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ABSTRACT
 

In recent years, the Australian Government's (Commonwealth) relationship to universities has 
become one of greater involvement as political circles recognise the escalation in the 
significance of higher education as a key determinant in Australia's economic, social, cultural , 
and intellectual development. The increasing role of the Commonwealth in Australian 
universities is largely a consequence of this recognition, but it is also due in part to changes in 
the way governments approach the public sector and publicly funded institutions. 

Both the literature and extensive Commonwealth reports provide an array of details in relation 
to: what the Commonwealth wants from its universities; why it wants it; what it is doing to 
ensure that it gets what it wants; and the results of its actions-at least from the perspective of 
the Commonwealth. But what is missing is how universities themselves perceive the impact of 
the Commonwealth's increasing involvement in universities. Although academics and 
managers in Australian universities have much to say about how current and proposed 
Commonwealth policies affect their working environment they are not given much of a venue 
to opine. As such there is a lack of literature on how universities perceive the impact of this 
increasing involvement. This dissertation aims to fill the gap by providing a forum that 
addresses universities' perceptions of how Commonwealth policies affect their universities. 

Specifically, this dissertation sets out to discover if and how Commonwealth policies change 
universities and focuses on how policies influence autonomy and research in Australian 
universities through the responses of those who work in the offices of the deputy vice 
chancellors of research in twelve Australian universities. 

One of the most significant findings of the thesis is that the Commonwealth's increasing 
involvement in universities is viewed by respondents as a consequence of the 
Commonwealth's mistrust of Australian universities. Furthermore, the Commonwealth is seen 
as lacking expertise in areas relating to universities-their needs, history, purpose, mission, 
and how they best relate to and contribute to society-and their need for autonomy. This 
dissertation offers some insights into perspectives whereby policies built on the 
Commonwealth's mistrust and lack of expertise in university matters negatively influence 
autonomy and research productivity in Australian universities . The results indicate decreased 
productivity which leads to further mistrust that appears to decrease productivity even more
a cycle that respondents fear might be a self-propelling downward spiral. Eight hypotheses 
and one overarching proposition emerge from the findings. In addition, nine areas are 
identified as adding to the overall understanding of the affect that Commonwealth policies 
have on university autonomy and research productivity in Australian universities. 
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PREFACE 

PREFACE INTRODUCTION
 

THE IMPACT OF COMMONWEALTH POLICIES
 

ON UNIVERSITY AUTONOMY AND RESEARCH: PERCEPTIONS FROM THE OFFICES
 

OF THE DEPUTY AND PRO VICE CHANCELLORS OF RESEARCH IN AUSTRALIAN
 

UNIVERSITIES
 

In recent years, the Australian Government's (Commonwealth) role in its universities has 

become one of continuing greater involvement 'from an initial situation where its role was 

minimal to the current situation where it effectively has full public funding and policy 

responsibility' (Nelson 2005f: 1). According to government reports, this change reflects the 

growth in the significance of education as a key determinant of Australia's economic, social, 

cultural, and intellectual development (Nelson 2005f: 1). An abundant literature and extensive 

Commonwealth reports provide an array of details in relation to: what the Commonwealth 

wants from its universities; why it wants it; what it is doing to ensure that it gets what it wants; 

and the results of its actions-at least from the perspective of the Commonwealth (DEST 

2002a; DEST 2002b; DEST 2002c; Meek & Woods 1998). But what is missing is how 

universities themselves perceive the impact of the Commonwealth's continuing greater 

involvement in universities. Although academics and managers in Australian universities have 

much to say about how recent, current and proposed Commonwealth policies affect their 

working environment they are not given much of a venue to opine. There is no comprehensive 

literature nor are there Commonwealth reports that explicitly study the way universities 

currently perceive the impact of this continuing greater involvement. This dissertation aims to 

fill that gap by providing a forum that addresses universities' perceptions of the way 

Commonwealth policies affect their universities. 

The preface of this dissertation begins with a brief background showing the purpose and 

scope of the dissertation. Next it explains why this research is timely and, finally, it outlines 

the format used to address the research. 



PREFAC E 

BACKGROUND AND SCOPE OF THE DISSERTATION 

When the Conunonwealth asks for university input, which it frequently does, it is through a 

carefully crafted, structured format, so that academics are asked what is the best way to do 

this, rather than is this right for your university or what is the best this or that for your 

university. For instance, when the Commonwealth wants to ' measure the quality and impact of 

research, what the appropriate measures of research quality and impact should be, who should 

be assessed and who should be the assessors of the research quality' (DEST 200Sb: preface), it 

asks stakeholders, including universities, for input on how to develop the best Research 

Quality Framework (RQF) (DEST 200Sb; DEST 2006a). The Conunonwealth does ask 

questions as to whether universities think that the RQF is the best way to ensure the highest 

quality and best research, or the likely unintended consequences of the impact of the RQF on 

universities. Instead, universities, like other community groups, are asked for input on how to 

develop research outputs and associated measures of research quality (DEST 2006a; Shewan 

& Coats 2006). 

Likewise, in other instances where the Conunonwealth seeks information from universities, it 

does so with its own frame of reference and not as a blank slate (See for instance, the reports 

and requests for submission in DEST 2002a; DEST 2002b; DEST 2002c). From these reports 

and requests for submissions, it appears that the Commonwealth is willing to listen to 

universities so long as the conversations are within govenunent parameters and meet 

government objectives. 

Conversely, this study is doing what Commonwealth and other studies do not. It offers a 

venue that specifically asks universities for their perspectives on, amongst other things, how 

Commonwealth policies influence their universities and what is needed to improve their 

universities. Because the topic is too large for one dissertation, the question has been narrowed 

to two areas-research and university autonomy. Using the model presented by Strauss & 

Corbin (1998), this dissertation allows a theory to develop from the data received where 'the 

initial question starts out broadly [but] becomes progressively narrowed and more focused 

during the research process as concepts and their relationships are discovered' (Strauss & 

Corbin 1998: 41) . Following the model, this dissertation narrows, focusing on how 
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Commonwealth policies influence autonomy and research in Australian universities, from the 

perspective of the university. 

Obviously, not every person involved in research in Australian universities could be 

interviewed for a study of this scope ; instead the deputy and pro vice chancellors of research 

and academic and managers in their offices were interviewed and surveyed for their 

perspectives. More specifically, 'this dissertation attempts to find out the views of a small 

number of university managers and academic researchers with respect to the extent and effect 

of government influence on university autonomy and research' (Kringas 2006) . 

While there are others, including many in the Commonwealth, who may have differing 

perceptions of how Commonwealth policies influence university research and autonomy, it is 

not the purpose of this dissertation to ask them-the purpose is to focus uniquely on the 

perceptions of universities. 

WHY THIS RESEARCH Is TIMELY 

There are a number of reasons why this dissertation topic is timely right now. Five are 

considered and discussed under the headings: Big Changes; Pressures, Tensions and 

Problems; Predicted Increased Pressures, Tensions and Problems; RQF; and Vigilance to 

Guard University Autonomy. 

\. Big Changes: As discussed at the beginning of this preface, in recent years, the 

Commonwealth 's role in its universities has become one of continuing greater 

involvement (Nelson 200S£) . Thi s translates into major changes in the way universities 

operate (DEST 2003c) . For instance, 'academic workloads are reported to be rising as 

pressures to publish, teach, undertake new administrative tasks and raise funds all reduce 

time for quality thinking' (McInnis quoted in DEST 2000b ). Because implications of these 

and other changes are not well understood or documented, research is warranted. 

2.	 Pressures, Tensions and Problems: The Commonwealth (Nelson 2002a) recognises there 

are complaints that universities are overly burdened with bureaucratic controls, 

unreasonable compliance costs , and that 'the systems monitoring their behaviour and 

performance are not sufficiently rationalised ' (DEST 2002c: 40). It further acknowledges 

the pressures whereby 'universities feel frustrated and overburdened by the welter of 
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profiling and reporting' (DEST 2002e: ix). According to Marginson (2002), problems exist 

in Australian universities partly because Conunonwealth 'policies on universities and 

university funding are getting it badly wrong ' (BB3). Similarly the media reports tensions 

between universities and the Conunonwealth (Armitage & O 'Keefe 2006; Macnamara 

2006; Maiden 2006b). Universities express that they are more subservient to government 

and political interference than in times past: 'since Kemp 's White Papers, the government 

has shown a commitment to get universities to do what the government thinks they should 

do' , and 'the only way to do that is to impose it on them ' (Deputy/ Pro Vice Chancellor). 

Research is needed to shed light on the contents of these and other reports and compare the 

contents with the perceptions of university management and academics. 

3.	 Predicted Increased Pressures, Tensions and Problems: The media (llling 2006d 

Macnamara 2006 ; Maiden 2006b), the Commonwealth (ARC 2001 ; DEST 2002c; DEST 

2004a; Meek 2002), and the literature (Bargh et al 2000; Bessant 2002; Marginson 1997b) 

hint at bigger problems for universities on the horizon in terms of increased compliance 

costs, decreased funding and further Commonwealth interventions. With so much change 

in the university environment, it is important to also be aware of the universities' point of 

view . 

4.	 The RQF: The research assessment known as the RQF was endorsed by the 

Commonwealth in November 2006 . Implementation will commence with trialling in 2007 , 

data collection in 2008 and funding implementations in 2009 (Bishop 2006c; Bishop 

2006d). The implications of the RQF may be far-reaching and have unprecedented impact 

on research in Australian universities (Bishop 2006a; DEST 2005b; Macnamara 2006 ; 

Shewan & Coats 2006 ; University of Canberra 2005). 

5.	 Vigilance to Guard University Autonomy: There is a growing position in the literature that 

universities should always keep autonomy on the front burner to ensure it is not eroded 

(Egron-Polak 2002). Key to guarding autonomy is knowledge (Cameron in Egron-Polak 

2002 ; Frye in Woodhouse 1992; Fisher 1998) . For this reason, the topic of university 

autonomy should always be timely. One target of this dissertation is to outline how 

autonomy is affected in Australian universities, at least with respect to some 

Commonwealth policies as perceived by some university respondents. 
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FORMAT USED To ADDRESS THE RESEARCH 

To explain how Conunonwealth policies influence university autonomy and research, the 

material is divided into seven chapters, as follows: 

Chapter 1 takes a look at Conunonwealth reports relating to university policies. It uses the 

reports as a backdrop for the research question by explaining the relationship between the 

Conunonwealth and Australian universities. Government expectations garnered largely from 

Commonwealth reports are organised into three categories. The first relates to economic gain; 

the second to social and cultural issues; and the third to research. It then presents a case for the 

Commonwealth's motivation and rationale for its expectations and subsequent actions. It does 

not attempt to substantiate whether Commonwealth expectations, rationale, and actions are 

valid, nor does it present other opinions to confirm or refute the undertones of government 

reports. It does however identify elements that underpin the expectations, motivation, and 

rationale for the Commonwealth 's involvement in setting standards and ensuring prescribed 

outcomes. 

Chapter 1 then outlines some of the recent, current, and proposed actions the government is 

undertaking to ensure that its expectations are met as described in several government papers 

(DEST 2002a; DEST 2002c; DEST 2002g; DEST 2002e; DEST 2004a; DEST 2004c; Meek 

2002; Nelson 2002b; Nelson 2005e). Next, Chapter 1 investigates the results of government 

actions through the eyes of government reports. Intentions, from the government's 

perspective, are explained, then juxtaposed against some experiences of Australian university 

practitioners. Conunonwealth and other non-government reports are examined for intentions 

and experiences with respect to Commonwealth interventions vis-a-vis university autonomy. 

Three self-descriptive headings are used to organise the explanations: Government Stated 

Intentions; Legislative Authority; and University Practitioners' Experiences. Factors presented 

in this chapter are considered when developing the research question under the heading: 

Choosing the Focus ofthe Research. 

In Chapter 2 the literature review is directed towards seven key areas: 

... Changes in university and university management 
The larger literature is gleaned to provide a broad, international overview for insights on how 
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government policies impact universities' ability to research . It examines current changes in 

university and university management from a global perspective by focusing on the 

collaboration of universities with industries and governments; the impact of globalization; 

changes in university findings; and where universities fit in the world today. 

.. Government policy-making: Doing it the right way? 
As a background for understanding govenunent policies, an account of the development of 

first-rate government policies is outlined (Brooks 1993; Pal 1997 ; Mintzberg 1987). The 

chapter examines how governments make policies and argues that good government policies 

are iterative, dependent on feedback and acknowledgment of unintended consequences to 

revise and develop workable policies (Bardoch 2000; Brooks 1993 ; Pal 1997). 

.... International context of how government policies affect universities 
Information is provided on how government policies influence universities, especially relating 

to increasing government pressures that ensure university activities satisfy economic demands. 

Governments want assurances that the actions of publicly financed universities are consistent 

wi th social values, laws and mores, and are also reflective of the principles of efficiency and 

equity, while at the same time maintain academic quality (Dill 2001; Gornitzka & Maassen 

2000; van Inkle 2002). An international context of how policies in various countries affect 

their respective universities is examined and the results that followed are considered. 

Experiences range from instances where government intentions came to fruition , were 

confounded or backfired, had no apparent affect, and where government policies were at odds 

with universities' missions. Although it is unclear how government policies impact 

universities, impacts are felt , but not always as intended (Bardoch 2000). 

• What universities need from their governments 
The third area considered is what universities need from their governments and ways in which 

governments can help or hinder their universities. To be effective, universities need clear 

government policies in two areas: legal framework to operate as independent entities and 

appropriate sources of income. 

Universities need a legal framework to work within and financial security that excludes undue 

interference from government or other external agencies. Subsequently, university autonomy 
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is shown to be vital to ensuring that universities fulfil their mandate. Discussions highlight 

why university autonomy and academic freedom must be protected through illustrations of 

what happens to societies that do not guard against external interferences. Arguments are 

made that government policies must promote and defend effective university autonomy; 

academic freedom; and the ability to undertake unobstructed research (Bessant 2002; 

Lowenthal 1975; Meek & Wood 1998; Murray 1992; Rhodes 2000; Shattock 1999). 

III- Why university autonomy is critical 
An overview of why university autonomy is critical first defines and then places university 

autonomy in a historical and current context and also considers the minimum requirements for 

university autonomy. Discussions on academic freedom and where it fits follows. 

.. The benefits of unobstructed research 
To understand how university autonomy, research, and government policies interrelate, the 

literature is referenced to find out what it says about the benefits of unobstructed research. The 

literature is then examined for insights that are helpful in understanding how government 

policies impact universities' research ability. Finally, the value of unobstructed research is 

portrayed as a necessary condition in universities that are successful knowledge producers, 

whereby knowledge and insight' are the products of independent minds following each its 

own bent, and will not often be attained otherwise' (Bickel 1975: 3). The chapter discusses the 

benefits to universities when unobstructed research is encouraged and illustrates the results 

that ensue when universities are free to follow truth wherever it leads (Neave 2002). 

Indications are that universities produce more when left to their own devices (Shattock 1999). 

.. Measuring research productivity-What counts? 
While discussing research productivity, the question: How do you know that universities are 

producing, unless you can count the products? - is often raised by those who fund 

universities (Angus 2004; ARC 2006; DEST 2002c). Consequently, those who measure 

research performance often count elements that can be counted. For instance, one way to 

determine the amount of knowledge that universities create is to count the number of articles 

and books published, the number of patents and licences registered, the number of awards 

won, the number of times researchers are cited and so forth. This dissertation recognises that 

just because universities do not win awards , or publish does not mean to say that they do not 
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create knowledge. Rather it is possible that elements not commonly measured, and those not 

measurable are as critical as or more critical to research than those that are easy to measure 

(Bassnett 2002 ; Marginson 2002). 

Chapter 3 considers the best methodology for this dissertation by examining some of the 

most commonly used methodologies for this type of research. This chapter begins by 

introducing data gathering methods under the heading: Theories Behind the Methodology, then 

presents and justifies the methodology used in this research under two headings: Choosing and 

Justifying Methodologies for Current Research; and Acknowledging and Mitigating 

Limitations and Identifying Assumptions. It concludes by providing precise details of the data 

collection process in the chosen methodology under the heading: Step by Step Procedures. 

Chapter 4 presents the data from the surveys and interviews in a relatively raw format. Data 

are coded in a format known in grounded theory as open coding that is useful for 

understanding and analysing data in future chapters. Subsequent chapters analyse the findings 

to develop hypotheses and propositions, and finally arrive at an overall proposition by relating 

the findings to the literature in techniques referred to in grounded theory as axial and selective 

coding (LaRossa 2005) . The inclusion of this chapter is as a staple for grounded theory 

development and to provide ease of referencing when further data are needed for 

supplementing details of discussions and analysis and hypothesis development. 

Chapter 5 discusses the findings and initiates development of the hypotheses and propositions 

through analysis. Analysis is undertaken from the data presented in Chapter 4 as well as 

arguments from the literature, statistical data, and reports. Where relevant, statistical accounts 

are included in discussions of each theme to compare, contrast, and add validity and richness 

to the responses. Statistical resources are added from time to time to augment the themes that 

emerge during primary data col1ection and that are not already discussed in earlier chapters. 

Analyses and discussions are presented under six self-explanatory headings: 

~ Do Commonwealth policies influence university autonomy? 
~ Do Commonwealth policies influence university research? 
~ How do Commonwealth policies influence university autonomy? 
~ How do Commonwealth policies influence research in universities? 
~ What are the results ofthe influence ofCommonwealth policies on university 

autonomy and research in Australian universities? 
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~	 What policies could the Commonwealth initiate that would improve research in 
Australian universities? 

Chapter 6 shows the progression of the hypotheses and propositions' development, using 

three headings to organise central concepts. The first, entitled Distinguishing Interrelated 

Hypotheses/Propositions presents sets of interrelated hypotheses and propositions linked to 

the phenomena. The second, entitled Merging the Hypotheses/Propositions systematically 

demonstrates the interrelationships of the central concepts (Creswell 1998). The third , entitled 

The Overarching Proposition, simplifies, and crystallises the core elements of the proposition 

using Creswell's (1998) model of narration to demonstrate the interrelationships of key 

emergent factors. Together, the central concepts are designed to provide a thorough theoretical 

explanation and description of the phenomena. Hypotheses and propositions provide insights 

into the phenomena and provoke thought for further investigation. Generalisations of the 

hypotheses and propositions are on a conceptual level only or, in the words of Strauss and 

Corbin (1990) can be 'generalizable insofar as it specifies conditions that are linked through 

action/interaction with definite consequences' (1990: 15). 

Chapter 7 demonstrates the implications and relevance of the hypotheses and propositions 

developed in Chapter 6 under the following three headings: Implications for the Literature: 

Findings that Support . Refute, and Add to the Body ofLiterature; Implications for Scholars. 

Practitioners and Policymakers: What to Do Next; Implicationsfor Further Research: Where 

to Go From Here; and Relating the Findings to the Dominant Paradigms in Higher Education 

Policy. 

From its inception, this dissertation sets out to discover if and how Commonwealth policies 

change universities and focuses on how policies influence autonomy and research in 

Australian universities. Initial discoveries made in this dissertation are that Commonwealth 

policies do change universities and influence autonomy and research. Details of the influence 

are provided in eight sets of hypotheses and propositions and one overarching proposition as 

well as in nine findings that support and add to the current literature, provide implications for 

universities; and add to the overall body of literature. Through these discoveries and their 

implications, the aims of the dissertation are achieved. 
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CHAPTER 1 BACKGROUND OF RESEARCH QUESTION 

MAKING AUSTRALIAN UNIVERSITIES BETTER? 

Universities, according to the Australian Federal Government, improve Australian society by 

increasing economic gains, adding to cultural vitality, and preparing Australia for a brighter 

future through increased creation and dissemination of knowledge (DEST 2002c; DEST 

2002e; Nelson 200Se). The Commonwealth asserts that maximising university productivity 

can best be achieved under its direction, which is unusual because under the Australian 

Constitution 1901, the Commonwealth has no jurisdiction in educational matters. Rather, it is 

state and territorial governments that have full dominion over education. In turn, these 

governments pass Acts ofParliament that empower universities as autonomous bodies legally 

responsible for their own affairs (Meek & Wood 1998). 

Although the Commonwealth has no legislative authority to direct or manage universities, it 

nonetheless controls most public monies in Australia. Because of this, the Commonwealth can 

and does use the power of the purse to direct universities in ways it believes will better serve 

society's needs. There are a number of policies that the Commonwealth expects will direct 

universities to produce results that will benefit society (DEST 2002a; DEST 2002c; DEST 

2002e; DEST 2004a; Meek 2002; Nelson 2002b; Nelson 200Se). 

More productivity, the Commonwealth reasons, can best be achieved under its direction. 

Based on this reasoning, the government has expended substantial resources to determine what 

is needed to best direct Australian universities. These resources are being used to actively 

engage the public through meetings and calls for submissions, as well as to write numerous 

reports on how the Commonwealth can fix university deficiencies. In turn, universities are 

required to demonstrate compliance with Commonwealth directives by supplying ever

increasing reports, assessments, audits, and quality assurance processes. The Commonwealth 

has already enacted a number of policies that affect universities and is in the process of 
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enacting others. This, it hopes, will maximise productivity (ARC 2001; DEST 2002c; DEST 

2002g; DEST 2004a; DEST 2005b). 

To stimulate discussion and debate concerning policy choices for Australian universities, the 

Conunonwealth presented discussion papers that suggested topics to initiate public forums. 

Sample questions were designed by the Commonwealth to stimulate debate relating to how the 

government could be instrumental in improving universities. To illustrate the point, a number 

of the sample questions are listed in Table I-I. 

TABLE 1-1 COMMONWEALTH SUGGESTIONS FOR PUBLIC FORUM TOPICS 

;.. To what extent can the Commonwealth work collaboratively with the States and 

Territories to improve governance arrangements that best serve the needs ofstudents, 

staffand society generally? 

;.. How do we ensure that our higher education system can capture the new opportunities 

to improve learning experiences and outcomes, contribute to national innovation and 

problem solving, and have international impact? 

;.. How can we best enhance the status and quality of teaching in higher education? 

;.. How can institutions ensure that subjects/units and courses are: sufficiently rigorous 

in content and assessment? Appropriate as 'higher education'? Sufficiently responsive 

to the needs ofstudents, employers and other stakeholders? 

;.. What is the scope for rationalising the number ofcourses offered? 

;.. Should Government adopt a plann ed approach to differentiation or allow higher 

education institutions to determine their own futures in response to incentives that 

reward diversification? 

(Adapted from Higher Education at the Crossroads DEST 2002c: v; 17; 21; 25 & 28) . 

Sample questions do not include ways to decrease government involvement and increase trust 

in universities to run their own affairs. Of the plethora of reports written, none appears to 

entertain notions ofthe government relinquishing any control it wields over universities. 

