proposed in the bill came only
after its introduction.  The Committee, on hearing later evidence, believes that there is much
less substance in this claim than it was led to believe by state officials.

2.4 As noted in the previous chapter, the adoption of the SES funding mechanism has
been under active consideration for at least ten years.  Other elements of the bill were also
well signposted.  The agreement of the Catholic systems to stay out of the SES model was
decided in 1998. It could not be expected that the actual appropriations proposed in the bill
would be revealed before its introduction.  MCEETYA  is not the body which determined
appropriations:  this is a Commonwealth responsibility.  The record was set straight in
evidence given by DETYA officials to the Committee:

There is one further observation that I would like to take up at this point to address
an issue that I understand has had some prominence over the last day or so – that is,
the issue of consultation in respect of the development of the SES model, and
particularly consultation with state and territory colleagues and governments.  I
must say that any reasonable and objective assessment of this will see that there
has, in fact, been quite considerable consultation with both sectors in the schooling
area.  Terms of reference for the review of the ERI were circulated and, indeed
submissions received from most jurisdictions, if not all, over the period February
through to April, including from Victoria.  Following that, there was a round of
consultations with state and territory authorities.  Responses to the consultation
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report were received from Victoria, Queensland, the ACT and South Australia over
the period December 1997 through to January 1998.  There was a funding forum
involving the New South Wales, Victoria, Queensland, Western Australia, South
Australia, Tasmania and Northern Territory education departments in December
1997.

With the announcement of the SES model in the 1999 budget context, there were
briefings of state and territory education authorities on 13 May, at which multiple
representatives of most, if not all, education authorities attended, and these were
followed up by further detailed briefings during May and June.  That, again,
included a number of the jurisdictions that have given evidence to the committee.
Likewise, further SES briefings were undertaken earlier this year on data issues and
they touched on the registered schools board in the Victorian, Tasmanian and
Queensland jurisdictions.  Since the introduction of the bill, we also undertook a
national process of consultations – a process that has now been completed – with
all jurisdictions across all states, territories and national peak bodies between the
period 20 July and 17 August.1

2.5 The Committee is satisfied that appropriate levels of consultation were conducted
with interested parties, including state governments.  It notes that non-government parties
were well satisfied with the same levels of consultations as were described above by DETYA
officials in relation to state governments.

The Commonwealth’s role in school funding

2.6 Central to the debate on this bill is the issue of the particular responsibilities of the
Commonwealth to fund non-government schools.  The Minister has been unequivocal:  it is
the primary funding responsibility of the Commonwealth.  The reasons are historical and, in
following precedent over most of the thirty years since the first Commonwealth assistance
was given to schools, the current legislation follows an evolutionary pattern.  A
Commonwealth initiative in 1963 opened the way to provide a measure of justice to non-
government schools struggling to maintain their existence.  The science teaching grants
promised by Sir Robert Menzies in the election campaign of that year set a precedent for
future governments at the Commonwealth level.  The ad hoc nature of such grants ended with
the establishment in 1973 of the Australian Schools Commission and the beginning of routine
special purpose grants.  That financial assistance to non-government schools has originated
mainly from Commonwealth grants is an obvious consequence of the overwhelming demands
of government schools on state finances. This has left only a very small proportion of
recurrent funding available to non-government schools from state budgets, in addition to
indirect assistance.

2.7 Funds allocated under this bill are therefore predicated on the fact that government
schools take most of the state funding for schools. States Grants Acts as a consequence have
always provided a disproportionate share of school funding to non-government schools. Even
so, government schools have always benefited considerably from Commonwealth
supplementary funding from the States Grants Acts. The $9.3 billion of Commonwealth
funding for government schools which is provided for in this bill is a record amount.
Commonwealth funding for government schools is now increasing at a greater rate than is
state funding.  Included in that $9.3 billion is $800 million in capital grants to government

                                                

1 Mr Tony Greer, Hansard, Canberra, 23 August 2000, pp.94-95
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schools. This compares to the capital grants allocation of $334 million over the same period
to non-government schools. If government schools receive recurrent funding at the lowest
rate it is because the bulk of recurrent funding comes from state appropriations. State
appropriations themselves rely heavily on general purpose revenue grants, sometimes known
as ‘block grants’, from the Commonwealth in order to fund the ordinary services of
government, including government schools.

2.8 In summary, this bill provides for continued levels of support for government schools
in a way that reflects current responsibilities. States provide base funding for government
schools, and Commonwealth recurrent funding provides a supplement. This is consistent with
the constitutional responsibilities of states and with the strategic policy role of the
Commonwealth.

SES funding model

2.9 The Committee found very little evidence of disagreement over the use of socio-
economic status (SES) based funding arrangements for non-government schools.  As
described in Chapter 1, the model has been tested and found to be satisfactory.  SES has been
overwhelmingly supported by schools whose level of funding it will determine.  It is
considered to be a fairer and more equitable means of allocating Commonwealth funding
than the current Education Resources Index (ERI)-based arrangements.  Like ERI, the SES
contains a basic entitlement, complemented by a needs-based component.  Unlike the ERI,
however, the SES model uses an assessment of needs which is related to the resources of the
school community rather than an assessment of the assets and so-called ’financial capability’
of schools.

2.10 The SES model was first developed in 1973 for the purpose of identifying areas of
educational disadvantage, and has been used by various government departments, Catholic
Education Commissions and Independent Schools Block Grant Authorities to target needs-
based recurrent and capital funding.  For instance, in 1986 the Schools Commission assisted a
study by Deakin University on indicators of socio-economic disadvantage for Australian
schools.  In 1995 DETYA, on behalf of MCEETYA examined the use of SES indicators in
the allocation of funding for disadvantaged students in all school sectors.

2.11 The SES model also fits the philosophy of the current government in giving greater
emphasis to supporting the needs of individual families and students.  There has, hitherto,
been a preoccupation with shaping educational funding policies to institutions rather than to
the users of educational services.  Services provided by schools and other educational
institutions have been ‘supply driven’.  The Committee notes with approval the policy of the
government to reverse this trend:  allowing the recipients of education to determine the
demand, and have schools and other educational institutions respond to this demand.  SES
model funding assists in facilitating this change, as noted in one submission:

Given that an increasing number of parents are making decisions about their
children’s schooling based on the particular needs of an individual child, it
becomes increasingly necessary to question the rationale for a system of funding
based on schools rather than family and student need.  The SES funding model is a
stepping stone towards a system of funding that places the interests of families and
students at its heart …

The needs of families and students, not institutions, should be the focus of the
method of funding Australia’s education provision, particularly given the diverse
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geographic, cultural and religious diversity that is fostered within our democracy.
The establishment of a growing number of non-government schools designed to
maintain the variety of cultural and religious traditions of ethnic groups in
Australia has generated significant educational, social and economic benefits.2

2.12 The Committee accepts claims by some independent schools that the previous funding
allocation method, ERI, had been altered and added to over the years for the purpose of
constraining the growth of the independent sector.3  This had the effect of limiting private
investment in education.

2.13 Another problem which arose from the ERI model was the inflexibility of its
application to sudden changes in economic conditions faced by many parents. No where is
this more obvious than in rural Australia. As one witness told the Committee:

The problems…were exacerbated for rural schools, particularly in the mid-eighties
when the rural recession really began to bite in states like Western Australia, and
country communities changed significantly. The schools there found that they had
declining enrolments but, because of the funding formula, they were trapped into a
category and, because of the add-ons they could not get out of that category. That is
one of the advantages, I believe of the SES. If you look at the SESs of rural schools
in comparison with city schools they are generally lower and they generally reflect
more fairly the composition of the school community.4

2.14 At the time of the public hearings on this inquiry, the amounts payable to schools
when the SES model was a matter of some speculation. Subsequently, the Minister released
the details of the SES scores for each school and statistics showing the proportion of funding
that would go to schools at particular SES levels. Grants to a number of independent schools
servicing higher SES communities will rise under the new formula, due largely to previous
underfunding over many years. Such schools will continue to receive, as they have done in
the past, funding per student which is only 13.7 per cent of the average cost of a government
schools student. The poorest non-government schools will receive up to 70 per cent.

