Dear Rod

| thought that you mght like to have ny reactions to
"Learning for Life." In general, | believe it to be a very
wort hwhi | e paper, given the difficulty of the subject
matter and the conplexity of the processes that had to be
undergone. No one should want to argue wth the principles
of enhanci ng access and student centredness or the notion
of a seanl ess range of postsecondary opportunities. It is
unfortunate that academ cs, students and politicians have
reacted so negatively, clearly without having read the
paper wwth any care. My reactions follow

Der egul ati on

You will not be surprised that | strongly support the
deregul atory flavour of the paper. My support is based on
the desirability of decentralised decision making in a
system of hi gher education as |large as ours conpared with
managenent by a centralised bureaucracy.

Decentralisation is, | believe, nore inportant than
conpetition per se. The paper seens to ne to overstate the
virtues of conpetitive markets. Conpetitive markets have
virtues, but they also have Iimtations and do not always
work effectively. Incidentally, it is worth noting that
conpetition may as easily lead to convergence as to
differentiation. Mreover, the concept of the "student as
custoner” requires an inportant qualification. \Watever

t he access students have to information about universities
and their courses, the nature of the education they
require is known not to thembut to their teachers. |ndeed
the acquisition of such education is the very reason for
their enrolnment. They cannot by their nature be "well

i nformed custoners” as they mght be if buying a car or a
suit of clothes.

Enphasi s on conpetitive markets has given the paper an
i deol ogi cal flavour which has generated opposition to it.

Li kew se, Appendix 11 - the G obal Alliance paper - is
off-putting to many in acadenme with its enphases on
education as a business, profit, venture capital, gl obal
mar kets etc. O course, education is an industry in the
sense that the ABS uses "industry" to classify where
peopl e work, but education is not a business in the

ordi nary sense. Education is generally a non-profit
operation. This is as true for private institutions as for
public ones. The US private universities are essentially
non-profit corporations.

There may wel | be business opportunities in the provision
of | earning packages and they may attract venture capital,
but I do not see their replacing the system of education



as we know it today. Universities are not about to becone
attractive investnent opportunities for venture capital -
Wide Bond! Incidentally, the dobal Alliance paper nentions
that venture capital investnment in education in US in 1996
was US $162m (page 63): in Australian terns this would
scarcely amount to $10m- a relatively trivial anount.

This brings me to the role of institutions in higher
educati on. The paper tal ks a good deal about |earning
packages, distance |earning, the use of the internet etc.
This gives the inpression that the age of the university
as an institution is comng to an end. Not only do | hope
that this is not so, but | believe it not to be the case.
In spite of all the talk of information technology, in
1996 there were only 1300 EFTSU regi stered in the CLAA
conpared with a total enrol nent of over 490,000 EFTSU -
about one quarter of one per cent.

| doubt whether the future wll differ fromthe past by a
guantum |l eap. Universities as institutions are inportant
and students wll attend them The experience of being one
student anong many at an educational institution

(school /university/ TAFE) is worthwhile of itself, as is

t he coherence of a properly structured course and the
broad under st andi ngs of the physical, social and noral
worl ds that should energe froma university education

Mor eover, w thout post-school education institutions
absor bi ng hundreds of thousands of young people the | abour
mar ket woul d both be oversupplied and underskill ed.

Fundi ng of teaching

| agree that Mbdel 3 is the ideal, and certainly should be
the ultinmate objective. There will be practical problens
relating to Commonweal th/ State relations and to preventing
VET awards m m cking university ones. | amnot convi nced
that a nove to a universal entitlenent would not raise
government expenditure substantially -the concepts behind
and inplications of the arithnetic on pp 150-1 need
careful exam nation

As you woul d expect, | support strongly Mdel 2. The
limtations on HECK availability was suggested by ne
purely for fiscal reasons, but if the upper imt was
dropped (as suggested by Pincus/MI|er and Chapnman) then
t he mai n di sadvantage of Model 2 noted in the table on
page 163 woul d di sappear.

Model 1 seens to nme to be absolutely the m nimali st
position. By allowi ng universities to fix fees which are
HECS |liable they will have sone hope of arresting the
present downward spiral. However, there needs to be a
critical amendnent to clarify the fifth dot point of Mode
1. This should read: "the |level of governnent funding per



EFTSU consi stent with post-1996 rates of HECS is
mai nt ai ned. "

The question of order of merit lists is raised on p 29 and
pp 151-2. | do not believe that it is inpossible to
produce a satisfactory ranking across Australia for school
| eavers. For mature entrants the Special Tertiary

Adm ssions Test (Australian Council for Educational
Research) could be used. Allocation of places on a State
basis is to be avoided, as inevitably political
considerations wll take precedence over the legitimte
interests of student demand.

Fundi ng of research training

| agree that research students should be treated in a
simlar fashion to undergraduates (Mdel 2), but the

devel opnment of a national rank order list of potential PhD
candidates wll be very difficult. It requires a lot nore
t hought .

The question of whether institutions should be accredited
to offer PhDs in particular fields needs to be addressed.
If there were only a dozen institutions in each nmajor
field, the allocation of PhD schol arshi ps woul d be easier
to resol ve

Resear ch funding

This topic clearly needs further devel opnent, especially
the i ssue of whether research effort ought to be nore
concentrated and not spread thinly anong 36
institutions. The distinction between "corporate
research” and "private research"” drawn by Professor Mry
O Kane in The Australian on 19 Novenber woul d be worth
pur sui ng.

On the question of setting research priorities, | would
doubt the value of such priority setting except in the
very broadest of terns. Decentralised decision nmaking is
nore likely to be successful in picking wi nners than

wi sdom | aid down from on high

Gaps

Higher Education Commission. \Watever direction the

hi gher education systemtakes in the next few years,
there will continue to be a need for central governnent
adm ni strative actions, policy advising and objective
nmoni toring of higher education. These should be
undertake by a statutory H gher Education Conmm ssion. |
have al ready given you ny views on this. The om ssion of



reference to such a comm ssion in the discussion paper
is Inny view, a serious flaw. The experience of the

| ast decade has anply denonstrated that, in the absence
of a statutory Comm ssion, decisions affecting higher
education will be decided on political as nmuch as on
educati onal grounds.

Concentration. The desirability of some concentration in
research and research trai ning needs exploring. W are

i n danger of regressing to 36 nediocre institutions.
Conpetition alone will not resolve this problem since
it my lead just as readily to convergence as to
differentiation.

Institutional issues. The di scussi on paper does not pay
much attention to institutional issues. If | were asked
to name the three nost chall enging issues facing the
seni or managenent of i ndividual universities today ny
choi ce would be: coping with declining real resources;

avoi ding distractions fromthe university's core

busi ness (which | take to be teaching Australian
students);

mai ntai ning institutional coherence (especially in very
| arge institutions). Keep up the good work. Seasons

G eeti ngs.

Yours sincerely,

Pet er Kar nel
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