In a media release, John Howard I affirms the position that government control is needed to 

ensure that universities meet national priorities. Howard states that the long-term success of 

research priorities, such as environmental sustainability; promoting and maintaining good 

I The Prime Mini ster of Australia 2005 
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health; technologies for building and transforming Australian industries; and safeguarding 

Australia, depends on how effectively the National Research Priorities2 are implemented 

(Nelson 200Se). The prevailing theme of government reports is that given enough time and 

more government interventions-public engagement; widespread research; streamlined 

reporting methods; better auditors; improved funding schemes; focused performance 

monitoring; universal government testing; more quality assurance; clearer national standards; 

full establishment of the Research Quality Framework (RQF)-the government will be able to 

find the correct way to direct universities to its desired end . Irrespective of how often reports 

state that the government is committed to ensuring that universities remain autonomous, the 

trend is clearly towards more government intervention, which by definition directly influences 

the level of autonomy. Granting universities freedom to run their own affairs, uninterrupted, 

does not appear to be an option acceptable to the Commonwealth (ARC 2001 ; DEST 2002c; 

DEST 2004a; Meek 2002). 

Based on the beliefthat its expertise is needed to ensure that universities reach government 

stipulated goals; the Commonwealth is undertaking a series of systematic endeavours. These 

undertakings are expected to produce standards for all Australian universities, which, 

according to the Commonwealth's logic, will improve quality, enhance knowledge creation, 

and prepare Australia for the future. The Commonwealth demands compliance and places 

'considerable burdens ' (DEST 2002e: 9) on universities in exchange for federal money. In a 

report concerning the value of good management on teaching and research in universities, the 

Minister of Education, Science and Training succinctly and candidly states that universities 

have to submit to 'onerous reporting' by 'armies of university administrations' when in fact 

not all 'are necessary for quality education' (DEST 2002e:v). This government report, and 

several others, raises questions as to whether or not the Commonwealth's current and 

proposed directives are likely to produce the desired results. These reports also explore what 

2 In 2002 the Commonwealth established four National Research Priorities for Australian research: 
• An Environmentally Sustainable Australia; 
• Promoting and Maintaining Good Health; 
• Frontier Technologies for Building and Transforming Australian Industries; and 
• Safeguarding Australia. 

These four research priorities are broadly based, thematic and multidisciplinary in nature. Within each of these priorities is a set of 
goals, which were enhanced in 2003 to strengthen the contributions of social science and humanities research. All Australian 
Government research and research funding bodies are required to maintain plans which show their progress in implementing the 
priorities into their activities' (Australian Government 2006: 14). 
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govenunents can do to increase the level of productivity within universities without infringing 

on university autonomy. 

Figure 1-1 is a visual illustration of a framework for conceptual ising the relationship between 

Commonwealth expectations for Australian universities and Commonwealth actions to ensure 

that those expectations are met. The first box, on the far left, identifies what the govenunent 

expects from its universities. The second box lists the motivation and rationale for its 

expectations and subsequent actions. The third box outlines some of the key actions the 

government is undertaking to ensure that its expectations are met. The fourth box, on the far 

right, questions the likelihood of the govenunent achieving the expectations from the first box 

through the actions outlined in the third box and suggests that there may be unintended results 

from undertaking the actions of the third box. 

This dissertation aims to explore how Commonwealth policies influence universities. The 

topic is too large for one research paper; as such, Chapter I reduces the scope to keep it within 

the manageabili ty of one dissertation. To do this, an overview of the Commonwealth's 

relationship with its universities is presented under five headings. The first begins by 

discussing the Commonwealth's stated expectations. The second looks at the government's 

motivation and rationale for its expectations and subsequent actions. The third outlines 

some of the primary actions the government is undertaking to ensure that its expectations 

are met. The fourth looks at the results of government actions on universities according to 

govenunent reports. Finally, the fifth briefly reflects on key factors presented under the first 

four headings and presents a case for choosing the areas that are the focus of this research. 
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FIGURE 1-1 FRAMEWORK FOR CONCEPTUALISING GOVERNMENT E XPECTATIONS, RATIONALE, ACTIONS & RESULTS 

EXPECTATIONS 
The Commonwealth 
wants a number of 
things from its 
universities. 
Expectations are that 
universities can 
produce more for 
society in terms of: 

•	 Economic Benefits 

•	 Resolving and 

enhancing Social 

and Cultural Issues 

•	 Quality Research 
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AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT EXPECTAnONS 

According to government reports, universities are critical for Australia's future, because: 

Higher education plays a vitally important role in our economic and social landscape, through the generation and 
transmission of the knowledge that is essential to Australia's long-term economic growth and competitiveness. It is in 
Australia's interests to have the best higher education system it possibly can, based on the highest standards it can set 
(Nelson 2002b). 

Therefore, 'success in no small way will determine the kind of country in which Australians will 

be living twenty-five years from now' (DEST 2002c: v). It follows that universities need to 

provide a future that includes strong economic and job growth, cultural development, and a 

capacity to solve social problems underpinned by a strong and vibrant research base (DEST 

2002c: v). Threaded throughout Commonwealth reports pertaining to universities are the 

expectations and visions the government has for its universities. 

The Commonwealth's expectations are that universities will 'capture the new opportunities to 

improve learning experiences and outcomes, contribute to national innovation and problem 

solving, and have international impact' (DEST 2002c: 17). The Higher Education Report for the 

2002 to 2004 Triennium, Commonwealth of Australia states that: 

The overarching objectives of the Government's policies for higher education are to: 
• Expand opportunity 
• Assure quality 
• Improve universities' responsiveness to varying student needs and industry requirements 
• Advance the knowledge base and university contributions to national innovation and 
• Ensure public accountability for the cost-effective use of public resources (DEST 2002d: 4). 

Prime Minister Howard outlined his vision of Australia as a country that can tum ideas and 

inventions into income and jobs. Inhis opinion, extending the contributions of university 

research to the national innovation system, through closer links with industry, will positively 

impact national economic competitiveness, social problem solving, and community well-being 

(Kemp 1999a). Australia's national innovation system is considered a key driver of Australia's 

innovation competencies and is critical for longer-term growth (CEDA 2004). In 1999, the 

national innovation system, outlined in Knowledge and Innovation, the Commonwealth's policy 

statement on research and research training, focused on changes to the funding arrangements for 

higher education research in Australia. Two years later, Backing Australia's Ability (2001) - An 

Innovation Action Plan for the Future, the new policy statement, focused on providing resources 

for: 'strengthening research and the generation of ideas; accelerating research commercialisation; 

and developing and retaining skills' (Allen 2003: vii). Every year since, the Commonwealth 
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updates its innovation statements in revised reports known as Backing Australia's Ability, the 

most recent being: Backing Australia's Ability 200512006 (Allen 2003). 

To survive, according to Commonwealth reports, universities must be useful and relevant to 

society producing graduates who emerge with 'the skills, knowledge and learning outcomes that 

they need as individuals and that the nation requires for continued economic, social and cultural 

development' (DEST 2002g: 12). Higher education 'must be harnessed to knowledge creation to 

support national economic ends' (McWilliam et aI2002:21). Government expectations garnered 

largely from government reports are organised into three categories. The first relates to economic 

benefits; the second to social and cultural issues; and the third to vibrant research. Although there 

is some overlap, each category has distinctive features. Figure I-II highlights the primary 

expectations the Commonwealth has of its universities. 

FIGURE I-II COMMONWEALTH EXPECTATIONS OF AUSTRALIAN UNIVERSITIES 

VIBRANT RESEARCH
 

Displayed through
 
•	 Articles published 
•	 Articles cited 
•	 Patent innovations 
•	 International awards ' 
•	 High world rankings 
•	 Private industry 

involvement in 
universities 

•	 Partnership with 
govemmentandindustry 

ECONOMIC BENEFITS 

•	 Train students for 
professions 

•	 Attract more foreign 
students 

•	 Develop sellable 
products 

•	 Use public funds 
efficiently effectively 
and accountably 
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knowledge 
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to allow individuals to 
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(Developed from data presented in DEST 2002a; 2002b; 2002e) 
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Economic Benefit 
From an economic perspective, the government has very clear expectations: universities are 

expected to 'generate new ideas, solve problems, improve products or processes and adapt to new 

and changing environments. The need to be innovative relates not only to improvements in 

teaching and learning but also to the direction and commercialisation of research, and 

engagement with industry, research institutions and other education providers'(DEST 2002c:2-3). 

The Commonwealth is seeking more tangible economic returns from higher education and will 

require assurance that the resources they provide are being managed efficiently and effectively 

(DEST 2002c). To these ends, universities must train students for the professions; attract foreign, 

full fee-paying students; develop sellable products through research and private partnerships; and 

use public funds effectively and efficiently. 

TRAIN STUDENTS FOR PROFESSIONS 

Universities need to enable students to ' acquire knowledge and skills relevant to employers' 

(DEST 2002g: v). Universities should produce graduates with skills , knowledge and learning 

outcomes that promote individual development including 'initiative and enterprise skills; 

information literacy and management skills' (DEST 2002g: ix) which ' enable students to acquire 

knowledge and skills relevant to employers ' (DEST 2002g: v). Likewise, universities, according 

to government reports (Kemp 1999a) , should be responsive to the needs, interests, preferences, 

requirements and circumstances of students. They are expected to provide education that leads to 

job growth and complies with professional and industrial standards. Consequently (DEST 

2002c), the government encourages partnerships between universities and industry. 

The Commonwealth wants universities to maximise their contributions to the national innovation 

system while forming and maintaining 'effective linkages between the research sector and the 

business community, government organisations and the international community' (Kemp 

1999a:10). 

T hrough basic research, institutions provide the foundations whi ch underpin the nat ion's social, cultural and 
technological progress. As significant players in the innovation sys tem, instituti ons co llaborate with industry to find 
solutions to complex problems. Through the provision of research training, they prepare Australia ' s futur e researchers, 
and transfer skills and knowledge for the benefit of the community (Kemp 1999a : 29) . 
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Based on these expectations, a measure of success for universities is the number of students who 

graduate, and a measure of good partnerships is the number of graduates who qualify for 

professional jobs (DEST 2002g). 

ATTRACT FOREIGN, FULL FEE-PAYING STUDENTS 

Australia is fast becoming a major player in exporting education: in fact, of all the countries in 

the Organization of Economic and Cooperate Development (OECD), Australia has a higher 

proportion of foreign students than any other country. Exporting education is one of Australia's 

major export earners (Meek 2000 et al; Meek 2002). By 2000 , the export of university education 

was 'generating in excess of$2 billion in foreign exchange for Australia' (DEST 2002e:15) . In 

2002 , Australian universities were 'competing with remarkable success in an increasingly 

internationalised education market. Exports of educational services are booming' (DEST 2002g: 

ix). International reputation is key to ensuring a future in the global university export industry

Australia must meet or exceed those of its competitors. One way is to produce universities that 

are internationally ranked . A Commonwealth report professes that Australia does not have any 

universities ranked in the top one hundred internationally (DEST 2002h). Another states that 'the 

gap between the best universities in Australia and the best universities in the world is large. On 

any commonly used international measure of academic standing, the best universities in Australia 

are not among the world 's top 75 universities, and probably not among the top 100' (Gilbert 

quoted in DEST 2002c: 24) . World rankings' are desirable from an export perspective but also 

have other positive, ifnot tangible, benefits for society, including more citizen engagement, 

national pride, trust and a willingness to invest more into universities (DEST 2002c; DEST 

2002h). 

DEVELOP SELLABLE PROD UCTS THROUGH RESEAR CH AND PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS 

Recognising the critic al role universities play in ensuring that' Australia keeps pace with the 

global revolution in knowledge production and its use ' (Kemp 1999a : I), the government wants 

universities to be attractive sites for research and development investment; as well as to provide 

'opportunities for our best and brightest researchers and innovators' (Kemp 1999a: 1). 

Universities are expected to 'extend the contributions of higher education research to the national 

3 Australia National University was ranked 49'h by Shanghai Jiao University Institute of Higher Education Top 100 World Universities for the 2003 year 
however it dropped to 53"1 for the 2004 year, but was joined in the rankings by University of Melbourne in the 82"d position (Academic Ranking of World 
Universities 2004). 
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innovation system through closer links with industry and make more effective and visible the 

impact of research and research training on national economic competitiveness' (Kemp 1999a: 

4). They are responsible for 'Australia's long-term economic growth and 

competitiveness ... strong economic and jobs growth and ... training for the researchers of 

tomorrow ' (Kemp 1999a: iii). The nation's 'economic growth is sustained and supported by a 

dynamic synergy between research and development and innovation' (DEST 2002c: I); and by 

'making a significant contribution to international education and research, the global economy 

and international relations ' (DEST 2002c:1). It is Kemp's (1999a) view that researchers must 

contribute knowledge to internationally competitive industries to sustain economic growth. 

Advancing economic gain by creating sellable products overlaps with another government 

expectation: increased research. To avoid duplication, details are provided in a separate category 

entitled Vibrant Research Leading to Innovation. 

USE PUBLI C FUNDS EFFECTlVELY AND EFFICIENTLY 

Universities need to be good stewards of the financial resources provided to them. As recipients 

oflarge amounts of public funds and private investment, universities 'are accountable to their 

respective stakeholders. Their policies and actions need to be transparent and open to public 

scrutiny ' (DEST 2002c: 3). They are expected to be cost-effective inasmuch as they should: 

Efficiently use the financial resources provided to them and achieve intended results. The challenges posed by this goal 
are considerable in complex organisat ions such as universities, and apply to the full range of activities, including capital 
development, commercialisation initiatives and the number of subjects or units that may be offered within an institution 

(DEST 2DD2c:3). 

The international trend for more accountability from all sectors receiving public money has been 

embraced by the Commonwealth, which means that it is unlikely that universities will be spared 

the increased reporting impositions required to demonstrate accountability. More details are 

provided later in this chapter under the heading Accountability. 

Determined to set standards and improve quality and efficiency in universities, the government 

established many forms of audit assurance. The net results are expected to be maximum returns 

on public expenditures (DEST 2004b; Kemp 1999b). As such , the Commonwealth 'is committed 

to ensuring taxpayers' investment in research actually produces results that are of world standard 

and which contribute to addressing the economic, social and environmental challenges that 

Australia faces ' (Nelson 2005h: 6). 
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Resolving Social and Cultural Issues 
Expectations are that universities make fundamental contributions to the future of Australia. 

Their strength, diversity, and flexibility are needed to build a society in which citizens of robust 

cultural traditions are nourished and enriched economically, socially, environmentally and 

culturally by universities. All Australians should have equal opportunity to be educated to a level 

that will maximise their potential, both in a personal sense and in terms of their capacity to make 

a productive contribution to the community (DEST 2004a; DEST 2002c). Therefore, universities' 

roles also include cultural development, social problem solving, community well-being and 

disseminating new knowledge to the community (Kemp 1999a: iii) . A framework of the 

principles for universities as presented in a recent government paper is adapted for Figure I-III. 

FIGURE I-III COMMONWEALTH 'S FRAMEWORK FOR PRINCIPLES OF UNIVERSITIES 

Australia needs a sustainable higher education syst em with institutions that are: 
Value adding-Australian higher education instituti ons should add value to and enrich Australian society , 
culture and the economy. There is an expectation that in their role as caretakers, creators and transmitt ers 
ofknowledge, higher education institutions will add value to indiv iduals and to the society of which they are 
part ... 

•	 Learner-centred-Effective learning is fa cilitat ed by effective teaching, and every institution should foc us on 
the needs of its undergraduat e and postgraduate students. A learner-centred institut ion will ensur e that 
students acquire and develop knowledge and skills that are relevant to the individual, employers, 
professional associations, labour market and society. They will inspire learningfor life. 

•	 High Quality-i-Australian higher education institutions must deliver high class teaching and enable 
excellence in research. Higher education institution s must provide services that are worthy of continuing 
public and privat e investment and community confidence. 

•	 Equitable-There must be equality of opportunity in higher education to allow individuals to fulfil their 
potential, regardless of their personal circumstances and backgrounds. There should be no systemic barriers 
to participation. There should be provisions for the varying needs ofstudents from different backgrounds. 

•	 Responsive-Higher education institutions are expec ted to be responsive to the diverse needs ofstudents and 
the demands of other stakeholders including staff, employers of graduates, clients of consulting services, 
industry, venture partners and regional communities. They need to meet the expectations of the Australian 
community and government and the changing needs of the economy. 

•	 Diverse-Diverse and changing student expectations require a system that is able to accommodate varied 
choices and interests. Higher education instituti ons should not aspire to the same purpose, goals or 
organisational structure. Institutions need to evaluate their strengths, challenges and opportunities to forge 
their distinct and apposite mission within the higher education syst em. 

•	 Flexibl e-Student demand is increasingly unpredictable. The higher education syst em needs resilient 
absorptive capacity for accommodating unforeseen changes in demand. Higher education institutions must 
have organisational flexibility. National priorities should develop over time because student expectations 
change. Institutions need to be able to operate in different ways at different times. 

•	 Socially responsible-All higher education institut ions have a broad public responsibility. They must act 
ethically in all their activities, including their research and commercial undertakings. They must ensure they 
operate in ways that meet public health and safety requirements and are environmentally responsible. 

Adapted from Higher Educ ation at the Crossroads (DEST 2002c: 2-3). 

The purpose of universities can be seen as contributing to the fulfilment of human and societal 

potential, the advancement of knowledge and economic progress (DEST 2003a). 

20 



CHAPTER 1 

Vibrant Research Leading to Innovation 
The Australian Government expects that universities will provide 'world class capability in 

knowledge advancement ' (DEST 2002c: 25), 'advance the knowledge base and university 

contributions to national innovation' (DEST 2003a: 2), and 'generate new ideas, solve problems, 

improve products or processes and adapt to new and changing environments' (2002c: 2). 

Expectations the Commonwealth has of its universities research abilities are garnered from its 

reports and presented in two categories: Australia as an International Leader and Commercial 

Productivity. 

AUSTRALIA AS AN INTERNATIONAL LEADER 

The Commonwealth recognises that Australia is a leader in research and other university 

functions. But in order to ensure that ' Australia keeps pace with the global revolution in 

knowledge production and its use' (Kemp 1999a: 1), the government must ensure that universities 

and their researchers playa crucial role in achieving this goal. 'Not only will they be the leaders 

in producing fundamental knowledge, they will also be instrumental in disseminating new 

knowledge to the community, and provide training for the researchers of tomorrow' (Kemp 

1999a: iii). Nelson (2005) deduces that 'Australia's future depends on a collective effort of the 

Australian Government, industry and the community in identifying areas for international 

research excellence in Australia' (Nelson 2005d: 1). 

A vigorous research base, according to the Commonwealth, makes an essential contribution to a 

democratic, learning society and is vitally important to the economic development of Australia. 

As such, the 'technological progress of humanity is underpinned by the discovery and 

dissemination of knowledge, critical scrutiny of argument and evidence, creative design, clever 

application and an entrepreneurial culture' (Kemp 1999a: 3). Basic research, the keystone of 

\\innovation, has a strong foundation in Australia. It has resulted in Australia producing two and a 

half percent of the world's knowledge, well above its proportion of the population base (Kemp 

1999a: 4) . Much of this knowledge production is considered to be at the forefront of research and 

is largely within the academic community. Therefore, to capitalise on the benefits of knowledge 

creation, the government encourages Australian researchers to contribute knowledge to 

internationally competitive industries that will ensure sustainable economic growth and provide 

secure jobs (Kemp 1999a). Pressures are for researchers to be focused on areas that have 
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relevance to income creation. Impacts of such pressures may explain why an 'examination of 104 

of the most cited articles with Australian authors in the periods 1981-1987 and 1988-1995 found 

a high proportion of the articles to be about matters that are of direct interest to practitioners' 

(DEST 2001c). In the context of a rapidly changing international environment, the increased 

global mobility of students, professional workforces, and researchers are creating intense 

pressures for international qualifications recognition (Nelson 2004b; Nelson 2005£). 

Signs that universities are successful in their research can be seen in the number of international 

awards won, patents registered, papers published in international peer reviewed journals, the 

frequency in which research is internationally cited, and ranking in the top fifty universities by 

international ranking organisations (Nelson 2004c; DEST 2002c; DEST 2002h). These signs of 

success will secure and strengthen its international reputation for basic research as well as 'ensure 

that Australia is able to maintain and develop its research competence and international 

credibility across a wide range of fields of knowledge' (Kemp 1999a : 4). 

COMMERCIAL PRODUCTIVITY 

The national research and innovation system is dependent on universities as major contributors to 

the generation and transmission of knowledge. Indications from Commonwealth reports are that 

universities should develop an entrepreneurial culture among researchers and establish policies 

and structures to facilitate the commercialisation of discoveries (Kemp 1999a) . Accordingly 

universities need to innovate in order to: 

Gen erate new ideas, so lve problems, improve products or processes and adapt to new and changing environment s. The 
need to be innovative relates not only to improvements in teaching and learning but also to the direction and 
commercialisation of resea rch, and eng agement with indu stry , research institutions and other edu cation providers 

(DEST 2002c:2-3). 

Researchers must contribute to internationally competitive industries to sustain economic growth 

(Kemp 1999a). They are expected to 'extend the contributions of higher education research to the 

national innovation system through closer links with industry; and make more effective and 

visible the impact of research and research training on national economic competitiveness' 

(Kemp 1999a: 4). As such, universities are responsible for Australia's long-term economic 

growth and competitiveness and for training the researchers of tomorrow (Kemp 1999a) . In 

addition 'improving collaboration between universities and publicly-funded research agencies is 

also a priority in achieving better outcomes for the research dollar' (Nelson 2005h: 6). 
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In its report, Knowledge and Innovation (Kemp 1999a), the Commonwealth states its position on 

linking funding to excellence and commercialisation: 

The culture of university research also need s to better recognise and reward the partnerships made with other members 
of the national innovation system. By doing so, it should become more entrepreneurial, seeking out opportunities in new 
and emerging field s of research that will provide social , cultural and economic benefit. Australia 's researchers are well 
used to producing truly excellent work . An entrepreneurial approach is needed to harness the full cycle of benefits from 
their endeavours through commercialisat ion, where appropriate. This culture of entrepreneurship needs to be the context 
for the training of our research students, and indeed all students. 

Changes are therefore needed to the way research is funded and organised across the sector and within institutions. The 
Government expects to see greater diversity across the system as some universities focus on achieving international 
excellence across a wide range of fields , while others focus on excellence in particular strengths, including by building 
on the ir links with their regions, and assisting their local economies to grow through strategically targeted research 

(Kemp 1999a: 5) . 

It is expected that universities will 'provide training for the researchers and innovators of 

tomorrow' (Kemp 1999a: 1). The need to be innovative relates 'not only to improvements in 

teaching and learning but also to the direction and commercialisation of research, and 

engagement with industry, research institutions and other education providers' (DEST 2002c: 2). 

Consequently, 'the producers ofknowledge are critical players in our national innovation system, 

providing the ideas and techniques which can be transformed into economic advancement' 

(Kemp 1999a: 1). Now that some of the Commonwealth's expectations for its universities are 

understood, the next heading explores the Commonwealth's rationale for its involvement in 

ensuring that Australian universities meet government expectations. 

COMMONWEALTH RATIONALE FOR EXPECTATIONS AND SUBSEQUENT ACTIONS 

As outlined under the preceding heading, the Commonwealth expects a number of things from its 

universities and is therefore motivated to ensure that its expectations are met. The 

Commonwealth's motivation and rationale for its expectations, which subsequently leads it to act 

in a manner to ensure that its expectations are met, are examined under this heading. 