2.15 The Committee received no evidence that the SES model gives disproportionate
benefit to so-called ‘wealthy’ schools.  As DETYA advised:

Any new funding system is going to introduce changes in the relative positions of
schools.  So it is not specifically the change to the SES model that is causing those
changes; the SES model will simply identify what changes will occur.  In a policy
decision that says there is going to be funding maintenance, that is where the
increase will occur, because the SES model will identify schools that have been
under funded in the past, they will receive more funding and those that were
perhaps ove rfunded are going to be maintained.  So it is an issue of the changing
relativities being funded out of an increased budget for those relativities being
changed.5

                                                

2 Submission No 18, Association of Independent Schools of Victoria, vol. 2 p. 187.

3 Submission No 15, Australian Parents Council, vol. 1, p. 140.

4 Mrs Audrey Jackson, Hansard, Canberra, 23 August 2000, p.71

5 Assoc. Professor Stephen Farrish, Hansard, Canberra, 23 August 2000, p. 99
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2.16 The arrangement whereby Catholic systems are funded at Level 11 under the ERI has
resulted in comment to the effect that the National Catholic Education Commission is
opposed to the SES model. As the submission from the NCEC states:

The bill has the support of the NCEC. The NCEC recognises that the bill provides
security of funding to Catholic schools and systems over the next quadrennium.
The bill seeks to link grants for Catholic schools to the average costs of schooling
in the government sector. The NCEC strongly endorses this. For Catholic schools
and school systems the bill will enhance equity and accessibility for families who
wish to exercise their right to choose the school for their children which meets their
needs.6

2.17 The reservations that appear to have been expressed about the SES mechanism by the
NCEC representatives appearing before the Committee need to be seen in the context of the
statement above. The NCEC did not support the retention of ERI as a funding mechanism. It
makes the point that a combination of funding entitlement measures should be used. While
the Committee strongly supports the SES model as the most appropriate measure available,
but does not deny that the test of experience may require some modifications in due course.
This is a normal process in the administration of funding policy.

Reporting and accountability processes

2.18 The Committee recognises two fundamental principles underlying current government
policy in education.  The first is the right of every young Australian to have access to schools
and post-school institutions which best meet their needs.  The second is the obligation placed
upon schools and other learning institutions to deliver the outcomes which students require.
The current government has announced its commitment to improved reporting and
accountability as a means to improving outcomes through national goals for schooling and
national performance targets.

2.19 This bill provides for payments to states to be made conditional upon that stage being
committed to MCEETYAs National Goals for Schooling and to achieving performance
measures as set out in regulations made under the act.  These regulations are likely to be
agreed to by MCEETYA before being gazetted.  The Committee believes this needs to be
considered in relation to evidence presented to it by state governments concerned about
sovereignty issues.

2.20 The submission from the New South Wales Government claims that the financial
accountability requirements included in the bill ‘go far beyond the reasonable expectations of
accountability and are likely to be counterproductive’7.  A representative of the Victorian
Department of Education, Employment and Training gave evidence to the Committee,
speaking in the same vein about Commonwealth-state accountability and reporting
relationships:  ‘This unilateral and heavy-handed approach by the Commonwealth … has the
very clear and real potential to bring … cooperative endeavour to a standstill’.8

                                                

6 Submission No. 9, National Catholic Education Commission, vol.1, p.102

7 Submission No 25, NSW Government, vol. 2, p. 279.

8 Mr Maurice Wenn, Hansard, Canberra, 22 August 2000, p. 52.
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2.21 The Committee acknowledges that submissions from governments in South Australia
and Western Australia about the issue of reporting and accountability also inject a cautionary
note into debate on this issue.  The South Australian submission says that the bill provides for
the publication of disaggregated data to identify schools having problems.  This would be
contrary to the policy of the South Australian Government which is opposed to publishing
comparative information about schools.9  The Committee notes the understanding of the
South Australian Government that the substance of the regulations to be made by the Minister
for Education, Training and Youth Affairs will, based on DETYA advice, reflect the ‘agreed
view of MCEETYA.10 The submission from the Minister for Education in Western Australia
notes that as yet no decision has been made by MCEETYA on whether to introduce
performance targets because the National Education Performance Monitoring Taskforce is
currently investigating the issue.11

2.22 The Committee is equally confident that a ‘federal’ understanding of the importance
of this issue will emerge in future MCEETYA discussions, as will a resolution of technical
issues relating to reporting.  The disaggregation of jointly funded projects does present
technical problems in regard to reporting outcomes and the Committee urges the Minister, as
chair of MCEETYA,  to resolve these difficulties.  The good intentions of the Government
are apparent in its agreement to set out requirements in the form of regulations which are
disallowable by either House: an incentive to ministers and officials to avoid the risk of their
disallowance.

2.23 It is noteworthy that Opposition senators have not shown any interest in drawing state
departmental officials who appeared as witnesses on the question of reporting, although this
issue featured prominently in the evidence those officials presented to the Committee.
Senators on all sides share high expectations of the Commonwealth’s role in providing
direction to national educational objectives.

2.24 The Committee is generally in agreement on the issue of reporting requirements to the
extent of supporting a Commonwealth initiative to have outcomes information available to
legislators, students and others with interests in the school systems, including the taxpaying
community.  While the Committee agrees with state views that a ‘MCEETYA solution’ to the
issue of reporting and accountability is desirable, it agrees with the Minister that, in the last
report, the Commonwealth should show leadership in this area of policy.  This legislation
gives substance to the Commonwealth’s material interest in this issue.  The states should not
be surprised at the measures that are provided for.

Allegations of community divisions

2.25 The Committee noted with interest comment in several submissions, including those
from the Australian Independent Teachers’ Union and the New South Wales Government that
the thrust of this legislation was contributing to antagonistic feelings between school sectors
over the issues of Commonwealth assistance to non-government schools. Apart from the fact
that the sectarian basis for much of the opposition to ‘state aid’ has been swept aside by
social change, evidence of any alleged ‘backlash’ is not apparent to those who form the

                                                

9 Submission No 27, Minister for Education, Children’s Services and Training, SA, vol. 3, p. 14.

10 Ibid.

11 Submission No 30, Minister for Education, WA, vol. 3 and p. ….
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Committee majority, and has not been raised in any parliamentary forum, to the knowledge of
the Committee, for many years. Even the most assiduous reading of press reports and
commentary have failed to reveal accounts of this.

2.26 Support for the principle of basic Commonwealth assistance to all Australian schools
is overwhelming. Public support for this policy is so pervasive that no mainstream political
group is opposed to it. The Committee notes with some surprise that the Australian Education
Union maintains an ancient and outmoded policy in regard to financial assistance to non-
government schools, no doubt unrepresentative of its membership. The Committee views
such attitudes as unhelpful in allowing government schools to compete effectively for their
enrolment base. While it sees evidence of innovation and ‘best practice’ in government
schools, it is critical of the defensive attitude of many of its so-called supporters.
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CONCLUSION

The States Grants (Primary and Secondary Education Assistance) Bill 2000 represents a
forward step in providing financial security for Australian schools. On this secure basis
schools can plan confidently to meet the needs of their supporting families and communities.
The bill provides a $22 billion package aimed at raising standards across all schools and, for
the first time, providing some assurance that the education dollar is expended in a way that
delivers the desired outputs.

Taken overall, therefore, the bill represents more than an appropriation. It represents a
commitment by the government to achieving the national goals agreed to by MCEETYA. To
a much greater extent than previous States Grants Bills, this bill includes a blueprint for
continued reform of the national school system.

For these reasons the Committee majority supports this bill. It recommends that it be passed
without amendment.

Senator J Tierney

Chair
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PREAMBLE

Education, particularly the education of our children, is the keystone of the structure that
makes up Australian society.  How schools are funded, and the values that are reflected in the
policies and rhetoric surrounding schooling, provide the background against which school
education takes place.  The young people of Australia grow into adulthood in a world
crucially shaped not only by their parents, but by the education they receive at school and the
social and ideological context in which this is embedded.

Therefore government policies on school education shape in a fundamental way the
perceptions of young people, and their families, about their future and their place in
Australian society.  Through the way we value principles of excellence, equality and fairness
in the provision of education we create the basis for young people's understanding of their
society and their nation. From the point of view of Opposition and Australian Democrat
senators, it is the centrality of education in the acculturation of young people that underlies
this Inquiry and informs this minority report.

Labor, supported by the Australian Democrats, is committed to providing additional funding
to needy non-government schools.  However, this should be balanced by commensurate
increases for government schools.  The Government's new SES model, moreover, provides
the most substantial increases to the wealthiest non-government schools.

The central place of education in society should be reflected in a policy approach that is
inclusive, even-handed and, most importantly, equitable.  In a multicultural society, there
must be acknowledgement of the desires of many families to educate their children in schools
sensitive to their religious and cultural needs.  Government schooling aims to be universal in
terms of values.  However, Catholic, other Christian denominational, Jewish, Islamic and
other schools are now part of the fabric of our education system, and in some cases have long
been so.  For many years in the latter half of the twentieth century the destructive ‘State Aid’
debate divided the Australian community.  Based on religious intolerance and sectarianism,
this controversy dominated many aspects of discussion and thinking about school education,
crowding out other, more constructive and creative contributions.

The settlement reached following the Karmel Report in the mid-seventies constituted a major
step forward.  It showed the growing maturity of Australian society and our increased
willingness to treat equitably Australians of all backgrounds and creeds.  It was a crucial post
on the road to multiculturalism.  That settlement, that consensus, is now at risk.