Expectations, motivations, and rationale are based on the Australian Government's perception 

that it needs to be actively involved in its universities, particularly with respect to setting 

standards and ensuring outcomes and accountability. 

This research does not attempt to substantiate whether Commonwealth expectations, rationale, 

and actions are valid, nor does it present other opinions to confirm or refute the undertones of 

government reports. It does, however, identify four elements that underpin the expectations, 
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motivation, and rationale for the Commonwealth's involvement in setting standards and ensuring 

prescribed outcomes. The four elements are as follows: 

Deficiencies: The government deems that there are deficiencies in universities and that 

they need to be fixed. 

Trust: The government believes that it needs to be actively involved in fixing the 

deficiencies because: 

The Commonwealth lacks trust in universities' abilities; 

Universities' goals are not always the same as Commonwealth goals so must be 

directed to ensure that government goals are satisfied; 

Under its direction, universities can produce more for society; and 

The Commonwealth alone has the needed expertise to best remedy the 

deficiencies and ensure that universities produce more for society and that results 

are in line with government goals. 

International Standards: Pressures from international organisations such as the GECD 

persuade countries, Australia included, into believing that unless universities adhere to 

universal standards and uniformity they will not be able to compete globally. 

Accountability: There is a belief that Australian citizens require high levels of 

accountability in the form of performance indicators, performance measures and other 

gauges of proof from all publicly funded programs and services. 

Deficiencies 
According to government reports, there are several deficiencies in the internal operations, 

structure, and performance of universities. Deficiencies include non-productive and irrelevant 

research, insufficient teaching methods, lack of diversity, inflated course offerings, insufficient 

and inconsistent student assessment, lack of clearly articulated national standards, cumbersome 

administration systems, an absence of reports that are accessible to the general public, as well as 

process inefficiencies (DEST 2002b; DEST 2002c; DEST 2002g; DEST 2005b; Hoare 1996; 

Kemp 1999a; Nelson 2002a; Nelson 2003a). In recent reports, the Minister of Education, Science 

and Training specifies that Australian universities are 'in need of reform' (Nelson 2003a) and 

that: 

There is a need for greater flexibility in approaches, modes and settings for learning . . . [with] more proactive and 
outcomes-based approach to teaching and learning ... [to] reduce the period of income foregone while studying . .. The 
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recurring question of academic standards must be addressed. Questions have been raised about whether the current 
quality assurance framework is sufficiently rigorous to assess the quality and standards of educational outcomes 

(Nelson 2002a). 

The National Survey of Research Commercialisation examined the commercial activity of the 

research institute in Australia by counting the number of income-yielding patent licenses, the 

number of start-up companies and the overall value of the organisations' equity holdings. 

Findings for 2001-2002 studies (Nelson 2004c) are that based on international comparisons, 

Australian universities did not fare as well as their Canadian and American counterparts. Figure 

1-IV highlights the findings. 

FIGURE I-IV AUSTRALIAN UNIVERSITIES COMPARED WITH OTHER UNIVERSITIES 

~ Have fewer patents issued than comparable institutions in the United States or Canada; 
~ Execute fewer licences than the United States, Canada and the United Kingdom; 
~ Earn income from licences at a rate which is less than the United States, about the same as Canada and 

greater than the United Kingdom; 
Form fewer start-up companies than Canada or the United Kingdom but more than the United States results of 

Survey of Research Commercialisation (Nelson 2004c). 

Results of a national survey indicate that Australia's performance needs to improve to be fully 

competitive on the international stage. To do this, Australia should build a strong research, 

science and innovation base which will require improved cooperation and collaboration amongst 

publicly funded research organisations and between private sector investors and industry (Nelson 

2004c). The current Australian Government 'has recognised that, in order to build an economic 

and social legacy for the next generation in which we can have confidence, it is essential that 

Australian higher education be reformed' (Nelson 2003a). 

To mitigate and rectify what it identifies as deficiencies, the Commonwealth is involved in a 

number of innovations. In one instance, the Commonwealth identifies a deficiency as the 

disconnection of university research from the national innovation system with graduates that are 

inadequately prepared for employment. Consequently, the Commonwealth has been acting in 

conjunction with some universities, the states, and industry to ensure research has relevance 

(Kemp 1999a). To this end, the government wants to develop a research training system that will: 

•	 ensure Australia is able to maintain and develop its research competence and international credibility across a wide 
range of fields ; 

•	 facilitate the provision of diverse, high quality research training environments; 
•	 encourage the expansion of the total national investment in research; 

expand opportunities and choices for research students; 
enable research organisations to respond flexibly to changes in the development of and demand for knowledge; 
secure and strengthen Australia's internationally regarded basic research effort; 

•	 support the development and dissemination of knowledge for its own sake as well as the social and cultural 
benefits it will bring to the wider community; 

25 



CHAPTER 1 

•	 extend the contributions of higher education research to the national innovation sys tem through closer links with 
indu stry; and 

•	 make more effective and visible the impact of research and research train ing on nati onal economic 
competitiveness, social problem solving and community well-being (K emp 1999a : 4). 

In a second instance where studies indicated a lack of student assessments used for diagnosis, 

formation, and development purposes, the government funded a project to develop a series of 

instruments to assist university teachers in assessing and examining students. Results include a 

change in the way universities assess their students. The change, according to government 

reports, means more useful and productive assessments (DEST 2003c). 

Likewise, in a third instance, the Commonwealth learned that graduates of disciplines were well 

trained in their field but lacked generic skills such as creative thinking. Rather than cram more 

into undergraduate courses, the government decided to offer specific skills training at the 

postgraduate level, where the industry/profession could off-set some of the costs (DEST 2003c: 

45-46). In the first instance cited above, the government is working in conjunction with the state, 

university and industry to produce the results it wants; in the second, the government initiated a 

project to ensure that universities' student assessments improve in a manner in line with 

government goals. And in the third instance, the government decided to expand knowledge 

acquisition into postgraduate studies. 

Trust 
The Commonwealth's desire to be actively involved in correcting university deficiencies appears 

to be based on four premises: 

•	 First, it lacks trust in universities' abilities; 
•	 Second, it believes that universities ' goals are not completely in line with government 

goals; 
•	 Third, through government interventions, the commonwealth can ensure that universities 

produce more for society; and 
• Fourth, the government believes that it has the best level of expertise. 

Each of the premises is substantiated, then examined through government reports. 

LA CK OF TRUST IN UNIVERSITIES' ABILITIES 

In a document funded and published by the Commonwealth, Meek and Wood (1997) express that 

in 'Australia and elsewhere, it is often maintained that government no longer trusts universities to 

perform in the national interest' (Meek & Wood 1997 chapter 3: 19). Similarly, Bessant (2002) 
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writes that the Commonwealth has abandoned any trust in universities' ability to handle federal 

grants. Consequently, the government deems it is necessary to regularly address the 'recurring 

question of academic standards' (Nelson 2002a), and find solutions for, amongst other things, 

'university management, workplace relations, financing, student access and equity of 

opportunity, attracting and retaining quality staff, and university efficiency and responsiveness' 

(Nelson 2002b:1). 

In some instances where there is no evidence that government interventions are necessary, the 

Commonwealth finds reasons to influence university affairs (Meek & Wood 1998). In one 

example, the government found that according to its own report, 'clearly, the quality of teaching 

was not a concern specific to the 1990s. However the importance of good teaching was 

explicably recognised' (DEST 2003c: 68). Nevertheless, the government established an 

Independent National Centre For Teaching Excellence with a committee appointed by the 

ministry that 'would be a more effective way of encouraging good practice and innovation...with 

the mission to help raise the status of university teaching and to contribute to better quality of 

teaching and learning in Australian universities' (DEST 2003c: 68). Apparently, the government 

did not trust universities to ensure better quality teaching. 

Despite a lack of evidence that the quality of teaching was hindering universities from fulfilling 

their missions, the minister's committee was charged with 'the daunting task of helping to shift 

the culture of universities, which in the past few decades have become dominated by their 

research function, so that teaching is restored to its central position as the most important thing 

university academics do' (Anderson quoted in DEST 2003c: 68). The Commonwealth is accused 

of not trusting universi ties and of creating potential for' gross intrusion upon university 

autonomy, academic freedom and student choice' (Nelson 2003b). Commonwealth reports do not 

appear to provide clear and substantiated rationale for its apparent mistrust of Australian 

universities. 

UNIVERSITY GOALS NOT THE SAME AS GOVERNMENT GOALS 

Government beliefs that university goals are not completely in line with political goals are not 

unfounded. The Commonwealth declares that a responsibility of higher education institutions is 

'to ensure that the outcome of their education process is a quality graduate with the necessary 
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attributes, including the practical application of professional knowledge skills where appropriate' 

(Baldwin quoted in Department of Employment, Education and Training 1993: 172). It further 

states that universities are to use their 'resources effectively to address Australia's economic and 

social objectives and to meet the increasing need for an educated and skilled population' (Meek 

& Wood 1997 chapter 3: 21). The Commonwealth recognises that the university: 

Fulfils significant functions in our society. It values learning throughout life. It promotes the pursuit , preservation and 
transmission of knowledge. It extols the value of research, both 'curiosity-driven' and ' use-inspired.' It enables personal 
intellectual autonomy and development. It provides skills formation and educational qualifications to prepare 
individuals for the workforce (Nel son 2002a: 3) . 

The Commonwealth also presupposes that universities are obligated to help position Australia 

internationally 'perform a community service role ...[with] a new compact of mutual obligation, 

involving active partnerships between institutions, their staff, students, government, industry, 

employers and the community' (Nelson 2002a: 4). Commonwealth reports state that the 

govenunent is 'determined to improve universities' ability to respond flexibly to the needs of 

their constituencies' (Nelson 2005h: 6). 

Conversely, the Australian Vice-Chancellors' Committee (AVCC) argues that education is not 

necessarily training for the professions, but is primarily for the creation and dissemination of 

knowledge: 

The broadening of knowledge, encouragement of creativity, intellectual stimulation, and the exercise of imagination and 
originality are precisely what genuine education pursues and what training, however sophisticated and well-delivered, 
cannot (Australian Vice-Chancellors ' Committee 1992 quoted in DEST c.2003: 3). 

According to the AVCC, 'while the development of skills, knowledge and understanding was 

central to the role of universities, it was not the responsibility of universities to shape courses in 

response to changes in current professional or workforce needs' (Quoted in DEST col003 :1). 

More dramatically, according to the government, 'Universities will defy a government demand 

for graduates to meet basic job skills and be ready to go to work' (The Australian Newspaper 

quoted in Nelson 2004a). 

Despite the differing views of the university 's main role, the Commonwealth is able to encourage 

compliance through funding. For instance, to satisfy its need for university education to produce 

value for society, all universities have to show that they tie graduate skills to the needs of the 

professions, which are then tied directly to funding (DEST 2003c). In addition, government 

accountability measures require universities 'to have mission statements that conform to national 
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goals and priorities, research management plans and regular reporting of statistical information 

and performance data' (Meek & Wood 1997 chapter 3: 3-4). 

To ensure compliance, universities with 'innovative approaches to teaching and learning, 

designed to meet the needs of industry and to provide students with useable skills upon 

graduation' are eligible for additional funding (McInnis 2002: 40). Furthermore, Illing (Aug 21 

2002) explains that The Minister of Education 'has made it clear the status quo is not an 

option...To convince cabinet that higher education deserves more money ... [universities must 

be] more focused on outcomes ...That might mean universities making concessions on issues 

such as a compulsory graduate skills test, which is now optional' (Illing Aug 21 2002: 1-2). The 

Commonwealth is acting to ensure that it goals are met by universities. 

THROUGH GOVERNMENT INTERVENTIONS, UNIVERSITIES CAN PRODUCE MORE 

Indications from the Australian Govenunent report entitled, Higher Education at the Crossroads 

(2002c: v), are that successful interventions into universities can ensure that universities produce 

more for society: 

The kind of Australia in which the next generation will live, largely will depend on Australia's ...universities. That 
which will most influence and inform our future, is not what we know-but what we don't. .. [therefore it is necessary 
to] reform the way we administer, fund and support Australian universities (DEST 2002c: v). 

Recognition of the significant roles universities play in the 'economic and social landscape, 

through the generation and transmission of the knowledge that is essential to Australia's long

term economic growth and competitiveness [means that it] is in Australia's interests to have the 

best higher education system it possibly can, based on the highest standards it can set' (Nelson 

2002b). To this end, the Commonwealth encourages universities to make necessary changes to 

ensure greater benefits for society. Changes include altering courses to suit part-time students, 

offering more diversity, creating more course flexibility, and providing greater professional 

orientation (DEST 2003c). 

The Commonwealth vision for university research includes reforms that 

Will ensure that universities will continue to be places where discovery and creativity are fostered and encouraged, and 
places where ideas are discussed freely and critically in a spirit of openness and tolerance. They will be places where 
Australian and overseas enterprises will seek to locate their research and development investments ... in an environment 
which provides relevant experience, delivers high quality learning and values creativity and talent (Kemp I999a: 3). 

According to govenunent spokespeople, 'calls have increased for Australia to develop a few top 

quality "world-class" universities. We need to consider whether this is an appropriate goal, 
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whether it is achievable and how it might be achieved' (Nelson 2002a: 2). Beliefs are that world

class standings will ensure that Australia remains dominant in the education export industry. 

GOVERNMENT'S BELIEF THAT IT HAS THE BEST LEVEL OF EXPERTISE 

The Minister for Education, Science and Training of the day states that universities are at an 

important crossroads, and that his government needs to be the key instrument in deciding how to 

make what he perceives as needed changes in Australian universities (DEST 2002c; Nelson 

2002a). He writes, 'I intend to identify the scope for improvements to the higher education sector 

and seek suggestions about how the Government might facilitate those improvements. Wide

ranging consultations and discussions on issues facing higher education will underpin the 

process' (Nelson 2002b: 1). As early as 1999, the Commonwealth (Kemp 1999a: 9) believed that 

'government policies have an important part to play in encouraging and promoting' effective 

research in Australian universities. 

Concerning university directives, the minister writes, 'it is time to take stock of where we are, 

where we want to go and how we intend to get there. We must have the maturity as a nation to 

now consider our policy options for the future ...This paper does not dictate the solutions, rather it 

asks the questions that we as a nation need to ponder if we are to build a stronger higher 

education sector' (Nelson 2002a: 1). The government wants to encourage Australians 'to 

challenge the mindset on what form our university system should take into the future' (Nelson 

2002a). 

With the government at the helm, the minister hopes to direct universities in a number of areas. 

Specifically, the Commonwealth wants to: 

'improve the current policy framework to ensure Australia's higher education system is strategically positioned
 
into the future';
 
[determine if there is] 'a need for greater flexibility in approaches, modes and settings for learning.';
 
'establish a level of contribution that regional universities should make to capacity build In their local
 
communities';
 
[assist universities] 'to enhance their operations';
 
[review] 'university management identified shortcomings in the govemance and management of universities';
 
'overcome the rigidity of university structures and attain the workplace flexibility necessary to meet the changing
 
needs of students and the community and enable our universities to be intemationally competitive';
 

•	 'promote a high quality and responsive higher education sector'; 
•	 'assist universities to take advantage of the opportunities that exist for further increases in eamed income'; 
•	 'encourage further specialisation amongst Australia's universities to ensure the best possible use of public 

resources, and collaboration rather than competition'; and 
[ensure that universities] 'focus on their strengths in teaching and/or research to build world-class expertise and 
achieve excellence' (Nelson 2002a: 1-2). 
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Further indications from government reports are that government expertise is needed to improve 

the quality and standards of Australian universities and set national standards that can ensure 

maximum efficiency (DEST 2002c). According to The National Report on Higher Education in 

Australia 1991-200 I the government 'became an acknowledged leader in the implementation of 

new direction for higher education' (DEST 2003c: I). 

Government reports recognise that universities have good mechanisms in place to ensure the 

quality of their academic programs, including internal processes to ensure adherence to standards, 

assessment procedures, peer reviews, input from professional bodies, and involvement in national 

and international networks. Nevertheless, the Australian Government feels pressures to develop a 

system-wide and integrated approach to quality assurance (Hudson in DEST 2003c). A 

Commonwealth report acknowledges that: 

While there is no evidence to suggest that standards in Austral ian universities have fallen it is difficult to determine this 
as little is known about relative standards in Australia, especially as external assessment is rare in undergr aduate 
edu cation. Whether it is possible to have a set of relati ve standards across Australian uni versities is likely to be highl y 
debatable. There would be many issues to resolve, such as whether standards in universities should be norm or criterion 
referenced. Also, it seems that Australian universities have always applied different standards to different groups of 
students where it has been appropriate to do so (DEST 2003c chapter 2:81). 

Although the Commonwealth recognises some of the difficulties in developing standards, it 

recently established the Graduate Skills Assessment that is expected to provide information 'on 

the extent to which Australian students possess some of the generic qualities that they expect of 

graduates' (DEST 2003c: 80-81). To date, the test is not compulsory and the results have limited 

implications for students and universities; however, the Australian Government (DEST 2003c) 

acknowledges that this may change in the future . For instance, the current government 'is 

determined to increase the take-up of the graduate skills test and sees value in including it as one 

of the possible entry hurdles for universities to access a special. . .. billion [dollar] higher 

education reform package' (Nelson 2004a). 

A separate area that the Commonwealth identified as needing its expertise is regulation of the 

commercialisation of intellectual property. It believes its job is to establish regulatory policies for 

the over three hundred commercial entities operated by universities (DEST 2002e). In order to 

achieve national consistency in universities, the Commonwealth suggested transferring 

jurisdiction from the states and territories to the Commonwealth. Commonwealth reports suggest 

the transfer may help address areas of inconsistency, particularly across state and territory 
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legislation, which might otherwise impede efficiency and thereby hinder Australia's international 

reputation (Nelson 2003c; Nelson 200S£). 

Pressures for International Standards 
Internationally, there are increasing pressures on universities to adhere to global expectations. 

Pressures have 'prompted Australia to ratify various international recognition conventions and 

take more seriously its own quality assurance mechanisms ' (DEST 2003c: 6). Two key 

conventions that Australia has ratified are the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural 

Organisation Regional Convention on the Recognition of Studies, Diplomas and Degrees in 

Higher Education in Asia and the Pacific and more recently the United Nations/Council of 

Europe Convention on the Recognition of Qualifications concerning Higher Education in the 

European Region. Signatory countries are required to 'provide pathways for the recognition of 

overseas qualifications and supply detailed information on local higher education qualifications 

and their standing' (DEST 2003c: 6). More specifically, the conventions also require countries to 

'provide adequate information on any institution belonging to its higher education system and on 

any program operated by these institutions with a view to enabling competent authorities of other 

Parties to ascertain the quality of the qualifications issued by these institutions' (Council of 

Europe 1997) . 

With many OECD countries establishing more rigorous national systems of quality assurance, 

future international conventions can be expected to require signatories to have in place even more 

rigorous national systems of quality assurance (2001 DEST 2003c; Meek & Wood 1998). There 

is currently a strong movement throughout developed countries towards having rigorous, 

internationally recognised higher education quality assurance processes (DEST 2000a). These 

quality assurance processes mean that, overall, universities in OECD countries ' are producing 

convergent tendencies ' (Anderson & Johnson 1998: 7). 

In the words ofthe Commonwealth: 'The pressures for the international benchmarks against 

which Australian universities will be judged are increasingly drawing down upon us ' (Nelson 

2003a). Consequently, ' we must ensure that Australia keeps pace with the global production of 

knowledge production' (Kemp 1999a: iii) . Kennedy (2002) writes that governance issues in 

universities in OECD countries have a common thread-all are requ ired to undergo greater 
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public scrutiny with greater expectations from their government and society. They are no longer 

permitted to act as elite entities, operating outside the social, economic, and political realms. 

The Commonwealth states that although Australian universities are competing well in the global 

market, the government has a critical role in improving quality (Kemp 1999a). 

Foreign gove rnments and institutions considering education relationships with Australia, and families con sidering 
personal education investment must have confidence in the quality of Au stralian universities and in the quality and 
reputation of Australian degrees...Given this, the Commonwealth Government was concerned to ass ure the community 
that the qualit y of higher education in Australia was of an appropriately high standard and that it would be maintained 
and enhanced (DEST 2000a: 2) . Subsequently, its actions are ' driven by con cern about sa feguarding Au stral ia 's 
position in the important overseas student market and the rapid expansion in the number of priv ate higher educati on 
pro viders inc luding overseas institutions' (DEST 2003c: 14). 

'Notwithstanding recent reforms, Australia is at best just keeping pace internationally,' according 

to Commonwealth reports (Nelson 2002a:3-4). The government points out that high international 

rankings are desirable and would have positive benefits for society and therefore ought to be part 

of overarching goals (DEST 2002c; DEST 2002h). More details of the desirability of world 

rankings were provided earlier in this chapter under the heading entitled Attra ct Foreign, Full

Fee Paying Students. 

Accountability 
The minister responsible for higher education succinctly states 'the Australian Government 

provides around $8 billion a year in funding to the sector and has a responsibility to ensure these 

funds are expended efficiently and effectively to ensure the Australian taxpayer is getting value 

for money' (Andrews & Nelson 2005:1). Therefore: 'The recurring question of academic 

standards must be addressed. Questions have been raised about whether the current assurance 

framework is sufficiently rigorous to assess the quality and standards of educational outcomes' 

(Nelson 2002a: 3) against 'new quality assurance processes, experimentation with performance 

indicators, and different regulatory mechanisms for the control and coordination of universities ' 

(DEST 2003c:l). 

The Commonwealth's position is that all money spent must not only be accounted for, but must 

be spent in the manner for which it was intended. Pressures for universities to be more efficient, 

effective, and publicly accountable are part of the broader spectrum of government reforms to 

ensure that all publicly funded institutions, including universities, fulfil their mission and satisfy 

the various stakeholders (Meek & Wood 1998). These new accountability measures are not 
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unique to the university sector. In fact all recipients of government money are experiencing 

increasing pressures for more accountability through interventions that Kringas (2006) and others 

(Tapper & Salter 2002), describe as part of the New Public Management. It is the 

Commonwealth's view that because large amounts of public money fund universities, it has an 

obligation to ensure universities are accountable and provide value for the money (DEST 2002a; 

DEST 2002c; DEST 2002g). 

It follows, then, that universities should be publicly accountable for their activities and 

performance where 'monitoring and regulation are essential to meet the spirit and substance of 

that public accountability' (Nelson 2002a:5). The view is that accountability is a fundamental 

aspect of public administration (DEST 2004e; DEST 2005a). Accountability is refers: 

to a relationship in which one party, the holder of accountability, has the right to seek information about , to investigate 
and to scrut inise the actions of another party , the giver of the accountability. In its fullest sense, accountability also 
implies the right to impose remedies and sanctions, though sometime that function may belong to some other party .... 
Accountability is a situational concept in that it needs to be specified in context: who is accountable to whom andfor 
what? (Scott in Mulgan 2002 :3) . 

Universities are funded under the Australia Higher Education Funding Act 1988. Integral to the 

funding is an accountability framework requiring publicly funded institutions to submit annual 

educational profiles that outline their strategies to achieve outcomes in a variety of key areas, 

information regarding previous and projected student load, as well as a detailed financial report. 