The Government's proposed new funding system for non-government schools has divided the
community in a way unseen since those pre-Karmel days.  It is more than a major change to a
funding formula: the planned system transforms the very basis on which funding is made
available to the non-government sector, and is directly relevant to the quantum of funds to be
available to government schools.  This Senate inquiry provides the opportunity to review the
Government's plan as set out in this bill.
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Labor recognises that the bill must pass through Parliament. The form in which it is passed,
however, is a matter for the Senate to decide.

The Government's majority report

In introducing fundamental changes of this moment, it might be expected that the
Government would provide cogent argument, well supported by accurate information.  In
fact, the majority report of the Committee is characterised by factual errors and logical non
sequitur.

The first is the matter of consultation with the states.  As the state officials appearing before
the Committee have made clear, consultation on the detail of the Government's proposals was
effectively limited to a single briefing session, lasting no more than two hours, with each
state government.  Prior to these meetings, the Government's discussions were principally
with representatives of non-government systems.  The Government's claim that extensive
consultation took place with the states is denied by at least four state governments.

The Government has claimed repeatedly that it has substantially increased funding for
government schools.  This is untrue.  In quoting figures on its funding increases for the
government sector, the Government invariably omits to mention that the amounts provided
are not adjusted for inflation: they represent raw figures only and should be deflated in order
to be meaningful.  In fact, when adjusted for indexation and for enrolment growth, even the
current bill does not provide more than an average $4,000 per school.  Conversely, the
Government argues that the high-fee elite schools currently located in Categories 1-3 have
not had any Commonwealth funding increases for the last fifteen years.  However, these
schools have received grants adjusted for enrolments and indexed by means of the generous
AGSRC (Average Government School Recurrent Costs) index.  The ‘increases’, when
afforded to government schools, count for the Government as ‘increases’. while similar
adjustments made to non-government school funds are ‘no increases’.  This is at best
disingenuous.

The Government also claims that there is ‘little evidence of disagreement’ about the proposed
SES model.  This is entirely false.  The Committee heard evidence, and received submissions,
from several major stakeholders in school education, and from the majority of state
governments, expressing serious misgivings and concerns about the model.  The comments of
the representative of the National Catholic Education Commission are noted later in this
Report.

Other claims on the part of the Government on the impact and effect of the SES model are
similarly inaccurate and misleading.  For example, the Government [Government report 2.10]
claims that the SES model was first developed in 1973.  The model as contained in the bill
varies in statistically significant ways from its predecessors used to identify educational
disadvantage.  Indeed, the Government rejected the suggestion that the model used in
connection with the Commonwealth's former Disadvantaged Schools Program be used for the
new system, on the basis that it was unsuitable.

The Government misleads once again when it says [Report 2.14] that the elite schools will
receive only 13.7 per cent of AGSRC.  Currently, 61 schools receive this minimum amount:
under the planned SES system, only seven will have their grants limited to this extent.  In all,
the wealthiest 61 private schools will enjoy a windfall gain of over $56 million per annum.+
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Most striking, however, is the Government statement that the Committee ‘received no
evidence that the SES model gives disproportionate benefit to so-called “wealthy” schools’.
The Committee, on the contrary, received much evidence along these lines.  This evidence is
summarised in Chapter 1 of this minority report.

Outcomes for individual schools and the Government's intentions

Debate over this bill has been hindered by the Government's refusal to provide detailed
information about the effects of the new SES system on funding levels for individual schools.
The Opposition has repeatedly requested that this information - initially the results of the
1998 simulation study and later the actual allocations for 2001 - be provided to inform
Parliament in its consideration of the bill.  This reluctance on the part of the Government has
delayed the finalisation of this report: it has also suggested that the Government expected the
results to be controversial.

In fact, in the view of the Opposition and the Australian Democrats, the Government's
objective in imposing this particular funding model is to ‘redress’ what it regards as a funding
imbalance between the low-fee, resource-poor non-government schools, on the one hand, and
elite, high-fee schools on the other.  This model was created deliberately to change the
balance of funding between these two kinds of schools, and thus in general terms to reverse
the policy priorities of the previous Government with regard to non-government school
funding.  A further aim is to alter the relativities in the funding quantum applying to each
sector - in favour of non-government schools.  Thus the bill provides for substantial increases
in funds flowing to the non-government sector, but it also shifts the balance of funding within
that sector.

The result is not simply a reclassification of the wealthiest schools, rendering them eligible to
substantial additional funding, but also a comparative redistribution in levels of
Commonwealth support among non-government schools.  It is this shift that has had the
regrettable effect of reigniting resentments within the private-school sector.  At the same
time, the Government's plan has inflamed the dormant State Aid debate, on the funding by
government of non-government schools.  The consensus that has existed for over 25 years
has evaporated.  This bill is unfair, unjust and divisive. Of all that will flow from the
Government's 2000 Schools Funding Bill, this is possibly the most damaging outcome of all.
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CHAPTER 1

THE SES MODEL

1.1 The Government claims that the SES funding index provides ‘ a more equitable way
of distributing recurrent funding’ [MINCO, quoted p.5 of Govt Report], and that the SES
system meets the criteria it has determined as essential to any future funding system: equity,
transparency, simplicity, flexibility and cost.  The new model fails on all of these counts.  It is
clearly inequitable in that it leads to disproportionate and overly-generous increases in
funding to elite schools; it is unpredictable because it increases, or fails to increase, a school's
funding without apparent regard to the actual needs and circumstances of the school.  The
SES model is exceedingly complex, rather than simple, and establishes 65 separate funding
levels and three bases on which funding will be allocated.  It excludes 65 per cent of non-
government schools in Catholic systemic schools.  Finally, the model fails on the criterion of
cost due to the absence of an approach based on proper planning of provision and due also to
the fact that very substantial increases are handed to the wealthiest schools  Thus the model
fails on the Government's own stated criteria.

1.2 The SES funding model purports to assess the needs of a school according to a
measure of the socio-economic status of parents rather than of the school’s income from
private sources, as currently measured by the ERI (Education Resource Index) method. What
is purportedly assessed, therefore, is the relative capacity of non-government school
communities to support their schools financially, without any account taken of the
accumulated value of the school’s resources, including its financial reserves and
endowments. Opposition senators accept, in some measure, the view expressed in the
majority report that changes and accretions to the ERI model over a number of years have
blunted the original intention of the ERI as a school resource measure. What they do not
accept is the view that the ERI model is fundamentally unsound or incapable of reform. Nor
do they accept that the Government's SES model, as presented, is a perfect measure of need;
or that schools' income, particularly when that income is very high, should be totally
excluded from judgments about appropriate levels of Commonwealth funding.  Furthermore,
the SES model proposed by the Government is based on a Simulation Study and a validation
study (carried out in 1998) that are problematic in a methodological sense; and it leads to
outcomes for individual schools that are deeply inequitable.

1.3 Over 90 per cent of non-government schools participated in the 1998 simulation
project on an SES model. As noted below, the ambiguous attitude of the Catholic systemic
schools to the SES model casts doubt upon its validity. Technical issues have been raised by
the Committee in a number of submissions. It is clear that the SES model has been adopted
mainly for the purpose of validating a policy of ensuring increased levels of funding to
former Category 1 schools, whose previous funding levels were set at modest levels, and
maintained in real terms, over a number of years.

Reservations of state governments

1.4 Doubts about the fairness and validity of the SES funding system comes from state
education departments.
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1.5 In its submission, the New South Wales Department of Education and Training
listed a number of technical problems inherent in the funding model chosen by the
Government. The claim was made that the bill’s proposal to fund non-government schools on
an SES index alone, without regard to a school’s resource capacity, was itself flawed. In
summary, the key problems identified were:

• The Commonwealth’s SES index does not measure the actual relative SES of each
student in a school. Instead it ascribes an SES standing to each student on the basis of the
average SES score of the Census Collector District (CCD) of the student’s address. It is
likely that families in low SES areas able to select non-government schools (particularly
those with high fees) are more advantaged than others in their immediate community;
therefore the SES scores will be a distortion of the real relativities.

• While Census Collection Districts cover a relatively small number of households, they
may still cut across a range of comparative SES levels. This is particularly the case in
sparsely populated rural areas where Collection Districts are relatively large. In such
districts it is not unlikely that a relatively affluent individual will draw a substantially
higher level of government funding to a well resourced school on the basis of the low
socio-economic status of other people in their district who could not themselves afford
the fees at such a school.

• The Commonwealth’s SES index does not allocate money based on actual need, but
merely distributes a large proportion of all available Commonwealth government funds
among non-government schools. Need is not measured against the whole community, but
only relative to other students in non-government schools.  Thus the model does not
provide an adequate measure of community needs.

•  The SES approach provides a range of incentives for non-government schools to pursue
practices designed to maximise a school’s funding, but which are not in the interests of
achieving a balance of quality school provision across the community.

1.6 The Queensland Education Department saw a problem arising from the fact that
ABS Collection Districts which have large proportions of households with similar measured
characteristics will tend to have the lowest or highest scores. By contrast, areas with mid-
range index values tend to contain a broader mix of individuals and households. A false
assumption was perhaps being made that non-government schools attract students from all
SES groups within a collector district, and therefore distortion is likely through high SES
families sending their children to non-government schools and lower SES families sending
their children to government schools or some categories of non-government schools.1

1.7 A detailed technical analysis of the SES funding model was included in the
submission from the Victorian Department of Education. In the view of the Victorian
Minister for Education, there is not yet sufficient evidence to demonstrate that the SES model
is, as is claimed of it, a fair and equitable needs-based system for determining recurrent
funding. The new model does not take into account any measure of absolute SES and takes
no account of school community assets. It assesses only relative SES. The result of this is that
the SES scores obtained for non-government schools may or may not be representative of an

                                                

1 Submission No. 26, Queensland Government, p.294
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overall perspective on the SES of school communities; and the use of an Index has
intentionally produced fine distinctions between schools where these may not reflect reality.
As the submission explains:

In real terms, and because of the relative nature of the scale (it orders schools from
lowest to highest), it is impossible to determine whether such fine distinctions are
warranted or to quantify what a single point change in score means. For example, a
school with an SES score of130 does not have twice the SES status of a school
with an SES status of 65. Similarly, the socio-economic difference between two
schools with SES scores of 90 and 100 is not necessarily the same as the
differences between two schools with SES scores of 120 and 130. The use of the
generous single point funding continuum (linear) is therefore quite arbitrary and
questionable as are the actual cut-off scores for funding eligibility (85 and 130). In
this respect it is particularly difficult to determine whether or not it can reasonably
be established that an SES Index of 96 is broadly equivalent to ERI category 11 (as
has been proposed for Catholic systemic schools). A broader category approach, as
employed by the ERI may be more appropriate…2

1.8 The view is expressed that the application of the SES model may result in substantial
anomalies in funding within the non-government sector. Documents produced to the Senate
by the Minister confirm the advice in the Victorian government submission.

1.9 The Northern Territory Department of Education, having stated its view that the SES
model is an improvement on the ERI, then expresses in its submission some concerns about
SES methods. One concern is that the cut-off at 70 per cent of AGSRC and at the score of 85
will result in some schools in particular ABS collector districts being under resourced. More
than 27 per cent of Northern Territory collector district schools have a score of less than 85,
compared with less than 12 per cent nationally. The submission argues that if the SES is an
appropriate measure of disadvantage then the full range of scores should be used to
compensate disadvantaged students. As it stands, it is not clear why there is a cut-off point at
70 per cent, unless it is an arbitrary spending limit.3 Opposition and Australian Democrat
senators note the similarities in concerns expressed by such different jurisdictions as Victoria
and the Northern Territory, and express the view that similar concerns exist across the
country.

1.10 The view of the Northern Territory Education Department is also close to that of the
National Catholic Education Commission (outlined in next section) in regard to the
desirability of using more than one measure (that is, SES) to assess the needs of schools. The
Department was not convinced by DETYA’s assertion that the Index of Relative
Socioeconomic Disadvantage (IRSED), used for the Literacy and Numeracy program, was an
inappropriate measure of relativities because it did not effectively measure relativities at the
upper end of the SES spectrum. The attitude of the NTDE is probably understandable in view
of its distance from cities where high-fee schools flourish. The NTDE submission also
recommended that the Index of Educational Resources (IER) should be used for the purpose
of measuring the relative economic resources amongst areas, an appropriate measure for
funding schools according to need.

                                                

2 Submission No. 28, op.cit., p.310

3 Submission No.35, Northern Territory Department of Education, vol.3, p.352
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There have been several trial indexes made in the SES simulation project and all
the dimensions of education, occupation and income in the indexes were treated as
having equal weighting. …Whether this arrangement is statistically sound should
be tested. The Committee may wish to consider whether the Index of Relative
Socio-economic Disadvantage (IRSED) is a better measure for this purpose.4

Catholic systems

1.11 A number of serious issues arise in connection with Catholic schools and systems.
The first set of concerns goes to the role of the substantial national Catholic system in the
simulation study that preceded the final formulation of the SES model, and the subsequent
decision to effectively exclude Catholic systemic schools from the SES system

1.12 Since Catholic schools make up 65 per cent of all non-government schools, their
participation in the simulation exercise, coupled with their withdrawal from the funding
system on which the simulation was based, casts a shadow over the reliability of the
simulation as an accurate predictor of the SES model that eventuated.  Doubts about the
accuracy of the simulation study in predicting final outcomes for individual schools have
been vindicated by the actual results, which in some crucial groupings of schools vary in the
amounts to be allocated: see Section XX below.

1.13 The position of the National Catholic Education Commission (NCEC) in relation to
the SES model of funding is especially interesting. Aware of the likelihood of the
introduction of SES for the 2001-04 quadrennium, the NCEC negotiated with the
Government an arrangement which would maintain current funding levels. Although Catholic
schools participated in the pilot study referred to, aimed at laying the basis for SES funding,
they later opted not to participate in the scheme.

1.14 As the submission from the Victorian Department of Education, Employment and
Training pointed out, the allocation of Catholic systemic schools to a single SES score of 96
(broadly equivalent to ERI 11) has important and serious implications for the validity and
relevance of the SES model. Its development was based on 2 262 participating non-
government schools, over two thirds of whom were Catholic systemic schools.5

1.15 While the NCEC submission made clear its support for the passage of the bill, its
own position in relation to SES was made equally clear.

In extensive consultation with the Commonwealth on the mechanism for
determining funding arrangements for Catholic school systems, prior to the
finalisation of this legislation, The NCEC argued consistently that a combination of
measures of need should be used. These include recurrent and capital resources,
geographic spread, the necessity to provide a wide range of central services, the
socio-economic status of the populations served by the schools, and the need to

                                                

4 Submission No.35, Northern Territory Department of Education, vol.3, p.353

5 Submission No.28, Victorian Department of Education, Employment and Training, vol.3, p.306
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make reasonable provision for the establishment of new schools in areas of need
and demand.6

1.16 A representative of the NCEC reiterated this position to the Committee on the first
day of its public hearings, stating that the SES model is not itself sufficient to assess the
relative needs of schools, and that it needed modification.7 This position had the support of
the Independent Education Union of Australia, representing teachers in Catholic schools.

Our position is, rather, as Father Doyle put it this morning: that there be some
mixed index which relies on some of the improvements that I think an SES model
brings, but with some incorporation of other indices for a more composite model. I
would point to the fact that our union supports the mechanism used by the
Victorian Catholic Education Commission to distribute both state and federal
grants across its schools. That was an SES measure largely, I believe, used by
DETYA in its modelling. It was the one place where there had been some evidence
of its operation. But, as I understand it, it does not operate as a pure SES model. As
was explained this morning, matters of rurality, Aboriginality and the rest of it are
added into it, as well as size, disabilities and the like. We support that approach.
Our position is not that the Commonwealth should not have engaged in the inquiry
that it did or should not have brought SES measures to bear; we are saying that
they are insufficient.8

1.17 On the other hand, the NCEC has always placed a high value on its operational
independence and on its ability to make its own systemic financial adjustments based on the
relative needs of Catholic schools.  Thus it sought, successfully, an effective exemption from
the SES system, preferring the negotiating of a block grant that would provide it with
additional funds but retain its administrative autonomy from the Commonwealth.

1.18 In fact, the NCEC considers that it would most likely have been better served by the
retention of the current ERI system (with indexation), or, better still, the application of the
SES index to each of its schools individually:

I think the maintenance of the ERI system, plus the continuing betterment factor,
would have been…somewhat to our advantage.  In terms of the pure SES
aggregation, that would have been to our greater advantage9

1.19 However, by the end of the next funding period (2004), the ERI model would again
have proved most advantageous:

If the new funding quadrennium period had been on the ERI plus betterment, we
would have been advantaged at the end of the quadrennium funding compared to a
pure SES model aggregated for Catholic schools10…

1.20 However, it seems that a large number of schools currently outside the Catholic
systems have sought to join them in the light of the funding these systems are to receive
                                                

6 Submission No.9, National Catholic Education Commission, vol.1, p.102-3

7 Rev Tom Doyle, Hansard, Canberra, 22 August 2000, p.13

8 Mr Patrick Lee, Hansard, Canberra, 22 August 2000, p.47

9 Rev Tom Doyle, Hansard, 22 September 2000, p.

10 Ms Therese Temby, Hansard, op.cit.p.11
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under the new arrangements.  These schools would presumably benefit financially from the
classification of the Catholic systems - except for that of the ACT - at the relatively generous
level equivalent to the ‘old’ Category 10:

Senator Allison - There has been a suggestion made that the SES legislation will, in
fact, bring a number of independent Catholic schools into the system.  Is that your
expectation?  How many of them are out there to be brought into the fold, as it
were?