Each university must provide details of the strategies it adopted to achieve goals and the 

indicators used to assess success. Profiles are expected to include the outcome data from surveys 

that assess the employment success of recent graduates, and students' perceptions of teaching. 

Results enable the government to report to the wider community on quality and quality assurance 

processes of Australian universities and provide a means of public accountability (Nelson 

2005h). The Commonwealth writes that: 

Accountability in relation to each of these programmes is significant and reporting requirements impose significant 
compliance costs. At the same time , because there are inadequate market signals to determine the performance of 
universities , aspects of university operations need to be monitored to maintain the credibility of the public funding 
arrangements. There is general agreement, however, that the reporting requirements of universities need to be 
streamlined and that the resulting savings should be re-invested in education. Significant reduction in regulatory 
intervention, to which the Government is committed, will require the development of agreed measures of educational 
outcomes that can replace the present heavy emphasis on inputs reporting and process monitoring (DEST 2002f: 21-22). 

Herein lies the dilemma: while the government is obliged to ensure that universities perform, 

universities are overburdened with the reporting requirements currently needed to satisfy 

government obligations. The Commonwealth (Nelson 2002a) recognises that there are 
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complaints that universities are overly burdened with bureaucratic controls, unreasonable 

compliance costs, and that 'the systems monitoring their behaviour and performance are not 

sufficiently rationalised' (DEST 2002c: 40). Numerous levels of financial and performance 

reporting demands are considered prohibitive by many universities and are recognised as 

excessive and extraneous by the very government making the demands. To appreciate the scope 

of the onerous bureaucratic controls, unreasonable compliance costs and systems that monitor 

universities' behaviour and performance, an example of some of the levels of reporting imposed 

on universities by government are itemised. The Higher Education Funding Act 1988 requires 

universities in receipt of grants for operating purposes to submit a range of statistical and 

performance data: 

Including that required for the Student Coll ection, Staff Collect ion, Finance Collection, Higher Education Research 
Data Collection, Australian Tax Office HECS Collection, and the Educational Profiles Collection . The 2001 
Educational Profiles Collection sought documentation and data relating to strateg ic plann ing, research and research 
training management, resource management, outcomes and performance, quality assurance and improvement, equity, 
indigenous education and on-line courses and support (DEST 2002c: 40) . 

As of2002, the Australian Universities Quality Agency audits universities on a five-year cycle. 

Universities are required to submit a self-assessment portfolio as part of the audit process (DEST 

2002c). In addition, there are reporting requirements tied to target funding programs, such as 'the 

Systemic Infrastructure Initiative, Cooperative Research Centres, and Australian Universities 

Teaching Committee projects' (DEST 2002c: 40). And there is more: the auditor-generals of both 

the Commonwealth and the states/ territories audit the annual financial statements of the 

universities within their respective jurisdictions. Depending on the jurisdiction, universities are 

required to table annual reports to the responsible body, have strategic plans signed off by the 

minister, report on management of land and other facilities, and comply with other reporting 

requirements dictated by their legislation (DEST 2002c). 

On occasion, when the Commonwealth sets out to streamline the accountability burden, the 

opposite in fact occurs as new and mandatory features are added. For instance, the same report 

that recommends 'systems of reporting and regulation could be streamlined and the compliance 

costs for universities reduced ' (Nelson 2002a: 4-5) also suggests that universities engage 

themselves in regional activities involving 'active partnerships between institutions, their staff, 

students, government, industry, employers and the community.' Similarly, a month after the 

Commonwealth 'agreed to a series of changes to the higher education reform legislation to 

significantly reduce the level of "red tape" and simplify the administration of the reform 
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programs ' (Illing 2006b), the opposite occurred. Implementation cost of red tape increased 'to 

between forty million dollars and fifty million dollars above the amount earmarked by the 

Government for transition ' (Illing 2006b) . 

Malarkey's (2005) arguments echo those of others in the field: 

In 2003, Vice-Chancellors welcomed the release of Our Universities: Backing Australia' s Future in which the 
Govern ment committed to reducing red tape, unnecessary reporting, and to reducing the regulation of universities. 
Sadly, in reality the implementation ofthese ref0l111S has led to significantly increased reporting requirements and a 
closer control of key university decisions, particularly in relation to the best balance of students and courses to meet the 
competing needs of students, employers ancl the community. Universities are not against proper accountability - but 
what we have now is bureaucratic overload! (2005: I). 

Figure 1-V and Figure I-VI show the actual dollar value that the Commonwealth spent on its 

universities and compares it to other sources of university income. In the period from 1996 to 

2003, total university revenues increased by just over fifty per cent from seven point nine billion 

dollars in 1996 to just under eleven point nine billion dollars in 2003 ; an increase of four billion 

dollars. However, income from other sources has increased proportionately more than that of the 

Commonwealth. Revenue growth came from students and other income generated by 

universities. For instance, revenues from international fee-paying stud ents have grown by over 

200 per cent since 1996. Although the overall percentage of total revenue received from the 

Commonwealth has decreased, the Commonwealth is still the largest single source of revenue to 

universities. In 2005, the total paid to universities by the Commonwealth, including the Higher 

Education Funding Schemes and the Higher Education Loan Program will be close to eleven 

billion dollars (Nelson 2005c; Nelson 2005g), a slight decre ase from 2003 (AVCC 2006). All in 

all, Commonwealth funding for high er education has fallen in real terms (Bessant 2002; Bok 

2003; Harman 2006). 

The rationale behind what the Commonwealth expects from its universities is explained under 

this heading, while the actions the Commonwealth is undertaking to ensur e that its goals are met 

(based on this rationale) are explained under the next heading. 
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FIGURE I-V: UNIVERSITIES SOURCES OF REVENUE 1996-2003
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COMMONWEALTH ACTIONS TO ENSURE EXPECTATIONS ARE MET 

As outlined under the two preceding headings, the Commonwealth expects certain things from its 

universities and is motivated to ensure that it gets what it wants. To this end, 'the Australian 

Government is committed to the development of a consistent and comprehensive approach to 

assess the quality of research and the economic, environmental and social benefits of research to 

the wider community' (Nelson 2005a). Contents under this heading include recent, current, and 

proposed government actions into university affairs as described in several government papers 
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(DEST 2000a; DEST 2002g; DEST 2004c). Eight actions described in the reports were 

established to ensure that universities reach government expectations and a number of others are 

proposed: 

• Surveys 

• Australian Qualification Framework 

• Quality assurance and improvement plans 

• The Australian Universities Quality Agency 

• National Protocols for Higher Education Approval Process 

• Exit tests-Graduate Skills Assessment 

• Research funding schemes, including the RQF 

• Establishment of the Australian Research Council (ARC) 

• Proposed: characteristics of learning outcomes. 

Surveys 
According to government sources (DEST 2002g), the most direct source of information about the 

quality of the learning experience in higher education is the student. As a result, most universities 

design surveys that ask students their perceptions of various aspects of courses and programs and 

to evaluate factors such as the teaching performance of an individual institution (DEST 2002g: 

22) . Similarly, a system wide survey of the employment success of students after graduation, 

known as the Graduate Destination Survey, has been conducted and funded through the 

Commonwealth since the 1970s. Four months after completion, graduates are asked questions 

about their employment situations, such as their pay rate and job position. Data received let the 

public compare universities, provide benchmarking information, and help universities assess the 

success of their graduates in the labour market (DEST 2000a). 

In addition, the Commonwealth funds two national surveys of student satisfaction. The annual 

undergraduate Course Experience Questionnaire measures broad aspects of student experiences 

in the areas of student support, learning resources, learning community, graduate qualities, and 

intellectual motivation. The Postgraduate Research Experience Questionnaire measures research 

graduates' satisfaction with supervision, skills development, intellectual climate, infrastructure, 

thesis examination and goals. Data from surveys are collected annu ally as part of the profiling 

process, are included in their Quality Assurance and Improvement Plans, and are made available 
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to the public (DEST 2000a; Hannan & Meek 2000). The questionnaires use scales to measure 

students' perceptions of the quality and nature of teaching, assessment methods, clarity of goals 

and standards, level of workload, appropriateness of course workload, enhancement of generic 

skills and level of satisfaction with the course (DEST 2002a). 

Student satisfaction surveys (DEST 2002g) are used in many other countries. For instance, the 

growing influence of mass-market magazine ratings of universities prompted hundreds of 

universities in the USA to form the National Survey of Student Engagement (2004). The survey 

seeks student feedback on topics relating to availability of faculty, academic challenge, and the 

amount of active and collaborative learning, enriching educational experiences, and campus 

environments. A national report is published and each institution receives a report on its own 

performance. 

Although student evaluations can be important indicators of teaching quality (DEST 2002g), 

critics point out that students are uncalibrated instruments and that 'comprehensive evaluation of 

teaching involves getting to the heart of how and what students learn, and organising the 

circumstances and resources so that effective learning takes place' (Sadler quoted in DEST 

2002g: 23). Further, to be valuable, surveys must produce evidence that withstands 'conceptual 

and academic scrutiny, be genuinely related to the teaching function, and be reasonably difficult 

to manipulate for the wrong reasons.' Therefore, 'evaluation of teaching involves a lot more than 

judging the surface features of a presentation to students, or simply polling the students for their 

reactions' (Sadler quoted in DEST 2002g: 23) . 

Australian Qualification Framework 
The Commonwealth established the Australian Qualifications Framework in 1995 to provide a 

'comprehensive, nationally consistent yet flexible framework for all qualifications in' post

secondary education and training' (Australian Government AEI 2004 :1). Australian 

Qualifications Framework provides national articulation of university awards and ' guidelines for 

the standards of qualifications and principles for issuing qualifications ' (Australian Government 

AEI 2004: 1). It is a unified system of thirteen national qualifications in the higher education 

sector that establishes nationally consistent recognition of outcomes achieved in post-compulsory 

education. More specifically, it comprises national guidelines and principles for articulation and 

39 



CHAPTER I 

credit transfer issued in the higher education sectors. 

In addition, the Australian Qualification Framework also registers 'authorities empowered by 

governments to accredit qualifications and to issue qualifications; and protocols for issuing 

qualifications and a structure for monitoring implementation of the Australian Qualification 

Framework and advising Ministers, including recommending any changes' (Australian 

Government AEI 2004:1). All accredited universities are listed on the Australian Qualifications 

Framework register as self-accrediting institutions, responsible for their own academic standards 

and for accrediting their own courses. However, the Commonwealth requires universities to have 

appropriate quality assurance processes in place, including processes for course approval, peer 

assessment and external examination of higher degrees (DEST 2000b). The Australian 

Qualification Framework is described as a vital Federal Government instrument to protect the 

quality of Australian university education (Australian Government AEI 2004). 

Presently, two frameworks are scheduled to be developed: the RQF to measure the quality and 

impact of research conducted in universities; and a Research Accessibility Framework to ensure 

that research is accessible to researchers and the wider community (University of Canberra 

2005). Of the two frameworks, the RQF is getting the most attention, and it appears to be the 

most controversial. With input from stakeholders, the Commonwealth has designed preliminary 

measures and guidelines that are expected to be released and tested by DEST in 2006 and 2007 

with full implementation in 2008 . The framework will provide a foundation for the redistribution 

and channelling of research funding, 'to ensure that the areas of the highest quality of research 

are rewarded ' (DEST 2005b: 3). It is anticipated that the results of the RQF will be used to 

determine research block funding to universities by 2008 (Shewan & Coats 2006; University of 

Canberra 2005). 

Quality Assurance and Improvement Plans 
Since 1998, the Characteristics and Performance ofHigh er Education Institutions have been 

published by the Australian Government to monitor the quality of universities by providing a 

range of indicators that illustrate the diversity of the sector. Indicators cover student 

characteristics, staff, research, finances, and outcome measures. Measures include student 

retention rates and the graduate outcome data referred to earlier. Data outcomes are used by 
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institutions to review their own performance and are included in commercial student guides 

available to the public (Huisman 2000). 

The accreditation process varied across all states and territories until 1998, when the 

Commonwealth required universities to adhere to a common accreditation process including the 

Quality Assurance and Impro vement Plans. Submissions of Quality Assurance and Impro vement 

Plans are part of the annual profiling process, which are then published annually by the 

government. They specify universities' generic graduate attributes, which are sets of generic 

capabilities usually embedded into the curricula (DEST 2000b; DEST 2002g). The annual 

submissions are expected to focus on outcomes and strategies to maintain and improve quality 

assurance in the key areas of teaching and learning, research, management and community 

service (DEST 2000b; DEST 2002g). 

To receive funding from the Commonwealth, each university must submit an annual educational 

profile that outlines strategies to achieve outcomes, indicators used to assess success, data from 

the surveys discussed earlier under this heading, information regarding student load , and a 

detailed financial report (Harman & Meek 2000). In addition, universities are required to provide 

strategic plans that include the outcomes from two national surveys, which assess the 

employment success of recent graduates, as well as graduate perceptions of teaching (DEST 

200la; Harman & Meek 2000). The Commonwealth plays a key role in the quality assurance 

framework, as it monitors and publishes performance data, and provides the sector with a range 

of tools and incentives to enhance the quality of outcomes. 

The Australian Universities Quality Agency 
In 2000, the Commonwealth established the Australian Universities Quality Agency (AUQA) to 

ensure that the higher education sector maintains and enhances its quality (Australian 

Government E-newsletter July 2004:1; DEST 2000a; DEST 2002b). The Australian Universities 

Quality Agency has a mandate to ensure that qualities in Australian universities are ' of prime 

importance' (DEST 2002c: 6) and to assess quality standards of educational outcomes and the 

adequacy of each institution's quality assurance processes for teaching, learning, research, and 

management. Its function , in part, is to conduct quality assessments of universities, and report on 

the relative standards and international standards (DEST 2002c). The Australian Universities 
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Quality Agency's mission is: 

By mean s of quality audits of universities and accrediting agen cies, and otherwise, AUQA will provide publ ic ass urance 
of the quali ty of Austral ia 's universities and other institutions of high er edu cation, and will assist in imp roving the 
academic quality of these institutions (AUQ A 2006). 

It also has annual forums for discussion and advancing quality assurance and quality 

enhancement in Australia's higher education (DEST 2002c). Every five years the agency 

conducts audits on each university relating to institutional self-assessment. Audits include 

assessments by an expert panel and have international recognition (DEST 2002g). 

National Protocols for Higher Education Approval Process 
The National Protocols were designed through Conunonwealth initiatives in cooperation with 

state and territory governments in 2000 to ensure consistent criteria and standards across 

Australia in the recognition of new universities, the accreditation of higher education courses, 

delivery arrangements for higher education courses involving other organisations, the operation 

of overseas higher education institutions in Australia and the endorsement of higher education 

courses for overseas. However, National Protocols have no jurisdiction over the academic 

standards of self-accrediting institutions established prior to 2000 (DEST 2002g). State and 

territorial governments have the responsibility for approving applications from institutions 

wishing to operate as a university within their jurisdiction (DEST 2002b; DEST 2000b). 

Exit Exams--Graduate Skills Assessment 
Australian students are normally tested for each course (DEST 2002g) but it is not typical for 

universities to assess students after graduation. Conversely, American 'graduates can sit a 

number of exit exams that employers and universities use as one indication of graduates ' 

capabilities' (DEST 2002g: 20) as a measure of verbal , quantitative, analytical and writing 

skills. Other countries (DEST 2002g) have introduced mandatory pre-graduation exams to check 

standards. Brazil, for instance, has had a mandatory national exiting exam for undergraduates 

since 1996. Australia has the Graduate Record Examination, the Graduate Record Subject Tests 

and the Graduate Management Admission Test as measures of potential academic performance 

but has not yet introduced mandatory graduation exams. 

In its report (DEST 2001 a), the Australia Council for Educational Research discusses the 

development of a generic skill-testing instrument administered to university students at the entry 
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and exit level. Under the direction of the Federal Government, a test known as the Graduate 

Skills Assessment was developed in 1999, following consultations with universities and other 

stakeholders with respect to the skills they valued and wanted assessed in their students. 

Components currently tested by the Graduate Skills Assessment are written communication, 

critical thinking, problem solving, and interpersonal understanding. Testing of additional 

components by modifying the present testing instrument may address skills such as basic 

competence, management, information technology, research, and elements of the current 

components for students in various broad fields of study including sets of items that may be of 

specific interest to a particular university or course. It is also possible to customise exams to 

particular areas, in the manner similar to the Graduate Record Subject Test (DEST 2002g). 

Currently (DEST 2002g), the Graduate Skills Assessment involves a two-hour multiple-choice 

test and a one-hour written test. Students commencing and exiting higher education can sit the 

tests on a voluntary basis. Results of the tests will produce measurable test dimensions, both 

when students enter the university and again when they graduate. The expectation is that valuable 

data on student generic skills will be useful to universities, governments, students, and 

employers. For instance, at both entry and exit levels, universities may use the test diagnostically. 

Results of the test may be used as additional criteria for entry into post-graduate courses or as an 

indication of generic skills for an employer. The Commonwealth expects to further address 

standards by stipulating minimum standards for each qualification (DEST 2000b). Other uses of 

the tests are possible and could evolve over time (DEST 2001a; DEST 2002b; DEST 2000b). The 

voluntary nature and subsequent low numbers of students writing the exam may reduce its 

potential value. However, the government reasons that if employers and universities ask for 

Graduate Skills Assessment results for employment and entry purposes to graduate study, then it 

may become a more valuable instrument (DEST 2002g). 

The Commonwealth recognises that: 

National testing is not without its critics. There are those who argue that such tests measure test-taking ability rathe r 
than generi c skills and that students can be 'taught to the test,' whi ch can skew curriculum and the integrity of learn ing 
experiences. There are concerns some minority groups may be disadv ant aged by the frames of reference used in such 
test design . There are those who are concerned that the use of a sing le high- stake s exit test will not provide a compl ete 
pictur e of graduate capac ity and that there should be a multipl e approac h to producing data about learning out comes, not 
a s ing le instrument. Others argue that testing generic skills in higher edu cation, out of context of problem-sol ving in the 
discipli ne skills taught to students, does not effecti vely test ge neric skills at a ll (DEST 2002g: 21) . 
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Criticism notwithstanding, national testing is established as an impartial measure of student 

performance 'that is not coloured by differences in academic standards in particular courses or 

institutions . . . it focuses on the quality of outcomes rather than assessing the processes' (DEST 

2002g: 21). Testing can therefore be an effective way for universities to demonstrate to 

employers, students and the broader community how universities add value . 

Research Funding Schemes 
A number of performance-based funding for research were established in 1999 to strengthen the 

knowledge base and research capabilities by enhancing the effectiveness of the research training 

system in universities (DEST 2004c). Today, funding for university research activities is 

provided through three programs that recognise and reward high-quality research training 

environments (DEST 2002f; DEST 2004c). The Institutional Grants Scheme supports university 

research and research training activities, allowing universities to fund research activities in 

accordance with their own strategic judgements. Performance-based formulae are used to allocate 

funds. Research Infrastructure Block Grants provide for the development and maintenance of 

research infrastructure and support. The Systemic Infrastructure Initiative funds strategic 

initiatives to achieve measurable improvements in research infrastructure as well as specialised 

projects of national importance (DEST 2002t). 

Funds are provided by the Commonwealth to develop quality research training in universities 

through three programs. The Research Training Scheme supports higher degrees by research 

according to a performance-based formula. The Australian Postgraduate Awards fund exceptional 

postgraduate students who undertake graduate degrees by research. The International 

Postgraduate Research Scholarship provides support for international students to gain experience 

with leading Australian researchers (DEST 2002t) . 

Criteria for all funding grants are addressed in the Research and Research Training Management 

Reports Overview (DEST 200 1b). The requirement for the reports was incorporated in 2001 

under the Higher Education Funding Act 1988 (Kemp 1999a). The reports require increased 

transparency when reporting universities' research and training activities. They provide a 

snapshot of each university's research efforts, areas of research strength, and performance. Each 

university must demonstrate its distinctive contribution to the national research and innovation 
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system and must inform prospective students, research partners, and industry about how it has 

chosen to direct its research and research training activities. Failure to comply directly impacts 

the amount of funding each university receives. 

Universities that are eligible for support under a number of research funding schemes-the 

Research Training Scheme, the Institutional Grants Scheme, the Australian Postgraduate Awards 

Scheme, the International Postgraduate Research Scholarships Scheme and the Research 

Infrastructure Block Grants Scheme-must have an approved Research and Research Training 

Management Report in place. Reports are comprised of two parts: the first details universities' 

objectives for research and research education; and the second reports on research and research 

training performance using standard quantitative measures. As a component of its audit function, 

the Australian Universities Quality Agency may ask for evidence to substantiate levels of 

performance claimed in the reports. 

Reports typically include the universities' strategies, directions, practices and policies for 

managing research, arrangements for managing intellectual property issues, the universities' 

research strengths, and their efforts to commercialise their research. An expectation of the report 

is that details are provided for factors such as research income, number of staff generating 

research income, postgraduate research students and publications generated (DEST 200tb). Other 

funding schemes include the Regional Protection Funds for regional institutions and the National 

Competitive Grants Program which consists of fellow ships, discovery grants for fundamental or 

basic research and linkage grants for collaboration with other universities, research agencies and 

industry (DEST 2002f). 

The Research Training Scheme objectives are to: 

• enhance the quality of research training provi sion in Australia; 
• improve the responsiveness of institutions to the needs of their research students; 
• encourage inst itutions to develop their own research training profiles; 
• ensure the relevance of research degree programm es to labour market requirements; and 
• impro ve the efficiency and effecti veness of research training (DEST 2004e: 5). 

The government determines the conditions, requirements, and mechanisms whereby the Research 

Training Scheme funds are allocated. The Institutional Grants Scheme aims to: 

support the genera l fabric of institutions' research and research training activities;
 
allow institutions to manage their own research activities and set their own priorities;
 
assist institutions to respond flexibly to their research environment in accordance with their own strategies ; and
 
enhance support for areas of research strength (DE ST 2004c: 4).
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Funds are monitored through the Research Training Scheme in its university annual report 

profile. In addition, the newly formed Higher Education Contribution Scheme encompasses a 

number of funding programs whose criteria are set by the Australian Govenunent (DEST 2004d). 

One objective of the government sponsored Cooperative Research Centre Program is to 'enhance 

the value to Australia of graduate researchers' (DEST 2002b). 

The National Research Priorities, established in 2002 , provide mechanisms to focus national 

research efforts on economic, environmental, and social challenges. Implementation of the 

National Research Priorities is assessed by the Commonwealth to ensure that activities are 

properly focused (Nelson 2005h). 

The Commonwealth is currently developing a research quality framework to measure and 

examine both research excellence and the impact of research, including its broader implications 

for society through economic, environmental and social benefits. The framework is expected to 

provide a more consistent and comprehensive approach to assessing publicly funded research and 

provide a sound foundation for future research resource allocation (Nelson 2005b; Nelson 

2005a). More details were previously presented above under the subheading Australian Quality 

Framework. 

Establishment of the Australian Research Council (ARC) 
In 200 I, the Commonwealth established ARC in its present form, as the primary source of advice 

to the government on investment in the national research effort. Its primary purpose is twofold: to 

advance Australia's capacity in research and research training in all fields of physical sciences, 

social sciences, and the humanities that bring economic, social , and cultural benefit to the 

Australian community; and to broker partnerships between researchers and industry, government, 

community organisations and the international community (ARC 2001). As such, ARC plays a 

key role in the Australian Government's investment for future prosperity and well-being of the 

Australian community (ARC 2001; DEST 2004a; DEST 2004b). 

To fulfil its mission ARC sets out strategic plans that identify objectives, investment strategies, 

along with specific actions it will undertake and the key performance indicators which will 

measure its progress in delivering outcomes of benefit to the community. For example, the 
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Strategic Action Plan 2003-2005 sets out ARC's vision for the next three years in seven areas: 

discovery, linkage, research training and career development, research infrastructure, priority 

setting, community awareness and governance (ARC 2005). Similarly a description of designated 

national research priorities and associated priority goals for 2004 to 2006 are listed in ARC 's 

website with four priority areas for ARC funding identified as 'Research Priority 1: An 

Environmentally Sustainable Australia; Research Priority 2: Promoting and Maintaining Good 

Health Research Priority 3: Frontier Technologies for Building and Transforming Australian 

Industries and Research Priority 4: Safeguarding Australia' (ARC 2006). 

Proposed 
Despite the above-noted range of reporting, profiling surveys, audits, and measures, the 

government has identified three weaknesses that it hopes to remedy in the near future . The first is 

the lack of accessibility of the reports to the general public and the time lapse between when the 

action occurs and when the feedback is received. The second is the lack of clearly articulated 

standards for courses and programs, which ties directly to the third, which is the lack of 

consistent assessment (DEST 2002g). 

The first identified weakness is that: 'data in their current form fail to meet the needs of the 

community for appropriate levels of information about the quality of higher education 

institutions ' (DEST 2002g: 23). A weakness of the current approach, according to the 

Commonwealth, is that data are not available in a form that is accessible and easily understood by 

the general public. Consequently, the primary audience has tended to be government and 

universities themselves, rather than prospective employers or students. Results are not provided 

in a timely fashion. Instead , 'much of the data about institutional performance and faculty 

performance in terms of student learning outcomes, are lagging indicators' (DEST 2002g: 23). 

For instance, data published in 2001 provides information about students' experiences from 1999. 

This means that a teacher of a first year subject in a three-year degree course will not receive 

feedback on the course until three years later. Consequently, students tend to choose universities 

based on factors such as reputation, location, entry requirements, tuition or facilities, rather than 

on performance or the quality oflearning outcomes. One remedy suggested by the government is 

to have a single organisation coordinate the collection of performance data about learning 

outcomes (DEST 2002g). 
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The second identified weakness (DEST 2002g), lack of clear articulation of standards, 

encompasses the lack of a monitoring mechanism to gauge compliance with the standards. The 

Commonwealth was 'concerned to maintain and further enhance the quality of Australian higher 

education during a time of large-scale structural reorganisation in the late 1980's and rapid 

growth in higher education participation from the early 1990's' (DEST 2004b: I). To this end 

they 'funded major discipline reviews during the mid 1980's to determine standards and to 

improve quality and efficiency in universities' (DEST 2004b: I). 

The third identified weakness includes a lack of 'explicit mechanisms for knowing about the 

standards of degrees' (James et al quoted in DEST 2002g). Whilst there is a range of data about 

student learning outcomes from universities and 'characteristics of learning outcomes are 

stipulated at each of the qualification levels, a minimum level for each qualification is not' 

AVCC 200 I :9). Subsequently, the accountability process fails ' to meet the needs of students, 

employers and the communi ty for appropriate levels of information about the quali ty of higher 

education institutions and how they improve the skills and learning abilities of those they 

educate' (DEST 2002g: x). The Commonwealth reasons that: 

appr opriate academic standards in Australia's higher educ ation sector requires the clear articulation of standards, 
appropriate assessment of stud ent achievement against the standards, and some form of monit oring of compliance with 
the standards. Standards need to be clearly and publicl y artic ulated and approache s to student assessment made more 
consi stent. It is important to valid ate and monitor stand ards (DEST 2002g: x) . 

Because validating and monitoring standards is vital , the Commonwealth is considering a number 

of options. Although currently voluntary, the Graduate Skills Assessment may become 

mandatory for all students entering and leaving universities. Other options under consideration 

include a national grading scheme, a national portfolio assessment system and a set of national 

minimum standards for qualifications (DEST 2002g). Another way of addressing standards for 

university degrees may be to stipulate a minimum standard or level expected for that 

qualification. Reaching consensus on the minimum standard would be a challenge, however. 

The subject of setting standards is not without controversy, as some believe that Australian 

universities currently operate within a strong quality framework. The Australia Vice Chancellors 

Committee (AVCC) argues that ' given that elements such as the AUQA and the National 

Protocols have only recently been introduced, we should allow the framework time to settle 

before considering changes.' Accordingly, it would 'be sensible to allow the strengthened 
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framework the opportunity to demonstrate what its impact will be before considering further 

changes' (AVCC 2001:12). Opposing arguments suggest there are gaps that need to be addressed 

without further delay (DEST 2002g). Subsequently, the Commonwealth report, Striving for 

Quality presents characteristics for standardising universities. 

The problem of standards gives rise to a related problem, namely, appropriate assessment of 

student achievement against the standards (DEST 2002g). Assessment is an essential part of 

teaching and learning and has considerable impact on outcomes. To the Commonwealth, 

academic standards relate to student performance, which corresponds to levels of achievement for 

each subject and course. Therefore, the Commonwealth argues, that the assessment practices of 

individual teachers are at the 'very heart of the standards debate, because for standards to be 

appropriate and consistent, sound judgements must be made by academics about student 

achievement' (DEST 2002g: 27) . Consequently, the Commonwealth suggests, 'A change in the 

culture ofteaching may be needed so that assessment is recognised as a pivotal part of the 

learning process,' and recommends that academics 'share a common understanding of the 

standards, and fairly and consistently assess student achievement in terms of the standards' 

(DEST 2002g: 28). To ensure consistency and comparability of assessment with standards and 

evaluation of performance, academics may wish to establish formal links with other universities. 

National standards and assessments would alleviate some confusion for foreign students, and 

students moving from one part of Australia to another. 

Creating standards may be achieved through a variety of techniques. One would involve reaching 

a consensus on standards for undergraduate courses and testing students for their level of 

achievement (DEST 2003a). Another would establish a committee to 'oversee a competitive 

process for funding initiatives for systemic quality improvements focusing on standards (DEST 

2002g: 31). The Commonwealth suggests that universities could propose 'different models for 

standards setting in different fields of study and disciplines, and different models for the external 

validation of standards in different fields of study and disciplines ' (DEST 2002g: 31) . 

Alternately, the Australian Universities Quality Agency could 'monitor an institution 's 

compliance with academic standards ... related to discipline standards (DEST 2002g: 31). 
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A number of the Commonwealth's current and proposed actions are presented under this heading. 

Some of the results of these and other Commonwealth actions on universities are examined under 

the next heading. 

RESULTS OF COMMONWEALTH'S ACTIONS 

Most govenunent reports concerning universities extol the importance of university autonomy 

and the need to ensure that the autonomy is not jeopardised. The same reports argue that the 

Commonwealth's active involvement in university affairs neither intentionally nor 

unintentionally inhibit university autonomy. Rather, according to some govenunent reports, both 

the intention and the outcome of its involvement enhance university autonomy (DEST 2002b; 

DEST 2002e; Meek & Wood 1998). Intentions, from the govenunent's perspective, are 

explained, and juxtaposed against some experiences of Australian university practitioners. 

Commonwealth and other non-government reports are examined for intentions and experiences 

with respect to Commonwealth interventions vis-a-vis university autonomy. Three headings are 

used to organise the explanations: Government Stated Intentions," Legislative Authority," and 

University Practitioners Experiences. 

Government Stated Intentions 
Commonwealth reports regularly confirm that academic freedom and university autonomy are 

key to university productivity and repeatedly espouse the need for universities to be self

governing, with minimal govenunent interventions. Most reports that mandate govenunent 

interventions are prefaced with the govenunent's commitment to university autonomy. For 

instance, the Australia Universities Commission was established by the Commonwealth with the: 

Conviction that universities will in general better achieve their purposes by self-government than by detailed 
intervention on the part of the public authorities. The purposes for which universities are founded and for which society 
continues to maintain them include the preservations, transmission and extension of knowledge, the training of highly 
skilled manpower and the critical evolution of the society in which we live . No university performs its functions 
perfectly: and it is not difficult to criticise aspects of university teaching and administration. Nevertheless the 
[government] commission is convinced that society is better served if the universities are allowed a wide freedom to 
determine the manner in which they should develop their activities and carry out their tasks. 

In a free society, universities are not expected to bend all their energies towards meeting so-called national objectives 
which, if not those of a monolithic society, are usually themselves ill-defined or subject to controversy and change. One 
of the roles of a university in a free society is to be the conscience and critic of that society; such a role cannot be 
fulfilled if the university is expected to be an arm of the government policy. Moreover, universities must prepare their 
students for life in a world the characteristics of which are necessarily imperfectly foreseen. An institution which geared 
its activities to known requirements could hardly provide an education appropriate to meet as yet unknown problems 

(Australia Universities Commission quoted in Meek & Wood May 1998:49). 
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Notwithstanding the above quote from the Commission, the Commonwealth acknowledges that 

some universities are 'becoming stifled by external rules ... procedures, reporting requirements, 

funding arrangements, and employment restrictions designed for a past era' (Central Queensland 

University quoted in DEST 2002e: v). At the heart of the problem is the requirement for onerous 

reporting and data, not all of which are necessary for quality education. The government wishes 

to address the 'Bureaucratic red tape ... [and] excessive bureaucratic controls, unreasonable 

compliance costs and an insufficiently rationalised performance monitoring system' (Nelson 

2002a: 2). The Minster of Education, Science and Training wrote that 'universities feel frustrated 

and overburdened by the welter of profiling and reporting' (DEST 2002e: ix). 

Legislative Authority 
As discussed near the beginning of this chapter, according to the constitution, the states and 

territories have sole jurisdiction over education: however, in reality, the Commonwealth exercises 

enormous control over universities (AVCC 2003b). Although most of the control is based on 

giving and withdrawing funding, there is more to the control than just money. In fact, the 

relationship between the university, states and territories and Commonwealth is somewhat 

convoluted, so a more detailed explanation is warranted. Three headings will be used to briefly 

detail the relationship: Australian Universities at a Glance; Historical Perspective of Australian 

Universities; and Implications for Today's Universities. 

AUSTRALIAN UNIVERSITIES AT A GLANCE 

Thirty-four publicly funded universities in Australia are established by state and territorial 

legislation and owned by their respective governments. There are an additional five universities: 

two are established and owned by the Commonwealth, one is a public company and two are 

private institutions (AVCC 2005a). The location and jurisdictions ofthe universities are as 

follows. Ten are in New South Wales; nine in Victoria; eight in Queensland; five in Western 

Australia; three in South Australia; two in the Australian Capital Territory; one in Tasmania; and 

one in the Northern Territory (Nelson 2005£). 

These universities have been categorised into groupings by various governments and 

organisations. One such organisation is AVCC who uses six self-defining categories to classify 
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thirty-nine Australian universities that are members of its Australian University Consortia. Table 

I-II provides the name and category of each university in the Australian University Consortia. 

TABLE I-II THE AUSTRALIAN UNIVERSITY CONSORTIA 

CATEGORY OF UNIVERSITY UNIVERSITY 

GROUP OF EIGHT (GOS) l. The University of Melbourne 
2. The University of Sydney 
3. The University of Queensland 
4. The Australian National University 
5. The University of New South Wales 
6. Monash University 
7. The University of Western Australia 
8. The University of Adelaide 
l. Curtin University of Technology 
2. University ofTechnology, Sydney 

AUSTRALIAN TECHNOLOGY 

NETWORK OF UNIVERSITIES 3. Queensland University of Technology 
4. The Royal Melbourne Institute ofTechnoJogy University (RMlT) 
5. The University of South Australia 
l. Flinders University 
2. Griffith University 

INNOVATIVE RESEARCH 

UNIVERSITIES AUSTRALIA 3. La Trobe University 
4. Macquarie University 
5. Murdoch University 
6. The University of Newcastle 
l. James Cook University 
2. Central Queensland University 
3. Charles Darwin University 
4. Charles Sturt University 
5. Southern Cross University 
6. The University of Southern Queensland 
7. University of New England 
8. University of the Sunshine Coast 
l. The University of Western Sydney 
2. Edith Cowan University 
3. Australian Catholic University 

l. Deakin University 
2. The University of Ballarat 
3. The University of Canberra 
4 . Notre Dame University, Australia 
5. Swinburne University of Technology 
6. The University of Tasmania 
7. Victoria University ofTechnology 
8. The University ofWollongong 

9. Bond University (TABLE ADAPTED FROM AVCC 2005A). 

REGIONAL UNIVERSITIES 

NEW GENERATION 

UNIVERSITIES 

OTHERS 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE OF AUSTRALIAN UNIVERSITIES 

It is not just in recent years that the Commonwealth has become progressively more involved in 

university affairs. Rather, involvement has been progressing since universities were established 

in Australia. A noteworthy account of Commonwealth involvement in universities is quoted in 

Nelson (2005): 

The history ofjurisdictions' involvement in higher education is one of continuing greater involvement by the Austral ian 
Government from an initial situation where its role was minimal to the current situation where it effectively has full 
public funding and policy responsibility. This change reflects the growth in significance of education as a key 
determinant of Australia's economic, social, cultural and intellectual development. If anything, such an economic and 
social imperative will strengthen in the future as pre ssure for innovation and a knowledge based economy develops. 
Significantly, the initiative for all major reviews of the higher education sector after World War II has been taken by the 
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federal Austral ian Go vernment, and implementation of pol icy reforms has been funded by increasing Austra lian 
Government contributions (Nel son 2005f: I). 

Nelson's Media Release (2005£), a historical account of the Commonwealth's involvement, is 

paraphrased below, with divergent opinions interjected when needed. Because the Australian 

Constitution of 1901 made no specific reference to education, some experts believe this means 

that education is therefore under state and territory jurisdiction. This belief is further evidenced 

whereby Australian universities are constituted under legislation in their state and territory 

(Marginson 2002; Swansson et al 2005). However, Nelson (2005£) presents a somewhat 

divergent view ofjurisdictional authority when he suggests that the Constitution confers power 

on the Commonwealth to make grants to the state and territory and/or the capacity to become 

involved in universities: 

The Australian Constitution of 190 I made no specific reference to education. Section 96 of the Constitution, how ever,
 
conferred on the new Commonwealth government the power to make grants to the states (the "States grants"
 
powers). This gave the Australian government, " the Commonwealth" a capacity to become involved in many edu cation
 
issues of nation al intere st (Nel son 2005f).
 

Conversely, some such as Swansson et al (2005) maintain that the Commonwealth has no direct 

legislative power over education. Others claim that jurisdiction is directly related to the power to 

control and that based on its power to grant and withdraw funding, the Commonwealth has the 

power to and in reality does control universities. Meek and Wood (1998) explain that control may 

be direct or indirect. For instance, the Commonwealth may exert control over any and all 

university matters, not because of any legal authority, but simply because it is universities ' 

largest financier and thereby can threaten to withhold funding unless its conditions are met 

(Anderson & Johnson 1998; Meek & Wood 1997; Meek & Wood 1998). 

Irrespective of who has jurisdiction today, Australia's first university was the University of 

Sydney, established in New South Wales under the colonial government of 1851. By the time 

Australia became a federation in 1901 there were three additional universities in Victoria, South 

Australia, and Tasmania. Within ten years , universities had been established in Queensland and 

Western Australia. Currently, there are thirty-nine universities with the University of the 

Sunshine Coast in Queensland being the latest addition in 1996 (Nelson 2005£). Prior to World 

War II, universities were funded primarily by state and territorial governments, with minor 

contributions from the Commonwealth in the form of assistance for research. However, as an 

emergency measure during the war, all income taxes were paid directly to the Commonwealth 
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under the uniform tax legislation, severely reducing state and territory finances. This emergency 

measure was never reversed, which meant that areas, including universities that the states and 

territories had previously financed, now receive funding from the Commonwealth. This 'created 

an impetus for a major expansion of its direct involvement in education ' (Nelson 2005f). For 

example, the 1946 Constitutional Amendment (Section 51) gave the Commonwealth the power to 

legislate in relation to the provision of benefits to students. Following the war, university 

enrolment and corresponding university facilities expanded significantly, largely financed by the 

states and territories with some assistance from the Commonwealth (Nelson 20mc). 

Two important developments marked the incoming Whitlam Government of 1974: first the 

Commonwealth assumed full funding responsibility for universities and second, university tuition 

fees were abolished. Although the states and territories retained legislative and regulatory 

responsibilities, they were not required to provide general financial assistance (Nelson 2003c). 

Tuition fees were re-established in 1989 when the Commonwealth introduced the Higher 

Education Contribution Scheme (HECS), a scheme that permitted students to borrow up to the 

limit of their tuition fees and to defer tuition payments until they had the capacity to pay (Nelson 

20mc). 

Financial pressures forced universities to appeal for additional funding from the Commonwealth, 

which was given in stages so as to enable the Commonwealth to have financial dominance over 

universities. From 1986 to 1988 states and territories used their legislative powers to transform 

colleges of advanced education into full universities, which were then eligible for 

Commonwealth research funding. For instance, in 1986, the Western Australian Institute of 

Technology was converted into the Curtin University of Technology (Nelson 2003c; Nelson 

2005f). 

The Commonwealth 's financial responsibility for universities was formalised in a 1991 Special 

Premiers Conference agreement whereby it was established that the Commonwealth had primary 

responsibility for the public funding of universities and the responsibility for determining 

national policies and accountability of universities through the profile process. It was recognised 

that Australian universities were national in character, with national priorities and objectives. 

Universities became directly accountable to the Commonwealth for the expenditure of public 
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monies (Nelson 2005f). The Commonwealth's involvement in universities is one of continuing greater 

involvement from its initial role which was nominal, to its current role 'where it effectively has full public 

funding and policy responsibility' (Nelson 2003c). 

The 1991 Special Premiers Conference also established that the states and territories have 

legislative responsibility for the establishment and oversight of universities, including the 

maintenance of standards through controls over the use of terms such as university and degree. 

States and territories were also responsible for ensuring that universities met reporting 

obligations, financial management, and accounting standards (Nelson 2005f). 

In 1995 , the Commonwealth undertook a significant review of university governance and 

management under what is known as the Hoare Review. The review identified shortcomings in 

university governance and suggested that universities make changes per Commonwealth 

recommendations . By 2002, there was still 'substantial scope for improvement despite some 

changes effected by the State and Territory governments in cooperation with universities since 

the Hoare Review ' (Nelson 2005f). The Commonwealth expressed concerns about errant 

universities who did not implement their recommendations, which meant a lack of national 

consistency. 

To encourage further reform, particularly in areas identified by the Hoare Review as needing 

reform, the Commonwealth 'tied funding increases under the Commonwealth Grant Scheme... to 

adherence to a set of National Governance Protocols ' (Nelson 2005f) in 2003 . Consequently, all 

universities implemented the necessary recommendations to ensure compliance with the 

protocols and thereby ensure funding. 

In 2000, the two levels of government agreed on a national Higher Education Quality Assurance 

Framework involving inter-governmental agreement on national protocols for the establishment 

of universities, accreditation of universities, and the establishment of the Australian Universities 

Quality Agency. Further reforms between 2000 and 2004 gave universities access to increased 

funding for delivering world-class university education, with a focus on quality learning 

outcomes in accordance with Commonwealth criteria (Nelson 2005f). More details of these and 

other Commonwealth policies are in this chapter under the heading Commonwealth Actions to 

Ensure Expectations are Met. 
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IMPLICAnONS FOR TODAY' S UNIVERSITIES 

The evolution of Commonwealth and states/territories' roles in universities means that Australian 

universities must meet requirements from both Commonwealth and state and territorial 

governments. Nelson (2005f) writes that the Commonwealth has: 

created a set of arrangements which are complex and lacking in transparency while, at the same time, requiring a 
significant investment in coll aborative act ivity between the States and Territories, the Australian Government and 
universities, to ensure a mea sure of national consistency and quality. These arrangements have imposed significant 
transaction costs on universities and other higher education providers and have arguably created some limits to 
universities' capacity to sei ze opportunities, and for Austral ia to project an international image of a high quality system 

(c May 2005) . 

Further, Nelson (2005f) observes that state and territory policies do not create uniformity among 

universities and are subject 'to disparate legislative arrangements with significant variations 

across the sector in terms of the governance arrangements, powers, objectives and functions. ' 

Implications from non-uniform policies are, according to Nelson (2005f), undesirable and can be 

corrected by overarching Commonwealth policies. Corrective policies being established by the 

Commonwealth to ensure standards and uniformity are discussed under the heading: 

Commonwealth Actions to Ensure Expectation are Met. 

Nelson (2005f) writes that, in a number of cases, the Commonwealth and state and territorial 

governments have created 'complex coordination/collaboration arrangements to bring about 

greater national consistency. While these arrangements have been of benefit, it has been argued 

that they have some way to go, and do not reflect an optimal outcome in terms of a national 

higher education system' (Nelson 2005f: 1). 

In keeping with the progressive nature of its involvement in Australian universities, and in an 

effort to correct undesirable traits in universities, the Commonwealth continues to pass legislation 

and enact policies that influence universities. For instance, a recent bill known as the Higher 

Education Legislation Amendment Bill 2005 affects universities' workplace relations 

requirements and dictates elements of employment regulations within universities . Examples of 

requirements are outlined by Andrews and Nelson (2005) : 

Univ ersities will be required to offer all staff the choice of an Australian Workplace Agreement, and must engage in 
more direct relationships with their employees. Third party involvement, including union invol vement in workplace 
relat ions and human resources matters, will only be at the express invitat ion of university employees (2005: I) . 
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Those universities that complied with the Commonwealth's Higher Education Workplace 

Relations Requirements and National Governance Protocols will be rewarded with additional 

funding in 2007 (Bishop 2006e) because, according to the Commonwealth, the 'combination of 

additional funding and greater workplace flexibility provided by the Australian Government's 

higher education reforms is enabling universities to pursue better ways of delivering quality 

teaching and producing quality research' (Bishop 2006e: 1). 

Another area experiencing increased Commonwealth involvement relates to enterprise 

agreements within universities, which Nelson (2005f) describes as falling largely under the 

Australian Government legislative framework. Carven (2006) observes that the new 

Commonwealth industrial relations legislation package gives the Commonwealth power over 

most aspects of all trading corporations. Carven (2006) agues that due to their long history of 

commercial activities, universities are indeed trading corporations and therefore university 

activities are potentially subordinate to Commonwealth policies. 