Rev Doyle - I think there are…about 70.11

1.21 Finally there is the question of the quantum of funding itself that the NCEC will
receive under its revised funding arrangements.  It appears that the Catholic systems
collectively will receive in round figures $100 million per annum in extra funds.  This was
confirmed by Rev. Doyle in the Committee hearing of 22 August 2000:

Senator Carr - My advice was that it was $100 million.  Is the broad figure that you
have been given consistent with that figure?

Rev Doyle - Yes.12

1.22 This increase in funding, unlike the increases applying to schools subject to the SES
system, will not be phased in over four years: instead it will be provided in full from 2001.
However, the extra funds available per capita to Catholic systemic schools will be on average
$157 per student.  This compares very unfavourably with the growth in per capita funds for
most elite non-government schools, which will reach almost $1000.  This raises the issue of
equity and fairness: this is discussed in the next section.

The SES model and elite, high-fee schools

1.23 On three occasions the Senate ordered the return of documents detailing the effects
of the proposed SES system on individual schools.  The Government refused to provide this
data from the 1998 simulation study, and finally complied with the third Return to Order
motion on Tuesday, 3 October 2000.  This belated response has hindered the Committee in
finalising its Report.

1.24 The Committee learned from these documents that the earlier estimates of grant
increases to high-fee schools, made by Opposition senators and members on the basis of
averaged data supplied in the simulation study report, often fell short of the real amounts that
will be paid to these schools. Representatives of independent schools associations appearing
before the Committee had suggested that the early estimates were overstated.  However, the
final outcomes for elite Category 1 schools of applying the SES formula to their enrolments
produced resulting funding increases that were unexpectedly high.  It appeared that a large
number of wealthy non-government schools - those normally regarded as socially and
academically elite schools - were to receive funding increases of up to $2,000 per secondary
student, and a little under that amount per primary student.  Since many of these schools have
high enrolments, particularly at secondary level, this led to substantial dollar increases for
many of these schools in a year of full funding (2004).

                                                

11 Hansard, op.cit.,p.12

12 Hansard, op.cit., p.13
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1.25 For example, the following twelve high fee non-government schools would share an
additional $27 million between them:

Trinity Grammar School, Sydney $3.1 million

Newington College, Sydney $1.8 million

The King’s School, Parramatta $1.5 million

Wesley College, Melbourne $3.9 million

Caufield Grammar School, Melbourne $3.6 million

Haileybury College, Melbourne $2.9 million

Ivanhoe Grammar, Melbourne $2.4 million

Geelong College $2.3 million

Geelong Grammar School $1.7 million

Mentone Grammar School, Melbourne $1.6 million

Scotch College, Melbourne $1.0 million

St Peter’s College, Adelaide $1.5million

1.26 In the case of Geelong College, for instance, its $2.3 million results from its
additional $2 039 per student (average). This is in dramatic contrast to most low-fee non-
government schools where increases amount to as little as $7 per student. Altogether, the 61
most highly-endowed, high-fee Category 1 schools in the country will receive an extra $56
million.

1.27 Some results of the new allocative mechanism are particularly unexpected.  An
example is the positioning of the elite and exclusive Geelong Grammar School: this school
charges annual tuition fees of $11,360 and boarders' fees of $20,000.  It boasts facilities
including an equestrian centre, a country campus at Mt Timbertop, a newly-opened Arts and
Ceramics Centre and a completely refurbished and recently expanded Technology Centre.
The school is completely computer networked.  Yet, according to the SES index, Geelong
Grammar School is nowhere near the top of the list in terms of assessed advantage: 217
schools are placed higher.  Despite its expectation of a substantial increase in Commonwealth
support under SES funding, the school raised its fees in 2000.

1.28 In view of the public uproar which has resulted from the release of this information
about elite schools' funding, it is perhaps not remarkable that details of school grants should
have been provided so begrudgingly by the Government. Nonetheless, while it may be
accepted that the scores that were requested in two separate Returns to Order may have been
delayed due to the onerousness of the task necessary to prepare them, it must surely have
occurred to the Minister to anticipate that this data would be requested. Furthermore it should
have been anticipated that the information asked for would include the SES scores for each
school. The processes of a Senate inquiry into legislation is always likely to reveal more
about government agendas than ministers might consider reasonable.
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1.29 The attitude of Opposition and Australian Democrat senators is that any additional
Commonwealth school funding should go to those schools most in need. There has never
been any suggestion that the schools listed above have been schools in need of assistance.
Their ability to attract high fees, the generally superb facilities they provide and the well-
resourced curriculum they offer are evidence of this. The new funding arrangements do not
address the real concerns of the vast majority of schools across the country, which in many
cases is how to compensate for the lack of an educationally encouraging environment in
many low-income households. Thus there is a crucial need, in schools serving comparatively
poor communities, for easy access to school computers. This challenge is more important
than support for schools which are able to boast of ‘a laptop for every student’. In a budgetary
climate when every dollar counts, the effective targeting of school funding should be an
obvious goal. Such is not evident in this bill.

1.30 The striking fact about the SES system outlined in the Bill is that it provides funding
increases to wealthy schools at a rate overwhelmingly disproportionate to the apparent needs
of these schools, or of the families that they serve.  The stark truth is that the largest increases
will go to the wealthiest schools, while the schools currently listed in Categories 11 and 12
under the ERI system - classed as the most disadvantaged - will in many cases receive no
increase at all.  Their current funding levels will be maintained in real terms, thanks to a "no
disadvantage" clause contained in the bill.

1.31 The technical problems associated with the SES model, and outlined above, provide
the explanation for this anomalous result.  The indirect nature of the SES measure applied to
students' families is a major cause of the problem.  Since the enrolments of the elite schools
represent a very small minority of total non-government enrolments - let alone of total
government and non-government school enrolments - then it follows that these families,
patronising elite schools, are atypical rather than typical.  They are very often atypical not
only of the population at large, but also of the neighbourhoods in which they live.  While
some live in wealthy suburbs, many others live in mixed or middle-income neighbourhoods
whose average SES score is lower than that of the student and family in question.  Parents'
decisions to send their children to an elite private schools are often the result of a perception
that the government schools in their own local area are inadequate in terms of resources,
subject offerings and so on.  Some make the decision for social reasons, including a desire for
their children to mix with those of similar socioeconomic backgrounds as themselves.  Thus
these families single themselves out.

1.32 A further anomaly exists where schools have unusually high boarding student
populations.  An example here is The King's School, Parramatta, which will receive $1.4
million in extra funds from this bill.  About 400 of this school's 1100 students are boarders,
whose homes are mainly in rural areas.  The application of the SES model to these schools
nets a result that is lower in SES score than might be expected, because the students are very
likely to be from wealthy families living in areas where unemployment and disadvantage are
otherwise high.

1.33 By definition, those choosing expensive private schools can afford to pay high
tuition fees.  The extra funding of $1,000 to $2,000 per student provided under the SES
arrangements will do little, if anything, to reduce high fees, since most elite schools charge
fees many times higher than these amounts.  A family unable to pay $10,000 per year is just
as unlikely to be able to pay $8,000.  What these increases to elite schools do, in policy terms,
however, is to signal that the Government supports and encourages the idea of elitism in
education, and to implement a perverse ‘equity’ principle which undermines the needs basis
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of funding private schools.  Government resources, under this bill, would go more uniformly
to privileged as well as needy schools.  The Government's message is clearly political.

Transparency and simplicity of the model

1.34 Evidence put before the Committee points to serious concern about the transparency
of the SES system.  In its submission the Australian Education Union points to the
complexity of the planned system, pointing to the fact that there will henceforth be three
funding regimes for non-government schools - those funded accorded to the SES system;
schools that are ‘funding maintained’ at 2000 (ERI) levels, indexed annually; and finally
those schools within Catholic systems.  As the submission states:

There will some 65 different levels of funding! (46 SES, 18 ERI, including
previous guarantees, and Catholic systemic), with a separate rate in Primary and
Secondary, plus a special rate for special education (70% of AGSRC [average
government school resource cost]) and Distance Education (13.7% of AGSRC).
That is 170 different pay rates.  So much for simplicity!13

1.35 The model also lacks transparency.  The mere fact that the ‘SES index’ will apply to
only a minority of non-government schools - because a majority are either in the Catholic
system or will be funding maintained - gives lie to the assertion that the new system is fairer.
The fact that it will not be applied to all, but to a minority, when it purports to be a
comparative measure, begs the question of what is being compared, and whether the
comparison is valid.  Given the outcome of the application of the model, skewed as it is in
favour of the wealthiest high-fee schools, there is clear prima facie reason to doubt its
accuracy and fairness.

1.36 In summary, Dr Kemp's SES model fails to deliver either a rational or an equitable
system of funding non-government schools.  In particular, it fails to acknowledge and
account for the differences in school populations between those elite schools catering to
wealthier groups in Australian society, on the one hand, and those attracting more
representative social groups on the other.  In applying an undiscerning model in an
undifferentiated manner to all non-government schools, the Government's SES sytem cannot
and does not deliver a fair deal in the non-government sector.  The increased funding
allocated by the Government is not apportioned according to the actual needs of schools.  It is
also provided against a background of funding starvation for government schools.  Thus this
SES system is profoundly unfair, unjust and divisive.  It does not address the real need of
Australia's schools.