To monitor and assess universities' performance in terms of national accountability requirements, 

the Commonwealth has developed a well-defined framework called the Institution Assessment 

Framework. It has four goals to ensure: organisational sustainability, achievements in higher 

education provision, quality of outcomes, and compliance. In addition, the Commonwealth issues 

universities with a set of guidelines for annual financial statements. The Commonwealth position 

is that there is a growing need for Australian universities to be recognised as a national system 

internally and also at an international level. To this end, the Commonwealth is progressively 

trying to standardise universities (Nelson 2005f). The impact ofjurisdictional authority can be 

better understood by how it affects those who work in universities. The next heading speaks to 

this . 

University Practitioners Experiences 
Irrespective of the Commonwealth's stated intentions not to unduly interfere into university 

affairs or hinder university autonomy, many practitioners involved in universities have 

experienced otherwise. Samplings of university practitioners' experiences with Commonwealth 

policies follow: 

[Since 1998] Australian academics have come to believe that there is undue government intervention in their affairs. 
Government has decreed which institutions can be universities, has forced amalgamations between formerly 
autonomous institutions, has denied salary increases to academic staff, has required students to pay one quarter or more 
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of the cost of tuition , has attempted to change the size and composition of university councils, and has attempted to 
impose a view of efficiency on university management and has pressured university management to reduce entitlements 
of academic staff to tenure (Anderson & Johnson 1998: 8-9). 

Likewise, in Kannel's (1998) opinion, until 1978, the Commonwealth was not intrusive and 

rarely made changes within universities except when large expenditures were involved. For 

instance, from 1976 to 1978, the Australian Government received three hundred submissions, 

questioned nineteen, and refused only a few. However, the funding structure changed in 1987 

when the Commonwealth Tertiary Education Commission was abolished. This meant that the 

buffer between the government and universities was gone, as were the most autonomous times 

ever enjoyed by Australian universities (Kannel 1998). The power to fund universities was given 

directly to the Minister, who had great discretion over funding. Thereafter, universities were open 

to more political and bureaucratic intervention and influence. Government priorities began taking 

a prominent position in universities' decision-making as political and government issues were 

presented directly to universities (Kannel 1998; Caro Report in Meek & Wood 1998). The 

Commonwealth began to regulate student numbers and penalise universities that did not meet 

targets, regardless of circumstances. Since then, universities have also been encouraged to 

become more entrepreneurial (Kannel 1998). 

The Commonwealth funding for higher education is provided under twenty-two separate 

programmes (The Australian 2004), where the accountability for each of these programmes 'is 

significant and reporting requirements impose significant compliance costs' (DEST 2002f: 21

22). In addition, Commonwealth reports state that the 'overall flexibility, which is highly valued 

by its students and staff, is becoming stifled by external rules (and different interpretations of 

those rules) , procedures, reporting requirements, funding arrangements, and employment 

restrictions designed for a past era' (DEST 2002e: v). Further, according to the Minister of the 

Department of Education Science and Training, universities are subject to 'onerous reporting and 

acquittal data, not all of which I am convinced are necessary for quality education ' so that 

'armies of university administrative officers collect and remit this information, frequently having 

to provide it in a different form and at a different time to their State or Territory government' 

(DEST 2002e : v).The Minister of the day acknowledges that universities often produce very well 

'in spite of the current funding and policy framework, not because of it' (DEST 2002e: vi). More 
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details of recent and proposed legislation are outlined in this chapter under the heading: 

Commonwealth Actions to Ensure Expectations are Met. 

Considine (2001) advises that Australian universities are being forced to become performance 

managers with a new code of cooperated governance to the point that academics 'are frozen into 

silence by new structures and norms' (Polya quoted in Considine 200 1:146). A key threat to all 

academic freedom comes in a veiled format, which includes, amongst other things, the use of 

university-wide performance measurement formulas, irrespective of the different natures of 

disciplines. Consequently, academics find that these measurements diminish their position and 

autonomy (Marginson 2002). Marginson (2002) warns that the role of academia in university 

governance has been weakened and is often bypassed in the name of cost and efficiency. 

Likewise, Bargh et al 's (2000) position is that in Australia the ' core mission of higher education 

is being transformed-compromised according to some critics ' (2000:1). 

An inherent restriction to autonomy in Australian universities relates to the power of the 

Commonwealth as a funding agency to dictate the affairs of universities. In the words of AVCC 

(2003a) both state and Commonwealth 'have set accountable requirements that constrict 

universities' operational autonomy through treating universities as an arm of government or as 

agencies of the state'(AVCC 2003a: 3). Meek and Wood (1997) observe that 'many executive 

officers have publicly claimed that government.. .unduly interfere in institutional affairs (1997 

chapter 3:23). They point out that the only substantive power the Commonwealth has 'over the 

universities is the power of the purse' (Meek & Wood 1997 chapter 3:22-23) to reward 

universities who support government objectives that result in 'enforced conformity to 

government goals' (Meek & Wood 1997 chapter 3:22-23). They also discuss the emerging 

autonomy of Australian universities as 'the autonomy to be free to conform' (Meek & Wood 

1997 chapter 3:22-23). Similarly, Karmel (1998) writes that the principal threat to university 

autonomy is the manner in which funding is made available. Governments generally attach 

conditions to funding, which directly constrain university autonomy. For instance, government 

regularly specifies the number of students, the range of courses it will fund, and prescribes the 

amount that universities can charge for tuitions and other fees. It is Karmel's (1998) position that 

the 'recommending of earmarked grants is contrary to the autonomy of the universities and is not 

conducive to good university government' (1998 : 51). Autonomy is inevitably circumspect where 
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there is dependence on government funding. Governments can and do attach conditions to grants 

that restrict or limit autonomy. To varying degrees, funding conditions regulate, control, 

prescribe, and dictate how universities run their affairs. Anderson and Johnson (1998) define 

university autonomy simply' as the freedom of an institution to run its own affairs without 

direction or influence from any level of government' (Anderson & Johnson 1998: 8). There is 

evidence of a gap between this definition and the experiences of universities themselves. 

Australia's vice chancellors further warn that universities are 'slowly being made average ' 

(AVCC quoted in DEST 2002c: 40), because too many people already spend 'too much time 

responding to changed rules , supplying statistics, adjusting, applying endlessly for the basic 

funds we need simply to do our jobs, responding to frequent reviews or requests for 

information .. .while all the time, more and more funds are tied or project-driven or supplied in 

packets in the name of accountability' (AVCC quoted in DEST 2002c: 40). The Commonwealth 

acknowledges that academic workloads 'are reported to be rising as pressures to publish, teach, 

undertake new administrative tasks and raise funds all reduce time for quality thinking ' (2000b: 

47). A Commonwealth document is cited as follows: 

Despit e polic y stat ements to the contrary, there have been a number of reports indicat ing that many in the academic 
community bel ieve that Au stralian higher educa tion inst itut ions have lost autonomy and the freedom to determine thei r 
own directions (Meek & Wood 1997 chapter 3: 4). 

Similarly, University of Western Sydney Vice Chancellor Janice Reid is quoted as saying that: 

Co mpliance costs now amount to millions of dollars every year. The explos ion in fine-grained inform ation dem ands by 
government and the ever more prescriptive policy environment is limiting our ability to be innovative and responsive to 
stud ents ...It means directing reso urces to hug e compliance and reporting exercises and away from teaching research 

(Maiden 2006b) 

Three significant international studies looked at the levels of government intervention in 

university affairs. In one study , the Commonwealth Higher Education Service conducted 

investigations of universities in twelve Commonwealth countries (Richardson & Fieldmen in 

Anderson & Johnson 1998). Compared to other GECD countries, Australia reports 'considerable 

involvement of governments throughout the region in appointing members of council , approving 

statutes, mission statements and various other matters' (Richardson & Fieldmen quoted in 

Anderson & Johnson 1998:3) . When respondents were questioned concerning the level of 

government intervention and institutional autonomy, of all the English-speaking GECD 

countries. New Zealand, then Australia were the two countries that reported the highest degree of 

government intervention. 
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Similarly, in a study of twelve countries by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of 

Teaching (Glassick quoted in Anderson & Johnson 1998), more than half of Australian 

respondents agreed with the statement that there is too much government interference in 

important academic policies, compared with less than one third of the respondents from ten other 

countries. Please refer to Figure I-VII. 

A more recent international study, funded by the Australian Government (Anderson & Johnson 

1998), had similar findings. Experts were asked for their perceptions of the relationship between 

the central government and the universities with respect to the extent of the government 

involvement in university operations. The study analysed countries in three groups: Anglo

American, European, and Asian. Participants were asked two questions: 'whether governments 

have legal authority to intervene in a number of aspects of university management, and the extent 

to which governments actually exercise influence in these aspects, whether legally empowered to 

intervene or not' (Anderson & Johnson 1998: ix), Noteworthy are the responses of the Australian 

vice chancellors who reported increasing levels of government involvement in the last five years, 

but 'lower levels of government interference in academic freedom and in institutional autonomy 

than in the Commonwealth as a whole' (Richardson & Fielden quoted in Anderson & Johnson 

1998:3). 

FIGURE 1-VII GOVERNMENT INTERFERENCE INTO ACADEMIC POLICIES 
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Compared with other countries, Australians reported that ' government has relatively less 

authority to intervene, but is in the middle range when it comes to the government actually 

exerting influence' (Anderson & Johnson 1998: 25) . Australia placed 'second only to Korea, 

when asked whether there is too much government interference in important academic policies' 

(ibid 1998: 25). Australian academics 'typically thought that the government should have less 

responsibility to define academic policies and should interfere less' (ibid 1998: 25). Australian 

respondents indicated a belief that 'Despite reporting that their government has relatively little 

legal authority to intervene in university [and the] authority should be even less than it is' (ibid 

1998: 25). These indications are consistent with the findings ' in which, relative to other 

countries, Australians assert that government should not have authority to define policies, 

but. ..perceived actual intervention to be high' (ibid 1998: 25). 

As seen in Anderson and Johnson 's (1998) international study that asked about government 

interference, academic staff in Australia regard government interference as excessive, however 

'[ w]hether all of this amounts to an undue undermining of autonomy or intrusion into academic 

freedom is a matter for debate ' (1998: 10). Although the Commonwealth's stated intentions are 

that universities should remain autonomous and self-regulating, in many instances, government 

actions and directives cause the opposite to occur. This is because the Commonwealth deems that 

there are deficiencies in universities that need to be fixed, and that the Commonwealth alone has 

the expertise to ensure that these deficiencies are corrected. Pressures caused by international 

organisations, demands for public accountability, and lack of trust in universities' abilities all 

lead the Commonwealth to often act in ways that inhibit university autonomy (Anderson & 

Johnson 1998). The two areas of Commonwealth involvement in Australian universities that are 

the focus of this dissertation are isolated under the next heading. 

CHOOSING THE Focus OF THE RESEARCH 

As discussed, the Commonwealth expects more from its universities and is committed to 

establishing policies to ensure that its universities produce more of a number of things such as 

economic gain, social and cultural advancement, knowledge creation and dissemination, and 

vibrant research. However, it is apparent from the government and other reports cited above that 

there are some discrepancies in what the government says it wants and what its policies appear to 
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be producing in its universities. There is also a gap in the information provided in goverrunent 

and other reports-that is how the universities themselves view Commonwealth policies. This is 

in part because, when the Commonwealth asks for university input, which it frequently does, it is 

through a carefully crafted, structured format, so that academics are asked what is the best way to 

do such and such, rather than is such and such right for your university or what is the best such 

and such for your university. From DEST reports, it appears that the Commonwealth is willing to 

listen to universities so long as the conversations are within goverrunent parameters and meet 

goverrunent objectives (See for instance, DEST 2002a; DEST 2002b; DEST 2002c). There is no 

readily available current literature that examines university's perspectives on the impact of the 

recent, current, and proposed Commonwealth policies. 

This dissertation seeks to fill part of this gap by offering a venue that specifically asks 

universities their perspectives on, amongst other things, how Commonwealth policies influence 

their universities and what is needed to improve their universities. Because the topic is too large 

for one study, it has been narrowed to two areas-research and university autonomy. This 

dissertation aims to discover if, according to universities, Commonwealth policies influence 

university autonomy and research and, if so, then it wants to find out how. For manageability, the 

focus of this research is reduced to the influence of goverrunent policies on autonomy and 

research in Australian universities from the perspectives of university managers and academics. 

Obviously, not every person involved in university research could be interviewed for a study of 

this scope; instead the Deputy and Pro Vice Chancellors of Research and academic and managers 

in the offices of the Deputy Vice Chancellor of Research in Australian universities were 

interviewed and surveyed for their perspectives. While there are others, including many in the 

Commonwealth who may have different perceptions of how Commonwealth policies influence 

university research and autonomy it is not the purpose of this dissertation to ask them-the 

purpose is to focus on the perspectives of universities. 

Using the model presented by Strauss & Corbin (1998) , this dissertation allows a theory to 

develop from the data received where ' the initial question starts out broadly [but] becomes 

progressively narrowed and more focused during the research process as concepts and their 

relationships are discovered ' (Strauss & Corbin 1998: 41). Following the model, this dissertation 
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narrows its focus to how Commonwealth policies influence university autonomy and research in 

Australian universities, from the perspectives of the university. The focus is further narrowed 

during the analysis portion of the dissertation. Figure I-VIII is a simple illustration of what this 

research aims to discover. 

FIGURE I-VIII Focus OF RESEARCH QUESTION 

RESEARCH INTEREST 

Do COMMONWEALTH POLICIES INFLUENCE UNIVERSITIES? 
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CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REvIEW 

How DO GOVERNMENTS ENSURE THEY GET VALUE FOR MONEY? 

Information in Chapter I reveals that the Commonwealth wants its universities to 'deliver 

significant economic, social and environmental benefit to all Australians' (Nelson 2005e: I), so 

through the power of the purse, the government is directing universities in a number of ways it 

believes will cause universities to better serve society's needs (ARC 2001; DEST 2002a; DEST 

2004a; Nelson 2005e). This research explores how Commonwealth policies affect universities. 

Because the topic is too large for one research paper, Chapter 1 reduces the scope so that it is 

more manageable by focusing on how Commonwealth policies influence university autonomy 

and research productivity in Australian universities. 

Relevant literature is explored in this chapter to gain an understanding of government policies, 

the needs of universities, and concepts relating to university autonomy and research productivity. 

A review of the literature indicates that while there is a considerable body of research on what 

affects research outputs in universities, very little has been done on the direct effect of 

government policies. What has been done focuses mainly on America and Europe. There is very 

little research on the direct effects of Commonwealth policies on Australian universities or how 

universities perceive the influence of the policies. This research attempts to add to the 

understanding of the issues by not only looking at changes in university management and the 

direct effects of government intervention, but also the indirect effects (Kringas 2006) . Findings 

from the literature are categorized and summarized under eight headings, identified with self

descriptive titles: 

• Changes in university and university management; 

• The way government policies are or ought to be made?; 

• International context of how government policies affect universities; 

• What universities need from their governments; 

• Why university autonomy is critical ; 

• The benefits of unobstructed research; 
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• Research productivity: What counts?; and 

• Recap and conclusion. 

CHANGES IN UNIVERSITY AND UNIVERSITY MANAGEMENT 

In recent years there has been considerable interest in the social science literature which focuses 

on analysing government policies relating to universities. Globally there have been changes in 

universities and in university management related to these changes in policy (Dugdale 2007). To 

understand the changes in the way Australian universities are managed, and on government 

policies that impact universities, particularly academics, a broad overview of what is going on in 

the rest of the world is examined". This heading analyses government policies relating to 

universities under four subheadings: Commercial/university collaboration: Corporatizing 

universities; Funding; Globalization; and Massification: Loss of Place in Society. 

Commercial/University Collaboration: Corporatizing Universities 

Internationally, university research now has closer links with government and industry than in the 

past , in a growing trend that commercializes universities. More and more, universities are driven 

by commerce and the bottom-line, as government and university management alike become more 

interested in profit margins than in thought (Readings 1996). Universities are embracing 

commercialization because of severe government cutbacks that make other options less appealing 

(Bok 2003; Harman 2006). Readings (1996) sees the university as 'busily transforming itself 

from an ideological arm of the state into a bureaucratically organized and relatively autonomous 

consumer-oriented corporation' (11) . Similarly, Ulrich (2004) describes policies pertaining to 

universities as frequently focusing on 'marketisation, competition and management in higher 

education' (23). 

Europeans have, by-in-large, accepted the high level of connectivity between higher education 

and industry following the rapid development of university-industry collaboration of the 1980's . 

This is because Western European tradition tends to acknowledge that government control is 

required to stimulate innovative behaviour and make universities more responsive to economic 

4 In the major un iversity-producing countries, largely within the OECD 
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and social needs (Anderson & Johnston 1998 ; Cerych 1985; Cerych 1989). Collaboration has 

become so prevalent that it impacts university autonomy, research, and academic study. Around 

the world, governments are calling for cooperation between universities and other sectors by 

introducing policies to facilitate collaboration (Cerych 1989; Harman & Ollif 2004). Cerych 

(1989) points out that there are problems with policies relating to these collaborations, partially 

because the demand for the collaboration was so rapid that there were not sufficient resources 

available to do otherwise. Globally, the most important change in government policy is the 

expending oflarge sums of money to increase market competition that support research 

commercialism efforts within universities (Dill 2001; Harman & Stone 2006). 

Alongside the commercialization is a growing trend to make universities more cooperate-like. 

But not everyone is happy about the corporate-style of university management which, by its 

nature, is less collegial in its decision-making. There are also strong concerns that these trends 

'threaten traditional academic values, lead to distortions in the balance between basic and applied 

research, and tend to corrupt academics with commercial values to the extent that some 

academics neglect their responsibilities in teaching and research ' (Harman & Ollif2004: 440). 

Some report very good results, but there are also concerns that collaboration lead researchers to 

'withhold scientific information and materials from colleagues and delay publications' (Harman 

& Ollif 2004: 440). Tudiver (1999) reports negative experiences between academics and 

corporate collaborators, who treat universities as industrial tools, adversely impeding university 

autonomy, while occasionally manipulating research, findings , and publications. Sharing the 

helm with industry means that corporate sponsors occasionally retain the right to delete, delay 

and withhold publication of information and otherwise impede university autonomy (Tudiver 

1999; Scott 1995). Another point of view comes from Cerych (1989) who argues that university 

collaboration with industry does not diminish basic research, because industries recognize that 

innovation and productivity is dependant on both basic and applied research. 

Increasing pressures compel universities to become major contributors to national economies. 

Pressures impact academics and academic culture as universities adapt to a more commercial, 

entrepreneurial and managerial university environment (Harman 2006). Harman (2006) explains 

that there are marked changes in the way universities do business in Australia. Not surprisingly, 
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these changes have impacted adversely on academics who tend to be highly critical of the 

changes and their effects on the academic profession. Harman (2006) also points out that despite 

their criticism, academics work harder than in the past with greater demands and more 

administrative duties and regard government management policy as incompetent at both 

university and departmental levels. Nevertheless, academics also report increased levels of 

research and have made reasonably successful transitions to the new management of their 

universities. Although Harman (2006) agrees with the dominant view of Australian academics 

that major changes in the management has had major adverse impacts on academics and that 

'transition to the new order has been painful and damaging for individual academics as well as 

the academic profession' (170) , he stresses that academics have been able to cope, despite these 

problems, as research does not appear to have decreased. Nevertheless, Harman (2006) also 

warns that the 'willingness of academics to work harder and longer...raises the issue of how long 

this goodwill. i.can be maintained' (171) . He predicts that in Australia, the 'ongoing hostility 

towards university management and more recent government policy directions is likely to 

continue' (Harman 2006 : 171). 

As universities cooperate more with industry, there are demands for a more corporate-style of 

management. According to recent literature (Bok 2003; Dill 2001; Harman 2006; Tudiver 1999; 

Ulrich 2004), universities are compelled into a commercial, corporate-style of management, 

corporate governance, partnerships with industry, and commercial enterprises. To facilitate these 

changes and enable universities to operate more effectively in the new commercial environment, 

new classes of university employees are being hired. Harman and Stone (2006) describe a new 

group of specialist professionals within universities that engage in facilitating transfer of 

university research to business and other research users. Typically, these specialists, known as 

technology transfer managers, are involved in the identification and marketing of intellectual 

property, patenting, and licensing. They tend to be highly critical of the management of their own 

universities, advocating enhanced support for research commercialization and innovation 

(Harman & Stone 2006) . Governments frequently make policies that directly impact universities, 

but, as Sabatier (1987) explains, there is a problem-substantial cultural differences impede 

interactions between researchers and government. 
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Bok (2003) is convincing in his arguments that commercialism is eroding traditional academic 

values whereby short-term benefits from lucrative ventures will erode public trust and respect. He 

argues that the lure of commercialism is jeopardizing universities' fundamental missions and 

compromising basic academic values and asks if 'everything in the university is for sale for the 

right price' (Bok 2003: x). Accordingly, commercialism has taken root in American universities, 

making money from intellectual work often at a cost of traditional university missions, blurring 

the lines between academic values and that of the corporate world. Fears are that if universities 

are reduced to producing sellable products, then the character of the university will change and 

public trust will break down (Bok 2003). Bok (2003) offers cogent arguments for universities to 

maintain their unique purpose, uncompromised by the insidious influence of money, because ' the 

search for truth and knowledge is a worthier calling than the quest for material wealth' (18). Even 

proponents of a more entrepreneurial university are concerned that 'something of irreplaceable 

value may get lost in the relentless growth of commercialism' (Bok 2003: 17). 

Similarly, Scott (2000) observes that many new universities, or those labelled universities, do not 

share the attributes of tradi tional universities but that of corporate bureaucrats. Yet, according to 

Scott (2000), corporate universities are only the tip of the iceberg as coalitions, partnerships, and 

networks become more important and institutions decline. Scott (2000) lists the most powerful 

rivals of universities as mass media infotainment industries and private consulting firms. 

Funding 

Ulrich (2004) explains that governments are less forth-coming with university funding than in the 

past, whereby universities have to compete for government and other funding. Additionally, 

expectations are that universities will provide public accounting of expenditures, with a link 

between funding and direct, measurable benefits to society (Craft 1993). Generally, universities 

are expected to do more with less, under increasing scrutiny of government-set standards (Bargh 

2000; Bessant 2002; Bok 2003; Harman 2006). 

Whereas university research was traditionally considered a public good, it is now more often 

considered a private good (Harman & Ollif2004; Marginson 2002; Meek & Wood 1998). As 

universities seek new sources of support from industry, government, and the business 
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community, government funding more frequently aims at 'missions oriented and contract 

research, which is more dependant on output and performance criteria' (Harman & Ollif 2004: 

440). Quality assessments, performance measures, transparency and accountability are some of 

the criteria government are attaching to university funding (Kennedy 2002). Ulrich (2004) notes 

that in all European countries, governments are reducing their direct supervision and control of 

universities-instead, they are shaping universities through target-setting and performance-based 

funding. Ulrich (2004) addresses the degree of 'de-govermentalisation in the daily life of higher 

education in terms of administrative control' (21), in favour of these less direct controls. 

Ironically, as discussed in Chapter 1, this is at the same time as the Commonwealth is increasing 

its control of universities through micromanagement, while at the same time increasing targets, 

performance measures and other accounting demands, and reducing university funding (DEST 

2002c; Meek & Wood 1998; Mullarvey 2005). 