                                                

13 Submission No.8, Australian Education Union, vol.1, p.68
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CHAPTER 2

MINISTERIAL POWERS

2.1 The Committee was struck by the conflicting evidence given by Commonwealth and
State officials over the extent of consultation over the development of the SES funding
model.  This highlighted the extent to which relations between the two tiers of government
have broken down in recent years over issues which cannot be properly resolved due to the
absence of agreements made in good faith.

2.2 The Commonwealth may have discretionary funds at its disposal owing to vertical
fiscal imbalance, and the States and Territories may be, as Deakin once predicted, 'chained to
the chariot wheels of the federal government', but the Commonwealth controls no schools
and is a step removed from the realities of school administration.  Opposition senators note
with alarm the tendency of the current Minister to adopt a rigid and doctrinaire approach to
schools policy in the circumstances where State and Territory goodwill and cooperation are
required for the success of any educational advance.

2.3 Evidence was forthcoming from the NSW Department of Education and Training to
the effect that no consultations had taken place about the terms of the bill, but a briefing
lasting about an hour and a half was given. Victorian officials reported a two-hour discussion
with DETYA officers.  Queensland officials advised that:

The first indication we had of the existence of the bill was some time after it was
published on the Net. I could not be sure of the exact date, but we—as previous
people I have heard have indicated—accessed it through the Net. As for the
consultations that were held by DETYA, we were alerted that they were in progress
by being advised by Victoria that they had in fact already met with DETYA
officials. We then had a meeting approximately two weeks ago. We think it was on
11 August. It was not so much consultations as an explanation of the provisions of
the bill. … There has been a little bit of difficulty on our part in preparing a view
on those things, but I would have to say that the submission probably fairly
accurately reflects our point of view. Our concern was that we were advised
verbally by DETYA officials at that meeting that, whereas consultations were
guaranteed through their briefing material with non-state systems, and we would be
included in terms of administrative consultations over administrative guidelines,
there really was not any sort of iterative process over the substantive provisions of
the bill that were being considered. So clearly it was not a consultation meeting. It
was a meeting to provide us with information on the intent of various aspects of the
bill.1

2.4 DETYA responded with an account of several rounds of consultations on the ERI
review and meetings on the SES.  Opposition senators do not dispute the facts provided by
any of the witnesses, noting only that the differing accounts might be explained by

                                                

1 Mr Kim Bannikoff, Hansard, 22 August 2000, p.21
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conflicting state and Commonwealth perceptions of their role and, in particular, the attitude
of state officials in dealing with 'Commonwealth incursions' into state areas of responsibility.

2.5 Two main issues of contention are discussed here: the accountability provisions
contained in the bill and the enrolment benchmark adjustment (EBA).  All states expressed
reservations about at least one of these issues, and for some states they were all matters of
dispute with the Commonwealth.

Accountability

2.6 Opposition and Australian Democrat senators do not deny the importance of
ensuring accountability for Commonwealth funds expended.  Ensuring accountability for the
proper expenditure of funds appropriated by Parliament and passed on to agencies outside the
Commonwealth’s administrative ambit has always been a matter of concern.  Commonwealth
funds appropriated under State Grants Acts have traditionally presented fewer problems
because in most instances the responsibility for ensuring accountability is passed to state and
territory governments and legislatures.  Any other course of action would be ruled out on
administrative and constitutional grounds.  The Commonwealth cannot, in any practical way,
monitor state expenditure and insofar as Commonwealth funding is subsumed into state
funding, there are constitutional impediments in attempting to do this.

2.7 That has been the view until now.  Clause 16 of the bill, in conjunction with clause
12(3), provides for the state to report to the Commonwealth Minister any information that the
minister considers appropriate.  This information includes details of all state program
expenditure, even when this expenditure derives from state sources.  For all practical
purposes, funds directed to schools are not identified by their source.  A school principal in
receipt of literacy program funds will not know what proportion of it originates from a States
Grants payment, as distinct from an appropriation of a state parliament.  Yet the Minister has
power, under the proposed legislation, to reduce or delay funding if a state does not fulfil the
financial accountability provisions.  The Committee heard evidence from NSW officials on
the impracticality of this approach, evidence which also indicates the extent of state concerns
about the direction of administrative policy in Commonwealth-state matters.

We note in this bill that there are some significant increases in the Commonwealth
minister’s powers and discretions for accountability and reporting. We would want
to continue to work constructively with the Commonwealth and other states in
developing appropriate and targeted reporting in national forums such as the
Ministerial Council on Education, Employment, Training and Youth Affairs. From
the Commonwealth’s point of order, it depends how these provisions are
implemented, but it could distort the Commonwealth’s responsibility for schooling.

From the Commonwealth’s point of view, it depends on how these provisions are
implemented, but it could distort the Commonwealth’s responsibility for schooling.
The Commonwealth is unable to deliver on accountability in relation to individual
schools. It does not have the power or the infrastructure to do that. It has a danger
of being superficial and potentially damaging. The Commonwealth cannot directly
support schools, which ought to be the main thrust of accountability frameworks—
to support schools and improve their teaching and learning. We fear that the
Commonwealth will be unable to be rigorous if these accountability provisions are
provided directly, and they will be unable to do it in a rigorous way in their
measures of school performance. This is a state responsibility. So we ask for a
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better understanding of schools and systems and the foundations for a true
partnership between us in the interests of all schools.2

2.8 Opposition and Australian Democrat senators take careful note of these views
because they reflect a breakdown of trust between the states and the Commonwealth that has
occurred only recently. The Opposition cannot be accused of failing, when in government, to
vigorously pursue a Commonwealth policy agenda in school education matters, and to work
with state governments to promote these policies. What it did not fail to do was to consult
states and territories on all matters of mutual concern, and work through MCEETYA to
ensure a properly agreed and understood policy agenda. While Opposition and Australian
Democrat senators accept the assurances of DETYA officials in their defence of their
processes, it is perhaps more telling that state perceptions of this process should be at such
variance with those of the Commonwealth.

2.9 The submission from the South Australian Minister for Education and Children’s
Services has expressed disagreement with the proposal that state authorities will be required
to provide the Commonwealth with disaggregated data to identify schools having problems in
meeting performance targets. The minister informed the Committee that a regulation having
this effect would be considered unreasonable and contrary to the policy of the South
Australian government on the publication of ‘league tables’. The Minister indicated that the
scope of regulations to be made under the act was causing some disquiet in his department,
but he had been reassured by DETYA promises of consultation.3 In view of other
consultation experiences associated with this bill, the Committee will be taking a close
interest in the degree of consultation over the regulations, and in the regulations themselves,
which are subject to disallowance by the Senate.

2.10 The Minister for Education in Western Australia was slightly more forthright on this
issue. Expressing his concern about the accountability mechanisms contained in the bill, the
Minister stated that no decision had yet been made by MCEETYA on whether to introduce
performance targets or measures. He advised that MCEETYA had previously decided that the
National Report on Schooling in Australia was to be the primary educational accountability
mechanism for government and non-government systems to the Commonwealth, although
this was currently under review. The submission concluded:

The Bill, therefore, pre-empts the outcome of inquiries and considerations that are
currently under way under the auspices of MCEETYA. In other areas, it moves
away from previous decisions of MCEETYA. Western Australia believes it to be
inappropriate to proceed with these proposals while national processes remain
incomplete.4

2.11 Opposition and Australian Democrat senators concur with this view. MCEETYA
agreement is necessary at the very least in circumstances where accountability processes are
imposed by the Commonwealth to educational services which are only part-funded by the
Commonwealth. In answers to questions on notice, DETYA officials have gone to some
lengths to stress that the regulatory regime to be established by this legislation will be the

                                                

2 Dr Jim McMorrow, Hansard, 23 September 2000, p.84

3 Submission No.27, Hon Malcolm Buckby MP, SA Minister for Education, Children’s Services and
Training, vol.3, p.298

4 Submission No.30, Hon Colin Barnett, Minister for Education (WA), vol.3, p.322
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subject of consultations within MCEETYA. Opposition and Australian Democrat senators
consider that these assurances need to be placed in the context of ‘consultations’ taken in
regard to the provisions of this bill.

2.12 The Minister for Education in Tasmania expressed her concern that the use of the
Commonwealth’s unilateral power was inconsistent with the national collaborative
framework underpinning the National Goals for Schooling.5 The Minister was disturbed by
the provision in the bill which gives powers to the Commonwealth minister to determine the
performance measures or targets through regulations where ‘reasonable progress’ has not
been achieved in meeting goals. The Minister pointed out in her submission that the
performance measurement proposed was resource intensive and therefore reduced the
allocation of resources for delivering the very services that are subject to measurement.
Opposition members of the Committee express their doubts about the capacity of DETYA to
handle the workload of compliance monitoring that is proposed in this bill, given the reduced
levels of staffing that department has been subjected to in recent years.