Beginning in the early 1980s, the USA, followed by other industrialized countries, has been 

pressuring universities into increasing their research commercialization capacity, partly because 

universities need more money, and partly because governments are willing to give less untethered 

money to universities (Harman & Stone 2006 ; Kennedy 2002). Universities are partnering with 

the business sector to raise money and 'generate ongoing political support for continuing public 

investment in university research' (Harman & Stone 2006 : 214), while governments 'seek to 

capture the benefits of university research outputs to facilitate economic and social development, 

and generate national wealth ' (Harman & Stone 2006 : 214) . Harman (2006) points out that 

throughout the world universities have been subject to cuts in government funding during a time 

ofmassification. Combined, reduced funding and increased student population have 

overstretched diminishing resources, whereby the 'semi-autonomous status of the university is 

collapsing as the institution increasingly mergers or competes with private capital for education 

and research funding' (Cooper 2002 quoted in Harman 2006: 156). 

Globalization 

Scott's (2000) findings are congruent with current literature, that is: globalization is more than 

just a higher form of internationalization, it is a 'much more turbulent phenomenon that not only 

transcends but ignores national boundaries...challenging the authority of the nation state' (Scott 
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2000: 3). He provides evidence that globalization might be the most fundamental challenge ever 

faced by universities, which will test the resilience of universities to 'survive in this brave new 

world of globalization and post modernity' (Scott 2000: 3). 

Ulrich (2004) explains that although universities have always been one of society 's most 

international institutions, the growing border-crossing activities between national universities is 

losing ground to globalization, as increasing border-crossing activities distort national 

boundaries. Even though universities have always claimed to be highly international in nature, 

with academics claiming to be true to their discipline-above all else-bragging of global 

infinites and international networks, the truth is: most money that supports universities comes 

from the state. As such, most universities are locked into national context falling under state 

jurisdiction (Scott 2000). Globalization is much more that internationalism. It is often associated 

with competition, market-steering, trans-national education, and with commercial knowledge

transfer. Fundamental to globalization is competition, mass production, mass consumerism and 

intensified collaboration (Scott 2000; Ulrich 2004). 

Globalization is growing precipitously, which has meant that government policies have not kept 

pace, despite considerable efforts. For instance, at one time international activities of universities 

were considered marginal and handled by international committees but now international matters 

are taken up in all arenas of decision-making and administration. The result is a wide array of 

management policies that have no consistent structure with respect to globalization (Kerr 1990; 

Ulrich 2004). 

As research also becomes useful to public and private sectors that are not commercially 

organised, there is the predicament as to who will pay and who will be compensated. This leads 

to a tendency for universities and governments to 'move part of knowledge transaction in higher 

education away from the arena of open academic knowledge transfer to a new arena where 

monetary rewards are customary for commercial knowledge transfer' (Ulrich 2004: 12). Trends 

towards increasing the proportion of commercial knowledge transfer are strongly influenced by 

policies. As such, 'governments of major "knowledge exporting" countries are enormously active 

in shaping the rules of border-crossing knowledge transfer in order to maximize their national 
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gains (Ulrich 2004: 13). Ulrich (2004) predicts that academically-based knowledge will expand 

substantially as researchers 'who transfer their academic knowledge to others do not lose that 

knowledge, they only lose the exclusiveness of knowledge. Therefore as a rule, they are 

compensated for this loss of exclusiveness by reference to the origin of the knowledge... through 

citation and by gain of reputation based on the creation of new knowledge' (Ulrich 2004: 12). 

Three globalization dilemmas face universities : first, universities teach national culture; second, 

universities have traditional of standards of teaching; and third, universities need governments for 

the bulk of their finances-all three dilemmas are undermined by the very nature of globalization 

(Scott 2000). 

Massification: Loss of Place in Society 

Internationally, rapidly increasing enrolments in universities have been hailed as one of the 

greatest changes in universities in recent times. The shift from educating the elite to educating the 

masses has been growing. Students are no longer from privileged society, nor are they after elite 

positions in society (Harman 2006; Kennedy 2002; Kerr 2001; Scott 1995; Scott 2000). 

During the first half of the twentieth century, the expectations were that universities would add 

primarily to the social and cultural aspects of society, with little emphasis on the economy. Then 

universities were tasked with increasing access to higher education. Initially, that included 

bringing in the returning military, then the baby boom generation, followed by minority students 

and women (Bok 1992). Worldwide, massification means that a more general modem education 

is needed. This is partially because the diverse intake of students come with very mixed abilities 

and aspirations; partly because of the changing roles of professional and occupational 

frameworks produced by a post-industrial job market; and partly because of a new revelation that 

the masses are more capable of grasping what was once understood to be only attainable by the 

elite (Scott 1995; Scott 2000). Since the 1960s, universities have been expected not only to 

satisfy social and cultural demands, but to also focus on the economic needs of society 

(Gornitzka & Maassen 2000; Poole 2004). The number of university graduates has been 

increasing, as has the expectation of economic gain-to such an extent that economic gain 

usually dominates government policies relating to universities. Universities were expected to 
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build the greatest research establishments in the world, bolster defences, combat disease and help
 

build prosperity and progress. Within twenty years these great accomplishments were taken for
 

granted, and expectations increased as socio-economic development of societies become more
 

dependent on the way knowledge is created and disseminated (Gornitzka & Maassen 2000;
 

Kennedy 2002).
 

Poole (2004) observes that 'policy-makers and stakeholders have lost sight of a core business of a
 

university. It is teaching, learning, research, community service, and engagement' (1). Instead,
 

some act like income generation and commercialism is the primary function of the university
 

(Poole 2004; Scott 2000). Globally, the increasing market competition within university systems
 

marks the most significant changes in government policies (Dill 2001: 22). Combined, the
 

changes in university and university management have translated into big changes for
 

universities-so much so that Readings (1996) writes 'it is no longer clear what the place of the
 

University is within society nor what the exact nature of that society is ' (Readings 1996: 2) . He
 

further avers that the university 'is becoming a transnational bureaucratic corporation, either tied
 

to transnational instance of government ... or functioning independently, by analogy with a
 

transnational corporation,' (Readings 1996: 3) with more interest in profit margins than in
 

thought. Readings (1996) cautions that all these changes may be the hallmark of the demise of
 

universities as they were once understood. The axiom that universities should form character has
 

been transformed into a demand that university education should enable all students to realize
 

their potential, with an emphasis on professions and ability to earn income. Moreover, the recent
 

evolution of expectations implies that university education should be relevant, solve society 's
 

problems, be subject to public scrutiny and should consequently be subservient to external
 

influences (Shils 1975).
 

Readings (1996) argues that the crisis in universities involves the linkages between globalization,
 

corporatism and culture, whereas historically the integrity of the modem University was linked to
 

the nation-state, which it served by promoting and protecting the idea of a national culture.
 

Similarly, Scott (2000) demonstrates that universities may have to redefine themselves as
 

partners in knowledge creation and dissemination, but they must first develop new capacities.
 

This is not out-of-line with what is happening in other sectors-Scott (2000) argues that all levels
 

73 



CHAPTER 2 

of society are being re-engineered, including the university. Despite all this upheaval, universities 

have an advantage because they have a strong sense of time and place, where 'its physical 

presence, whether spread around a city, or on an out-of-town campus, is still very powerful' 

(Scott 2000: 7). Kerr et al (1994) explain that heritage is a great insulator against change, 

particularly for older established universities. Notwithstanding this insulation, adapting to change 

is not new to universities: throughout history universities have always needed to respond to the 

changing context of external society, whereby 'much of the history of higher education is written 

by the confrontations of internal logical versus external pressures ' (Kerr et al 1994 : xvi). 

Likewise, although the implications of the transformations of universities to the new 

globalization paradigm are enormous, Scott (2000) dispels the idea that universities may become 

an anachronism as a knowledge-based society that may no longer depend on universities. 

However, there remains a palpable level of tension between globalization and all its entourage 

and that of the university in it historical context (Scott 2000; Harman & Stone 2006). The 

remainder of this chapter explores some key concepts used to frame the approach taken in this 

thesis to investigating university perspectives of how government policies impact them. 

GOVERNMENT POLICY-MAKING: DOING IT THE RIGHT WAY? 

As a background for understanding government policies, the literature provides information on 

how first-rate government policies are made. Public policy is a course of action or inaction 

chosen by public authorities to address a given problem or interrelated sets of problems (Brooks 

1993; Pal 1997). It has been defined as whatever governments choose to do or not to do (Dye in 

Brooks 1993). Policy invokes a conscious choice that leads to a deliberate action, or inaction, 

such as passing a law, spending public money, or overtly ignoring an issue once the issue has 

become part of the public domain. Vagueness, ambiguity, and inactivity are often deliberate to 

ensure a politician's longevity in face of complex and controversial social issues (Brooks 1993). 

Mintzberg (1987) describes policymaking as an expressly intended plan to influence future 

decisions and actions in a logical, rational manner. 

According to Pal (1997) the public has a right to expect intelligent decision-making from their 

governments. Intelligent decision-making comes from operating within a consistent framework in 

the form of public policy. However the concept is not always clear, and unfortunately not always 
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apparent in decisions that impact large numbers of people. Pal (1995) argues that academics and 

practitioners present numerous, sometimes opposing, frameworks detailing how to make good 

public policies. Underlying all frameworks presented by chief pundits of public policy are four 

concepts that make up the policy cycle: problem awareness, trade-offs, implementation, and 

lessons learned (Brooks 1993; Bardoch; 2000 Lindblom 1993; Anderson 1979). These four key 

concepts of policy frameworks are examined here under four subheadings. In addition, for 

clarity's sake, they are illustrated in Figure 2-1. A final subheading, General Observations, 

examines how, in some instances, no matter how brilliantly designed, some policies are doomed 

to failure while others flourish . 

Awareness of Problem 
Before a problem can be tackled , policymakers must be aware that a problem exists and 

understand the nature of the problem. Good policy starts with a clear awareness and an 

understanding of the problem; however, problem definition is often the most difficult task in 

policy analysis. This is because social problems are frequently complex and comprised of other 

problems interconnected with sets of obstacles whose boundaries are difficult to define. Clear 

definitions provide the rationale for undertaking a policy and give direction for gathering 

evidence (Bardoch 2000). Central to policymaking is discerning, shaping, and articulating the 

issues that cause the problem. 

Pal (1997) explains that before a problem reaches the definition point it must be recognised that 

something is wrong; then, details of the problem's features and causal patterns can be analysed. 

Policy goals are inextricably bound to problem definition. Once a problem is recognised, a clear 

definition is articulated prior to policy solutions and criteria being developed. Then a variety of 

potential solutions are weighed in terms of their opportunity costs-useful decisions flow from a 

comprehensive understanding of the trade-offs. Critical to problem solving is deciding if the 

problem can be solved with the resources at hand (Brooks 1993). To understand a problem, 

phenomena relating to and including the problem are framed . Framing a problem draws on a 

variety of components from scientific expertise to conventional wisdom and rhetoric. It involves 

shaping arguments to capture the value of society by outlining the disparities between the way 

things are and the way they ought to be. The way in which a problem is perceived underscores 
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the manner in which solutions are provided. Once clearly articulated, solutions can be sought, 

then elucidated (Pal 1997). 

Scholars such as Pal (1997) , Brooks (1993), Anderson (1979), Wildavsky (1979), and Bardoch 

(2000) differ as to the exact method by which a problem should be defined, but agree that the 

problem must be clear before solutions can be effectively produced. The best solutions depend on 

consensus of the problem definition as a starting point. Lack of information is sometimes the root 

of missed consensus. Anderson (1979) writes that to make a policy decision, it is desirable to 

have criteria from which to base consensus. Without a clearly articulated problem definition and 

agreement by consensus, the best policy solution is unlikely to be achieved. Although reaching 

consensus on the problem definition is preferred, Fisher (1998) points out that when there is a 

conflict, a choice must be made in the particular circumstance and context. The question of who 

makes this choice, and where the choice is made, is critical. Adequate information about the 

issues forms the basis for effective policies. Identifying the stakeholders and weighing the 

options are possible only with a clear picture of the problems and policy options. The likelihood 

of success will increase with clearly defined implementation strategies. Underlying all these 

strategies is the need to have policymakers who, armed with adequate information, are prepared 

to make decisi ve decisions. 

According to Pal (1997), so many elements can go into a problem definition that people see the 

same situation quite differently; subsequently, even with consensus on the problem definition, 

solutions can vary. For this reason, it is wise for policymakers to know the will and needs of the 

people, and the restraints on their own capabilities to make the best decisions possible. Problems 

must be deemed both solvable and worth solving, given the available resources. Of course, 

policies must be made within the legal limitations of the government, and must be fair and in the 

public interest. To govern effectively, every government must choose between alternative 

definitions and solutions (Anderson 1979; Wildavsky 1979). 

Trade-offs 
Once potential solutions are identified, the opportunity costs of each solution must be carefully 

weighed. All solutions to complex and multifaceted problems are likewise complex and 

multifaceted, and can lead to unintended consequences. Key to good policy decisions is choosing 
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the option that will do the least harm, and hopefully will provide a solution to the identified 

problem (Bardoch 2000). Financial considerations are almost always part of the trade-off pro cess. 

Economists teach the concept of trade-offs: where an extra dollar spent on one service means that 

same dollar will not be available for an alternative service. Policymakers should acquaint 

themselves with the options, before making informed decisions as to which option is preferable. 

Providing additional services, say, for instance, free dental care to children of working poor 

families, may be considered a noble undertaking to some; however, the costs of increased taxes 

may be considered less than noble to others, such as taxpayers. In this instance, the cost of dental 

health must be weighed against the desire of the taxpayer to be free from excessive tax burdens. 

Quality decisions will only flow from a comprehensive understanding of the trade-offs (Bardoch 

2000). 

Even in cases where there is clear articulation of the problem, Bardoch (2000) warns, it is 

necessary to consider whether the unintended consequences of the possible solution will address 

the problem. He proposes that stakeholders be identified and impacts considered to ensure that 

the trade-offs are balanced. 

Critical to problem solving is deciding if the problem is worth solving from a social perspective 

and if it can be solved with the resources at hand. Effective analysis compares alternative 

programs, objectives and resources, while focusing on outcomes and inputs (Wildavsky 1979) . 

When weighing the options, Anderson (1997) points out that decision-makers should maximise 

goal achievement given the situation of their society. Decisions should balance desirable against 

undesirable public issues. Without a clear understanding of the trade-offs, an effective policy is 

improbable. 

Implementation 
Once a decision for a policy action is made, then an effective implementation process is vital to 

achieving the desired outcome (Pal 1997 ; Brooks 1993). Successful policies stipulate the 

structure of implementation (Sabatier & Maxman 1995). Policy implementation is the process of 

transforming policy goals into results. Transforming policies into action is not as automatic as it 

seems. The wording of policies is often general and ambiguous, leaving the implementation 

process open for interpretation. Consequently, implementation may fall outside the parameters of 
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the problem's remedies (Brooks 1993). As Brooks (1993) explains there are no guarantees that 

implementation will be done in an efficient and effective manner. He identifies five factors that 

impact implementation: unclear goals; lack of co-ordination; underlying organisational culture; 

non-measurable outputs; and too much authority in the wrong places. Confusion over desired 

goals, coupled with the values and beliefs of the bureaucrats responsible for implementation may 

sabotage the purpose of the policy. Discretionary power of bureaucrats to influence policy during 

the implementation process can contribute to the failure of policies to achieve intended goals. 

Even where problems are clearly identified and solutions carefully scrutinised, unless the 

implementation process is efficiently carried out, the problem might not be addressed. 

Fundamental to good policymaking is having leaders who are well-informed and visionary, and 

who are able to impact the flow of events through clear decisions that are followed through and 

acted upon (Stone 1995). 

Lessons Learned 
Policymaking is an iterative process (Brooks 1993; Lindblom 1993). Based on the belief that 

fallible policies are made by fallible groups and individuals, Lindblom (1993) explains the 

benefits oftrial and error in public policies, especially in light ofthe complex and compounded 

dilemmas presented by all social issues. Instead of an once-in-a-lifetime endeavour, 

policymaking is a never-ending process. Issues raised by policies are considered, evaluated and 

reconsidered. New policies result in changes ranging from minor fine-tuning of initial policies, to 

incremental changes made over time, to major fundamental changes. Monitoring the results of 

each new policy is beneficial to the inherent iterative process of good policymaking. Analysis and 

consultation are vital to understanding the impact of a policy (Lindblom 1993; Curtain 2000). 

Curtain (2000) teaches that 'policymaking needs to be a continuous, learning process, not a series 

of one-off, isolated initiatives' (Curtain 2000: 36). 

Wildavsky (1979) explains that good policy analysis promotes learning by making errors easier 

to identify, and by structuring incentives for their correction. External analysis is very effective 

because the analyst is disengaged from personal involvement. This being the case, it will often be 

easier for observers to critique and provide lessons learned from past policies. Once there is 
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awareness of new problems, a clear problem definition must follow, which in turn starts the 

policy cycle anew. 

To illustrate the policymaking process, a theoretical framework for policy identification is 

presented in Figure 2-1 as a Conceptual Framework for The Policy Cycle. As depicted, good 

policy decisions start with the awareness that there is a problem, followed by a clear 

understanding and consensus of the definition of the problem. Information, experience, and an 

understanding of the values, paradigms and issues surrounding the problem should be clearly 

articulated. Once policy options are identified, they need to be weighed and balanced against 

their trade-offs. Included in the balance are projections of probable unintended consequences, 

financial costs, resources available, impacts on stakeholders, the benefits to society, and the 

likelihood of problem resolution. When a policy decision is reached, it must be implemented in a 

timely, efficient manner. Policies should include comprehensible directives, articulated goals, and 

a specific implementation structure to ensure the best possible implementation and subsequent 

remedy. Policymaking is an iterative process, so lessons learned from the policy process may 

give rise to awareness of a new problem, which is the start of a new policy cycle that uses and 

incorporates lessons learned into current and future policies. 

General Observations 
Unfortunately, not all policies are based on the four key concepts : awareness of problem, trade-

offs , implementation and lessons learned . Nor do policymakers always improve their skills by 

coupling teachings from the literature with critical analysis of past policy experiences and 

applying the lessons learned to their policy strategies. Rather, too often, policies are politically 

based, knee-jerk reactions, which present simplistic solutions to complex problems (Bardoch 

2000; Brooks 1993; Lindale 1993). Others, although well thought out , may miss one or more 

elements. For instance, according to Curtain (2000), compared with other countries, Australian 

policymakers lack ways to identify trade-offs because they do not have adequate infrastructures 

for analysing the impacts of their policies and their citizens ' needs. 

Sometimes when everything is done right, policies still do not produce the desired results even, 

after a number of iterations. Likewise, poorly constructed policies occasionally succeed. 

Wildavsky (1979) explains that some policies are doomed to failure from the onset because of 
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external factors that may be beyond the understanding of policymakers. This is because 

government policies, laws , and programs rarely solve the intended problem unless the conditions 

causing the problem change (Pal 1997). And , sometimes, intentions backfire. When this happens, 

the results of policies, laws and programs are sometimes worse than the original problem. 

Poli cies are extremely complex, so there is rarely a policy that does not result in unintended 

consequences. Consequently, attention to feedback is critical in a policy cycle that begins with 

awareness of the problem and is reignited by the awareness of a new problem. The next heading, 

entitled International Context ofHow Government Policies Affect Universities, looks at the 

impact policies have on universities and cites instances where such policies have given rise to 

unintended consequences in universities. 
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FIGURE 2-1 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR THE POLICY CYCLE 

(Adapted from Pal 1997; Wilavsky 1979) 
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INTERNATIONAL CONTEXT OF How GOVERNMENT POLICIES AFFECT 

UNIVERSITIES 

It is common for governments to fund universities; in fact , in recent years most governments in 

GECD countries have become the major funders of their universities (Marginson 2002). Equally 

common are government inclinations to create policies for the universities they fund. It is 

therefore also expected that the Commonwealth wants to ensure that actions of publicly financed 

universities are consistent with social values, laws and morals, and reflect the principles of 

efficiency and equity. Designing public policies that effectively balance the needs of the 

university with the public interest is a complex issue (Dill 200 I). 

The way in which government policies affect their universities is often related to the traditions of 

the university. Although government policies can be direct, clear and prescriptive, university 

norms and traditions are often more powerful, so that even seemingly clear policies will be 

confounded, either intentionally or otherwise (Seabury 1975). Eckel (2001) demonstrates that 

university transformation is context-dependent, meaning that the effect of government policies 

depends on the local context of the university as well as the national, political , and social 

environment. Transformation requires a shift in the institution 's culture-the common set of 

beliefs and values that create a shared interpretation and understanding of events and actions 

(Eckel 2001). Change happens over time, and' speed is not equated with 

transformation ... transformation most likely will occur through evolutionary, not revolutionary, 

steps' (Eckel 2001: 104). Policies are not enough to effect real change: change, according to Eckel 

(2001) requires a shift in universities' culture and understanding of events and actions. In the end, 

national circumstance and traditions play critical roles in shaping government policies relating to 

universities (Gornitzka & Maassen 2000). 

Many policies are aimed at universities to produce desired results, often related to social, cultural , 

and economic needs of society (DEST 2002c; DEST 2002i: de la Fuente 2002 ; Nelson 2005e; 

Neave 2002). But, as described under the last heading, policymaking is very complex and 

unintended consequences abound. This heading provides an international context of how policies 

in various countries affect their respective universities. It looks at various experiences universities 
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have had with government policies and the results that followed. Experiences range from 

instances where government intentions came to fruition, were confounded, or backfired, had no 

apparent effect, and where government policies were at odds with universities' missions. Figure 

2-11 is an illustration of government experiences with policies relating to universities. 

FIGURE 2-11 IMPACT OF GOVERNMENT POLICIES ON UNIVERSITIES: A FRAMEWORK 

" 
RESULTS OF GOVERNMENT 

POLICIES ON UNIVERSITIES 

-, ./ 

I 
• • 

Government Intentions Government Intentions are 
come to Fruition Confounded or Backfire 

""Go ernment Intentions Government Policies are at 
have no Apparent Effect odds with Universities' 

Missions 

Government Intentions Come to Fruition 
Government policies apparently led to the desired results in a case discussed by Eckel (2001) 

during a recent period when South Africa underwent profound and rapid social and political 

transformation immediately after moving from repressive apartheid to democracy. The new 

government's challenge was to address past inequities, transform the university system to serve 

the new social order, meet pressing national needs, and respond to new realities and 

opportunities. The government-coordinated vision developed through the White Paper was 

designed to: 

• promote equity of access and fair chances of success to all who are seeking to realize their potential through higher 
education, while eradicating all forms of unfair discrimination and advancing redress for past inequalities; 
• meet, through well-planned and coordinated teaching, learning and research programs, national development needs, 
including the high-skilled employment needs presented by a growing economy operating in a global environment; 
• support a democratic ethos and a culture of human rights with educational programs and practices conducive to critical 
discourse and creative thinking, cultural tolerance, and a common commitment to a humane, non-racist and non-sexist 
social order; 
• contribute to the advancement of all forms of knowledge and scholarship, and in particular, address the diverse 
problems and demands of the local, national, southern African and African contexts and uphold rigorous standards of 
academic quality (South Africa 's White Paper quoted in Eckel 200 I : 105) . 
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Subsequently, within a few years, the compositions of the student body in some universities 

changed from less than ten percent black students, to over sixty percent. This increased 

percentage of black students was more representative of the general population. The apparent 

success of the policy to ' eradicate unfair discrimination' was explicitly linked to the 

transformation found within the society as a whole. Both changes and willingness to change from 

inside and outside the university were the primary factors contributing to the dramatic shift in the 

racial composition of the student body, particularly in certain universities (Eckel 200 I: 105) . 