The Enrolment Benchmark Adjustment (EBA)

2.13 While the exercise of the Minister's unilateral power through regulations still
remains within the Senate's power to withhold, the exercise of the Minister's disclosure in the
Enrolment Benchmark Adjustment has been acted upon with vigour.  It provides some
indication of what may be in store in the form of Commonwealth regulations.

2.14 The Enrolment Benchmark Adjustment followed the 1996 budget, providing for a
reduction in Commonwealth recurrent funding when the proportion of students enrolled in
non-government schools increases, compared with a 1996 benchmark.  This 'adjustment'
takes place even when actual enrolments in government schools rise: despite national
enrolment growth in government schools of almost 27,000 since 1996, the Government has
withdrawn almost $28 million in funds under the EBA.  The New South Wales Department
of Education and Training estimates that the EBA will result in a cumulative loss of about
$100 million in funding to NSW government schools in 1998-2002, with an estimated loss of
$50 million per annum by 2003.

2.15 In presenting their cases to the Committee, officers of the NSW Department of
Education argued that EBA was implicitly provided for in S.53 of this bill, which states:

 The Minister may make a determination authorising payment of financial
assistance to a state for recurrent expenditure for a program year of an amount
which is not more than the amount worked out using the formula.

2.16 NSW officials had some strong words to say about the EBA:

We know that there is very little support in the education community for the use of
the EBA to enable the under payment of grants struck by parliament to particular
states and territories on the basis of enrolment proportions rather than numbers of
students in schools. The New South Wales government believes that this policy is,
at best, inept and, at worst, unprincipled, ungenerous and unworthy. The
responsibility for providing a compulsory period of schooling for all rests with the
states and territories. It is through their systems of public schools which are open to
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all children and young people regardless of their family background or
circumstances that Australian governments guarantee universal education. Being
open to all children and young people places on public schools a complex web of
challenges, pressures and obligations. States and territories have looked to the
Commonwealth to complement and generally support their own efforts in meeting
these challenges, pressures and obligations. They have done that ever since the
Commonwealth assumed a significant role in schools funding in the 1970s.

2.17 Opposition and Australian Democrat members of the Committee regard the
application of EBA as a stick with which the Minister punishes the government schools for
their failure to maintain their enrolment share in the face of competition with non-
government schools.  The Minister would have it that the funding reduction is intended as an
encouragement for them to do better.

2.18 Labor is committed to the abolition of the Enrolment Benchmark Adjustment. A
policy device such as the EBA has no place in an equitable education system.
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CHAPTER 3

THE PLIGHT OF GOVERNMENT SCHOOLS

3.1 Commentators on this bill, and witnesses before the inquiry, have noted the
propensity of the Minister to strike out in directions which have re-opened debates (and often
old wounds) closed long ago and to make assumptions that solutions evolved over time can
be dispensed with at no cost to either social harmony or the common good.

3.2 The Minister has created unnecessary disturbance with his declaration that the
Commonwealth has a particular responsibility for non-government schools, while
government schools are primarily the responsibility of the states.  As a narrow statement of
constitutional fact, this may have some academic validity.  As a statement from a
Commonwealth Minister in the process of making policy on school funding it is dangerous
nonsense.  The Commonwealth holds the financial levers of the nation in a way unimagined
in 1901 and the states have been reduced to mendicant status.  The ability of the states to fund
government schools entirely from their own resources was severely strained as long ago as
the 1960s.  Beginning in 1964, Commonwealth grants have supplemented the states' own
appropriations to the point where, by 2000, the Commonwealth provides 35 per cent of the
total cost of running government schools.

Marginalising government schools

3.3 The current bill calls into serious question the commitment of the Commonwealth to
the National Goals for Schooling developed in 1989 and reaffirmed in 1999. There was an
agreement that these goals would be pursued through government, Catholic and independent
schools. It was believed that an acceptable accommodation had been reached with regard to
funding needs of schools with the passing of sectarianism and recognition of the
Commonwealth’s role to financially support all sectors, systems an schools on the basis of
need.

3.4 There is now an unavoidable public perception that the Commonwealth has pursued
a policy which favours the non-government sector, particularly the elite schools.  Opposition
senators identify three main elements in this policy:

• A new policy which provides an establishment grant of $500 per student in the
first year, also available in the second year, with additional support funding
available in the event of severe financial hardship through the Schools
Transitional Emergency Assistance program.  This policy provides the
competition considered desirable by the government to encourage a drift away
from government schools. This grant is not subject to a means test.

• Greatly increased support for high fee schools, as described in Chapter 1 whose
newly established campuses are finding a resurgent market in today's smaller
families with sufficient disposable income.

• Declining support for the government school sector, and the application of the
EBA as further discouragement in the expectation that a gradual shift in
enrolments to non-government schools will further reduce the need for
government expenditure on education.  As the Minister has stated on several
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occasions, the bill will have the effect of reducing educational costs overall.  This
is because parents of students in the non-government sector would contribute
substantially to the cost of educational provision.

New schools

3.5 It is generally recognised that the growth in new non-government schools can only
be achieved at the cost of declining government school enrolment share. Thus the
government schools provide the recruitment pool for these new schools. The Catholic system
has a generally stable enrolment base and, as was made clear in the submission from the
National Catholic Education Commission, does not see itself as being in competition with
government systems. The development of a limited number of Anglican community schools
will see students withdrawn from government schools, or at least a shift in enrolments away
from government schools. At its public hearing the Committee heard evidence from the
executive officer of the Australian Association of Christian Schools who anticipated an
annual growth rate in the establishment of new Association schools of between 5 per cent and
10 per cent. As he explained to the Committee:

The schools that I represent are two per cent of the school sector in Australia.
When you put two percent against the 20 per cent of the school sector that is
represented by the Catholic schools in Australia, we have a long way to go in the
Protestant area to achieve the same level of offering that is available to Catholic
parents. While it is an objective of mine to achieve that level, I do not think it will
be achieved in my lifetime.1

3.6 The problem of dealing with new schools was raised in evidence by a representative
of the Independent Education Union of Australia who expressed concern about the disorderly
way the Commonwealth was treating this matter. Not to address the issue of new schools in
some kind of strategic way was to assume that the public purse was unlimited. The
representative stated:

We end up then with unholy competition between state and federal levels of
funding, and the EBA is a crude mechanism to try and do something about that. It
should be removed. What it does is to bring the state and federal levels of
government into a quite public and unpleasant kind of relationship with each other
as proportions of enrolments shift around. None of this is the right way to go
forward.2

3.7 The most serious threat to the government school system as a result of
Commonwealth policies that fail to support it is the eventual likelihood that it will become
marginalised. They would, as Dr Ken Boston has speculated, ‘cease to become inclusive.
They would no longer embrace a cross-section of society. They would decline into a safety-
net provision – a lesser network of residual schooling for children of the disadvantaged and
unaspiring’.3

                                                

1 Mr Peter Crimmins, Hansard, 23 August 2000, p.80

2 Mr Patrick Lee, Hansard, 22 August 2000, p.50

3 Dr Ken Boston, Sydney Morning Herald, 10 October 2000, p.14
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Declining financial position of government schools

3.8 The Minister’s claims of increased financial assistance to government schools avoids
the issue of relativities in expenditure increases.  Commonwealth Budget papers show that,
when this Government came to office in 1996, 43% of Commonwealth outlays on schools
and Specific Purpose Payments to the States for schools was allocated to government schools.
By 2004, this will have fallen to 34%.

3.9 The decline in the Commonwealth commitment to government schools is shown in
the table below, derived from Table 2 in DETYA's submission.

Estimated allocations under the States Grants Programmes ($’000) (outturn prices)

 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

Total
Government
Schools       1,708,150       1,785,064       1,874,621       1,934,592       2,025,914

Total Non-
government
Schools       2,889,940       3,123,073       3,376,171       3,636,218       3,918,699

Grand Total       4,598,090       4,908,137       5,250,792       5,570,810       5,944,613

Percent Total
Government of
Grand Total 37.1 36.4 35.7 34.7 34.1

3.10 Ministerial media releases issued at the time of the 1999 Federal Budget referred a
billion dollars extra in funding for government schools.  This amount referred to the
compounded total increase in funding for government schools in the 2001-2004
quadrennium, in comparison with the previous quadrennium.  However, after discounting
these amounts for price adjustments of 24.8%, and enrolment growth of 0.05%, the real
increase in monies to government schools is negligible.  On the same basis of a 24.8% price
adjustment of 5.9%, the non-government sector will see a real increase of 7.9%.

3.11 There are other indications of further anomalies unfavourable to government
schools.  Indigenous program funds for government and non-government schools have been
omitted from Table 22 in the DETYA submission.  What is proposed is a projected increase
of 87.2 per cent in Indigenous program funds for non-government schools and an increase of
6.2 per cent in government school funds.  Yet, 88.1 per cent of Indigenous students are
enrolled in government schools.

3.12 Opposition senators see less significance in manipulation of funding figures by the
Minister that they do of his rhetoric on matters like ’freedom of choice’. Where the rhetoric
flows the money follows the same direction. The Government appears to believe that
investment in government schools will not bring the returns that increased funding of non-
government schools will provide, either in educational terms or political terms. Opposition
senators believe this to be a serious error of judgement.
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Broadbanding of targeted programs and disability issues

3.13 Government schools will be most affected by changes introduced in the bill to
targeted programs. A new program, Strategic Assistance for Improving Student Outcomes is
mainly concerned with literacy and numeracy outcomes. Currently, primary schools receive
$89 for each special education student, while secondary schools receive $126. Under new
arrangements all schools will receive a single grant of $102 per student. According to the
Australian Education Union (AEU) this may leave government secondary schools worse off
because, unlike non-government schools, they have not been given an assurance, that they
will not be worse off. The AEU also notes that because this money is now to be pooled with
the literacy and numeracy funding, the make-up to non-government schools may come from
the pool, leaving less for government schools.4

3.14 Similar concerns were expresses by Dr Jim McMorrow from the New South Wales
Department of Education and Training who, while stating that there was no general objection
to broadbanding, said that stability and security of funding were the main issues. He
expressed a personal view that the banding of literacy and numeracy funding with disability
funding was a potential problem. A reading of the bill suggested that these students were in
competition for funding. Much depended on the administrative arrangements that would be
worked out5

3.15 Opposition and Australian Democrat senators anticipate that MCEETYA will take a
careful watching brief over the administration of special purpose grants.

                                                

4 Submission No. 8, Australian Education Union, vol.1, p.70

5 Dr Jim McMorrow, Hansard, 23 August 2000, p.92
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CONCLUSION

This bill is an appropriation bill that expends $22 billion of public money on Australian
schools.  The Parliament must pass a schools bill by the end of 2000 to ensure that Australian
schools have funds to call upon in 2001.  The form of any such bill, however, is a matter for
the Senate to consider very carefully.  Labor senators are of the view that the Government's
funding model is unfair, unjust and divisive.  In the Committee stages of this bill, senators
should give serious consideration to the following issues:

• the equity of outcomes for individual schools under this Bill;

• the methodological soundness and adequacy of Dr Kemp's SES model;

• the balance of funding between government and non-government school sectors,
including the Government's shift of funds away from government schools through the
Enrolment Benchmark Adjustment;

• the adequacy of funding for Catholic systemic schools;

• funding for the two sectors in Literacy and Numeracy, and in Special Education; and

• the administrative arrangements associated with Commonwealth distribution of funds
to the states.

Senator Kim Carr (Deputy Chair)

Senator Trish Crossin

Senator Lyn Allison
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APPENDIX 1

LIST OF SUBMISSIONS

List of submissions received from organisations

SUBMISSION FROM SUB.  NO.

Association of Heads of Independent Schools of Australia, JOLIMONT, VIC 10

Association of Independent Schools of Victoria Incorporated, SOUTH YARRA, VIC 18

Association of Independent Schools of Western Australia (Inc), OSBORNE PARK, WA 6

Australian Council for the Defence of Government Schools, MELBOURNE, VIC 14

Australian Education Union, SOUTHBANK, VIC 8

Australian Parents Council Inc, NORTH SYDNEY, NSW 15

Blue Gum School, BRADDON, ACT 33

Catholic Education Commission of Victoria, EAST MELBOURNE, VIC 23

Currambena School Education Committee, LANE COVE, NSW 21

Department of Education, Training and Youth Affairs, CANBERRA, ACT 22

Independent Education Union of Australia, SOUTH MELBOURNE, VIC 24

Lutheran Church of Australia, NORTH ADELAIDE, SA 19

National Catholic Education Commission, BRADDON, ACT 9

National Council of Independent Schools' Associations, DEAKIN, ACT 3

NSW Department of Education and Training, SYDNEY, NSW 25

Public Education Lobby, LUMEAH, NSW 4

Queensland Government, BRISBANE, QLD 26

Rudolf Steiner School, Sophia Mundi, ABBOTSFORD, VIC 7

Rudolf Steiner Schools of Australia, WESTON CREEK, ACT 20

SA Minister for Education, Childrens' Services and Training, ADELAIDE, SA 27

Tasmanian Department of Education, HOBART, TAS 29
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SUBMISSION FROM SUB.  NO.

The Association of Independent Schools of Tasmania, SANDY BAY, TAS 12

The Australian Association of Christian Schools, O'CONNOR, ACT 5

The Australian College of Education, DEAKIN, ACT 2

The Australian Council of State School Organisations, CURTIN, ACT 17

The Booroobin Sudbury School, MALENY, QLD 31

The Geelong College, GEELONG, VIC 1

The NSW Federation of School Community Organisations Inc, SURRY HILLS, NSW 13

The South Australian Independent Schools Board Incorporated,  MALVERN, SA 16

VIC Department of Education, Employment and Training, MELBOURNE, VIC 28

WA Government, PERTH, WA 30

List of submissions received from individuals

Mr & Mrs Lachlan McMahon, PARK ORCHARDS, VIC 11

Mr Vincent Thackery 32



APPENDIX 2

WITNESSES WHO APPEARED BEFORE THE COMMITTEE AT
 PUBLIC HEARINGS
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Bannikoff, Mr Kim, Acting Director-General, Education Queensland

Briskey, Mr Darryl James, Parliamentary Secretary, Minister for Education, Queensland
Government

Cosier, Mr Ian Leslie, Principal Adviser, Strategic Planning, Education Queensland

Day, Mrs Hazel Jean, Executive Assistant To The Chairman, Association of Heads of
Independent Schools of Australia

Doyle, Reverend Thomas Michael, Deputy Chairperson, National Catholic Education
Commission

Dunne, Mr Leo Matthew, President, Australian Parents Council

Fitzgerald, Mr Denis Patrick, Federal President, Australian Education Union

Horton, Ms Noelene Elizabeth, Chair Elect, Association of Heads of Independent Schools of
Australia

Lee, Mr Patrick John, Deputy General Secretary, New South Wales, Independent Education
Union of Australia

Lonergan, Mrs Josephine, Executive Director, Australian Parents Council

Morgan, Dr Ian George, President, Australian Council of State School Organisations

Swan, Mr Bradley, Director, Strategic Policy Branch, Queensland Government

Temby, Mrs Therese Mary, Member, National Catholic Education Commission

Wenn, Mr Maurice Aubrey, Manager, Interagency Relations Branch, Victorian Department
of Education, Employment and Training



50

WEDNESDAY 23 AUGUST, 2000

CANBERRA

Alegounarias, Mr Tom, Assistant Director, Strategic Relations, New South Wales
Department of Education and Training

Andruska, Ms Aurora Kristine, Assistant Secretary, Department of Education, Training and
Youth Affairs

Arthur, Dr Evan Philip, Assistant Secretary, Literacy and Special Programs Branch,
Department of Education, Training And Youth Affairs

Chapman, Mr Terrence William, Member, Executive Directors Council, National Council of
Independent Schools Associations

Crimmins, Mr Peter Aloysius, Executive Officer, Australian Association of Christian
Schools

Erwood, Ms Kris, Acting Director, Policy and Monitoring Section, Schools Resources
Branch, Department of Education, Training and Youth Affairs

Evans, Mr Christopher John, Assistant Secretary, Budget and Coordination Branch, Schools
Division, Department of Education, Training and Youth Affairs

Farish, Associate Professor Stephen James, Consultant to SES Simulation Project,
Department of Education, Training and Youth Affairs

Greer, Mr Tony, First Assistant Secretary, Schools Division, Department of Education,
Training and Youth Affairs

Jackson, Mrs Audrey, Member, Executive Directors Council, National Council of
Independent Schools Associations

Johnston, Ms Mary Christine, Assistant Secretary, Quality Schooling Branch, Department ff
Education, Training and Youth Affairs

Le Duff, Mr Garry, Member, Executive Directors Council, National Council of Independent
Schools Associations

McMorrow, Dr James Frederick, Deputy Director-General, Policy and Planning, New South
Wales Department of Education and Training
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Ogilvy-O’Donnell, Mrs Fiona Alexandra, Member, Executive Directors Council, National
Council of Independent Schools Associations

Taggart, Mr Christopher Wayne, Director, Corporate and Management Accounting, New
South Wales Department of Education and Training

Thomson, Mr James Ferguson, Executive Director, National Council of Independent Schools
Associations
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Date From/Description   (page reference in committee’s evidence)

23/8/00 Figures for States Grants Legislation 2001-2004 (p.95 Hansard)

23/8/00 Outcome of SES Model: Selected Schools (p.100 Hansard)

23/8/00 Catholic Systems - ERI/SES Funding - 1999 Figures (p.101 Hansard)
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