Recent government policies in South Africa brought about many changes chiefly because they 

had a clear public mandate to change, unlike their university counterparts in, for example, 

Canada, the USA, and Australia. Another reason why South African leaders were able to bring 

about sweeping changes in universities was due to a clear sense of urgency (Eckel 2001). 

Universities were under pressure 'to make significant changes in a desperately short time period.' 

(Eckel 2001: I09). Although the South African situation may not be comparable to that of 

Australia, the illustration is used to show how, under certain circumstances, government policies 

can bring about rapid, sweeping changes. 

It would be expected that a policy aimed at 'eradicating all forms of unfair discrimination and 

advancing redress for past inequalities' (Eckel 2001: 105), would give rise to other, unintended 

results. Without detracting from the overall success of the policy, Eckel (2001) reports that 

during the period that the black student ratio was increasing in universities, there was an overall 

decrease in the total student enrolment in all African universities. Those most impacted by the 

reduction were the historically black institutions-some lost half of their student population. This 

meant that another part of the same government policy that undertook to 'contribute to the 

advancement of all forms of knowledge and scholarship ' (Eckel 2001:105) failed in this respect. 

In fact, the opposite of'advancement' seemed to be the case. Eckel (2001) does not suggest 

probable reasons for this policy failure or why in this case government policies set out to do one 

thing and yet the opposite occurred. This literature was presented to demonstrate the unintended 

consequences of a policy that appeared to have all the right ingredients to ensure success. 

Other instances where government intentions seem to backfire relate to government policies that 

aim to increase diversity in universities through competition with market-like policies. When 

84 



CHAPTER 2 

such policies were introduced in Australia (Meek & Wood 1997; Meek & Wood 1998) and in the 

UK (Shattock 1999), there is evidence that government policies led to poorer universities 

emulating their richer counterparts, decreasing rather than increasing diversity. Australia's higher 

education reform in 1987 (Dawkins 1988) developed a competitive, marketplace setting that was 

expected to improve universities' responsiveness, flexibility and ability to innovate, and result in 

more efficiency and increased diversity. The policy intention was that 'competition would 

encourage institutions to find their own particular "market niche." However, it seems that 

institutions have been more prone to copy each others' teaching and research profiles than to self

consciously diversify' (Meek & Wood 1997: chapter 3: 5). Apparently, universities in 

competition with one other tend to emulate each other in teaching and research, rather than to 

diversify. 

Government Intentions Have No Effect 
Anderson and Johnson (1998) argue that although goverrunents have occasionally used their
 

financial influence to introduce or reduce some broad fields of study, such influence 'has been at
 

the macro level and there are very few, if any examples, in Anglo-American and European
 

systems at least , of government attempting to influence the content of curriculum' (Anderson &
 

Johnson 1998: 9). Their position is that 'goverrunents influence broad priorities-with carrots
 

rather than sticks-but not the priorities of an institution, let alone an individual academic's
 

research topics ' (Anderson & Johnson 1998: 9).
 

Similarly, Dearlove (1998a: 119) writes that 'the ability of academics to resist managerial
 

control, and the capacity of departments to block changes that challenge their fiefdoms, mean that
 

universities tend to be deeply conservative when it comes to organisational change.'
 

Consequently, universities function according to their traditions and will rarely be moved, despite
 

clear government policies to do otherwise. This suggests that, despite government efforts,
 

universities have control over the type and level of change within their university. Interestingly,
 

while studying the impact of government policy on universities, Huisman and Morphew (1998)
 

observe that it is neither fully understood, nor estimated how and to what degree government
 

policies impact universities. They found no conclusive research to indicate the most effective
 

policy approaches government can use to produce desired results from universities. Conversely,
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Considine (2001) found the 'only way to change culture in the university is to link budget in with 

it. .. .then you get a reaction the first year it's introduced' (2001 :152). 

Government Intentions at Odds with University Missions 
There are some instances where the intentions or outcomes of government policies, appear to be 

in opposition to university missions. This is the case in Australia where, according to Marginson 

(2002), Australian universities are in serious trouble because government policies force them into 

business activities based on solvency that use resources on activities other than teaching and 

research: 

Th e creation of the competitive market in higher educat ion, whereby univ ersities are battling each other for 
both public and private funding-a competit ion that was delib erately fostered by nat ional policy in the late 
1980s, and exacerbated by funding cut-backs in the se cond hal f of the I990s- has led to a sys tem divided 
betw een " winners" and " losers", stronger and weaker universities, in place of the old polic y that high qual ity 
university educat ion of equivalent standard should be the norm in every institution (Marginson 2002:88 3) . 

Although university performance has increased, the increase reflects growing commercial 

income, marketing budgets, and more short courses at the expense of the faculty-student ratio, 

quality, decreased library resources, and basic research. According to Marginson (2002) 'short

term commercial activities of the universities are eating into the long-term academic capacity of 

the nation. This is not because universities do not know what their core business ought to be. It is 

because our policies on universities and university funding are getting it badly wrong' (BB3). 

Likewise, Hirsh (2001) points out that some universities own a number of businesses such as real 

estate, hotels, and insurance companies, so that business operations and their budgets often 

exceed university-type activities like teaching and research. As noted in Chapter 1, in recent 

times, all universities in GECD countries are required to undergo greater public scrutiny with 

greater expectations related to economic gain (Kennedy 2002). The domination of the economic 

demands in government policies means that other vital university roles are neglected (Gomitzka 

& Maassen 2000; Dearlove 1998b). While the impacts of government policies on universities are 

unclear, it is clear that policies can and do impact universities ' ability to function properly. 

Details of what universities need from government policies are explained under the next heading. 
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WHAT UNIVERSITIES NEED FROM THEIR GOVERNMENTS 

The third area considered in this literature review is what universities need from their 

govenunents, and ways in which govenunents can help or hinder their universities. To be 

effective, universities need clear govenunent policies in two areas: legal framework to operate as 

independent entities and appropriate sources of income as illustrated in Figure 2-111. 

FIGURE 2-III UNIVERSITIES ' NEEDS 

UNIVERSITIES NEED CLEAR GOVERNMENT
 
POLICIES
 

I 

I I 

LEGAL FRAMEWORK TO OPERATE ApPROPRIATE SOURCES OF INCOME 

Legal Framework 
As institutions, universities are usually either enshrined by constitutions or established by the 

public through parliament within a legal framework, but otherwise independent of the current 

government. Therefore, legally, universities determine their missions, values, and goals, and 

control who they admit as students, which staff they appoint, student evaluations, research 

activities, social and community decorum, fund raising, tuition, and other fees, and the ability to 

decide how to use their resources (AVCC 2003a; Meek & Wood 1998). In reality, however, this 

is not always the case. 

The legal frameworks governing universities include those established by acts , those enshrined in 

constitutions and those surviving without the benefit of formal legal statutes. Examples of each 

are discussed. Canadian universities, for instance, are established under provincial legislation, 

and subject to provincial laws (Canadian Govenunent 2004). Likewise, Australian universities 

are established by acts of parliament at the state or territorial level (DEST 2002c). Similarly, in 

most OECD countries including Norway, the Netherlands, Denmark and Austria, national acts set 

out the relat ionship between universities and government and a common framework for the 

organisation and government of universities (de Boer et al 1998; Dimmen 1998). Meek and 

Wood (1998) point out that in cases where universities are constituted by acts, there are often 

provisions for ministerial approvals and directions in the same acts . Consequently, these 
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universities are directly dependent on the sitting government for their autonomy. Even where 

there are no provisions for ministerial approvals and directions, acts can be amended and 

repealed, which means that university autonomy established by acts is always under the control 

of the existing government (Meek & Wood 1998). 

Conversely, in California, university autonomy is protected through the California State 

Constitution of 1879 . Article IX, Section 9 declares that the university is a public trust that should 

be 'entirely independent of all political or sectarian influence, and kept free therefrom in the 

appointment of the regents' and in the administration of its affairs ' (Quoted in Trow 1998: 203). 

Because they are constitutionally enshrined, Californian universities are less likely to be 

manipulated by the state government. A further defence against government manipulation is 

assured in the way regents are appointed. When a position for a regent becomes available, the 

government in power appoints or reinstates a regent for a period of twelve years. This means that 

regents will serve beyond the term of the state governor who appoints them. Although they can 

be reappointed, regents cannot be dismissed, except for criminal activities. This provides an 

assurance that regents are and will remain independent (Trow 1998). The California Constitution 

grants regents 'full powers of organization and governance, ' which provides the university with a 

shelter from 'shifting political winds' (University of California 2006). 

Verbitskaya (2002) describes a very different situation in Russia where the relationship between 

the university and government policies is 'very uncertain and often ambiguous . .. often 

inconsistent and vague ' (342). No legal regulation exists with respect to the relationship in the 

matter of state, society, science, and education. Under the Law of Education, Russian universities 

enjoy a high degree of autonomy; however, the lack of a clearly defined legal framework poses a 

number of difficulties. Despite these difficulties, there are some positive aspects to the situation 

in that Russian universities are seen as islands of stability in an otherwise chaotic post-communist 

society. By default, universities need to promote the development of society and state, as well as 

provide education and research (Verbitskaya 2002). According to Verbitskaya (2002) Russian 

universities are not exposed to political, religious, or ideological affiliation. The Russian situation 

5 The University of California is governed by the regents, a twenty-six-member board , established under the California 
State Constitution. 
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is presented here to illustrate the limitations of university autonomy without the necessary 

financing. 

Although goverrunents sometimes indirectly place pressures on universities within their legal 

framework, there are situations where goverrunents overtly intervene in university affairs. For 

instance, during the 1920s, Italian university staff were required to take an oath of loyalty to the 

fascist regime. Subsequently, universities' objectives were compromised and distinguished 

scholars had to go into exile (Shils 1975). Even though it is not new for goverrunents to make 

great demands on universities while publicly scrutinising activities, the most effective framework 

for universities must be based on universities being independent of government interference 

(AVCC 2003a). In situations where universities are established through legislation, Seabury 

(1975) advises that vice chancellors, presidents, and academics should be diligent in ensuring that 

their universities never become subjected to political interference and that their autonomy and 

academic freedom should never be taken for granted. Further, because of the possibility of 

change and erosion of the enjoyed status, it is important to know and understand the traditions 

and history of these freedoms, as traditions can arguably, be more powerful in ensuring university 

autonomy and academic freedom than goverrunent acts (Meek & Wood 1998; Seabury 1975). 

The value of university autonomy is being recognised in Nordic countries, which are establishing 

systems to strengthen university autonomy. Recently, universities such as those in Finland have 

been granted higher autonomy, and there are plans to further increase university autonomy in a 

shift away from goverrunent to university control (Schmidt 2004). 

FINANCING 
Universities need sufficient financial backing to function well: there are no well-rounded, 

excellent universities in the world that are impoverished (Bessant 2002; University of Hong 

Kong 2003). Consequently, they have always needed patrons such as the church, aristocrats, 

merchants, or philanthropists. In return, however, universities have owed allegiance to their 

patrons who expect suitable doctrine and political policies (Anderson & Johnson 1998). Over the 

last hundred years or so, and particularly since World War II, goverrunents have become the chief 

patrons of universities (Anderson & Johnson 1998). This stands to reason, because, according to 

Marginson (In Meek & Wood 1998), the main contributions of universities takes the form of 
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public good, which benefits the whole of society more than that of any individual or group of 

individuals. Although there are some private benefits, most benefits flow to the nation as a 

whole; therefore, it follows that the government ought to foot the bill for the public good . 

Universities need more than erratic funding from their governments; they also need the assurance 

through legislation guaranteeing they have enough money to function properly and that the 

money is not contingent upon the political inklings of the current government. One example of 

government financial assurances is the Californian State Constitution 1879 that enshrines the 

state's contribution to support its universities in the form of block grants. This is beneficial for 

universities in two ways: first , it ensures regular support and second, it reduces the ability of 

politicians to directly influence the affairs of the university through budgets. The Californian 

Government provides money for each university as a whole, so it cannot micromanage financial 

allocation within the university itself. This means that despite government efforts to influence 

universities, it is ultimately the university that decides what activities it pursues and how its 

money is spent (Bessant 2002; Trow 1998). 

The Californian system is very different than that found in Australia. Like most universities in 

OECD countries, Australia does not benefit from having funding enshrined by a government 

constitution. Rather, funding is often based on annual government budgets and is subject to the 

priorities of the ruling government (Meek & Wood 1998) . 

Universities welcome generous benefactors, although in many instances the price of this support 

has been greater external influence on the internal affairs of universities. Like their predecessors, 

governments often expect universities to be useful instruments for the advancement of national 

purposes (Anderson & Johnson 1998). It is not unusual for governments to use financing as a tool 

to get universities to produce what they want. Autonomy is inevitably circumscribed where there 

is dependence on government funding. Governments are not unique in wanting to place 

contingencies on their funding. Corporations, benefactors, in fact almost all financiers have, on 

occasion, made demands. Consequently, over-reliance on a single or a few sponsors can be too 

restrictive, so there is a need to diversify financial sources (Anderson & John son 1998; 

Marginson 1997b). Complete reliance on public financing, according to van Ginkel (2002), is a 
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severe handicap that needs to be balanced with full control of finances under the discretion of the 

university. 

Conditions attached to funding regularly restrict or limit autonomy. For instance, governments 

frequently prescribe the type and number of students, the range of courses, the broad fields of 

study, the fees that can be charged and so forth (Marginson 1997b; Marginson 2002; Meek & 

Wood 1997). In Australia, as elsewhere, the principle of university autonomy rests on the manner 

in which university funds are made available (Meek & Wood 1998). The quest for research funds 

causes researchers to redirect their focuses so that they mesh with the missions of research 

councils (Shattock 1999). Financial persuasions tend to influence the priorities of universities so 

that many academics find that their initiatives are limited to those that are financially beneficial to 

their university (Bessant 2002). Bessant (2002) notes that universities are much more likely to 

receive research grants if their research is linked to the government's current list of national 

priorities or to the latest wishes of the minister and/or the news media. 

Defenders of the Anglo-American concept of the university place a high value on institutional 

autonomy, holding that universities should be largely self-managing and should have the right to 

make all key decisions affecting the nature of their research, irrespective of funding sources. This 

is to protect the mission and proper functioning of the university and guarantee academic 

freedom, facilitate internal democracy, and ensure flexibility, responsiveness, and efficiency. Van 

Ginkel (2002) explains that independence and university autonomy ensures that universities and 

their researchers continually adapt to changing needs, societal demands, and advances in 

scientific knowledge-creation. Control by all others-government, church or benefactors

should be minimised (Blakeman & Boston 2000). Control may be direct or indirect, as discussed 

above, where benefactors 'may exert influence not because of any legal authority, but simply 

because it provides most of the income and can threaten to withhold funding unless its conditions 

are met' (Anderson & Johnson 1998: 8). 

Within universities, the chain of real authority passes not through academic activity, but through 

resource management, where, in some instances, resource managers have set out to weaken the 

role of staff in university governance through the management and distribution of resources. 

Without independent resource management, no university can be cutting edge (Marginson 2002). 
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In Australia, for instance, 'funding, specific policies and the oft-used "bully-pulpit" are the more 

favoured' (Kennedy 2002: I0) . Karmel (1998) writes that as a result, the principal threat to 

university autonomy is the manner in which funding is made available. 

Conversely, in Russia (Verbitskaya 2002), universities are at liberty to make all decisions 

concerning their affairs because there are no stipulations for resource allocation on specific 

outcomes. Neither is there sufficient funding to provide for the basic needs of the universities. 

Elsewhere, universities choose to forgo funding in exchange for more autonomy. For instance, at 

least one university in Canada, has, on occasion, rejected government money because of the 

strings attached (Kringas 2005). 

Although universities need assurances of consistent and adequate funding that is not contingent 

on the whims of the benefactors, benefactors still want contingencies (Bessant 2002; Marginson 

2002; van Ginkel 2002). The need for autonomy is discussed in more detail under the next 

heading. 

WHY UNIVERSITY AUTONOMY IS CRITICAL 

To understand why university autonomy is critical, the topic is discussed under four headings. 

The first defines university autonomy, while the second places university autonomy in a 

historical and current context. The third discusses academic freedom and where it fits. Finally, 

the fourth considers the minimum requirements for university autonomy. 

Definition 
University autonomy is defined 'as the freedom of an institution to run its own affairs without 

direction or influence from any level of government' (Anderson & Jolmson 1998 : 8). Universities 

should be largely self-managing and have the right to make all key decisions affecting the nature 

of their research. Newman's position is that 'only universities themselves could judge and 

determine their activities since what had its end in itself, had its use in itself also' (Quoted in 

Marginson 1997b: 359). As such, 'any attempt to direct the universities from the outside, or to 

question or place limits on their scope, was antithetical ' (Kerr quoted in Marginson 1997b: 360). 

There is broad agreement that universities can best fulfil their role if they continue to enjoy 

substantial autonomy in decision making (Anderson & Johnson 1998; Cutt & Dobell 1992; Meek 
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& Wood 1997; Meek & Wood 1998; Salter 2002; Seabury 1975). Figure 2-IV provides the 

definition of principles of university autonomy established by The International Association of 

Universities (1998: 1). 

FIGURE 2-IV PRINCIPLES OF UNIVERSITY AUTONOMY 

THE INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITIES
 

TIlE PRINCIPLES OF UNIVERSITY AUTONOMY IS THE NECESSARY DEGREE OF
 

INDEPENDENCE FROM EXTERNAL INTERFERENCE TIIAT THE UNIVERSITY
 

REQUIRES IN RESPECT OF ITS INTERNAL ORGANISATION AND GOVERNANCE,
 

TIlE INTERNAL DISTRIBUTION OF FINANCIAL RE SOURCES AND THE
 

GENERATION OF INCOME FROM NON PUBLIC SOURCES, THE RECRUITMENT
 

OF ITS STAFF, THE SETTING OF THE CONDITIONS OF STUDY AND, FINALLY,
 

THE FREEDOM TO CONDUCT TEACIIING AND RESEARCH.
 

To protect the mission and proper functioning of universities, it is essential that universities have 

direct control, without government interference, over such matters as 

~ Selection and administration of students 
~ Selection and appointment of staff, and the conditions under which they remain in the 

university 
~ Determining course and curriculum content 
~ Setting standards for degrees 
~ Examining students 
~ Conferring degrees 
~ Selection of research topics 
~ Following truth in whatever manner it LEADS 
~ Allocating funds received as best suits the university 
~ Expressing their views 
~ Making decisions on the raising and allocation of resource and financial assets 

management (Anderson & Johnson 1998; Biggs & Davis 2002; Glion 2000; Karmel 
1998; Meek & Wood 1997 & 1998; Murray 1992 ; Neave 2002; Rhodes 2000). 

The International Association of Universities provided a different perspective on university 

autonomy when it: 

Underwrot e three indissoc iable prin ciples, namely: 
1. The right to pursue knowledge for its own sake and follow wherever the search for truth may lead . 
2. The tolerance of divergent opinion. 
3. The obligat ion as social institutions to promote the principles of freedom, ofjustice and of human dign ity and to 
develop mutu ally material and moral aid on an intemationallevel (Quoted in Jassbi 2002: 371). 
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Universities 'cherished their freedom and at times have actually challenged state power; for 

example, by providing haven to political refugees and even, in the Latin tradition, criminals ' 

(Anderson & Johnson 1998: 9). Similarly in a standoff between Mexican police and rioting 

teachers and their supporters in Oaxaca, police did not enter universities because, according to 

police orators, they respect university autonomy (CBC 2006). 

The core of the classical function of the university is the education of future scholars and 

scientists, which is contingent upon autonomy (Lowenthal 1975). Faculty self-rule is 

indispensable in the continuation of scholarship, for the selection of education, recognition, and 

appointment of future scholars, and the development of the methods for teaching and research. 

These minimum essentials are crucial for not only assuring the quality of teaching and research in 

the university, but also for the continuation of an open and dynamic society. Lowenthal (1975) 

provides a convincing argument that an open society depends on the assurances provided by the 

freedom of academics to develop their thoughts 'in a community of mutual criticism and 

common standards. Only universities based on "faculty self-rule" can preserve that ' (1975: 74). 

Historical and Current Context of University Autonomy 
Van Vught (In Craft 1993) examines the origins of medieval universities. Oxford and Cambridge 

Universities were completely free from external jurisdictions; they were independent, self 

governing, and able to co-opt new members and judge their own affairs. Conversely, at the same 

time the University of Paris was under the jurisdictions of the Church, where religious leaders 

external to the university exerted power. Due to external forces, 'the French medieval model may 

be considered to be the archetype of quality assessment in terms of [external demands for] 

accountability' (van Vught quoted in Craft 1993: 4) . The University of Paris was dubbed an 

ecclesiastical colony until finally, after years of struggling; the university finally won its 

autonomy in 1231. 

In recent times, as societies move towards mass higher education, with a greater diversity of 

students combined with a tightening of resources, there is a renewed need to balance university 

autonomy and public accountability. Ironically, as was the case in the French medieval model, 

external accreditation agencies are 'increasingly seen as a useful device to guarantee standards, to 

give a public account of this expensive education provision, and to enhance quality through the 
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interchange of ideas and practices' (Craft 1993: viii). In what appears to be a move away from 

autonomy, numerous agencies and networks have been established to provide an external view of 

public accountability. During the last twenty years or so, it has been: 

The extrinsic values of higher education which have driven many governments to policies of quality control. The 
increasing costs of higher education systems had to be legitimized by clearly definable societal benefits. And for this , 
mechanisms and procedures of quality assessment were necessary . As a result , new systems of quality assessment and 
quality control have been (or are being) developed in several countries. But while it may be clear that the extrinsic 
values of higher education are significant in stimulating these developments, it appears to be difficult to combine 
governmental goals with the views and characteristics of higher educat ion institutions themselves (Craft 1993:5). 

Coincidently, about one hundred years earlier, in the late nineteenth century, universities in the 

USA were under a great deal of pressure due to growing diversity and lack of centrally defined 

standards. The situation, according to van Vught (In Craft 1993), was so bad that universities 

were in chaos. However, in a short time, and without government intervention, universities 

addressed the issues and became leaders in world education. Left to their own devices, American 

universities were able to sort out their problems and create world-class universities (van Vught in 

Craft 1993). Internationally, universities 'have proved themselves to be adaptable while at the 

same time honouring their historic commitments to scholarship and teaching' (Sinaia 1992: 1). 

In recent times, many international governments act like it is necessary for them to set standards 

and systems of quality control for their universities (Craft 1993 :5). Increased diversity, 

massi fication of education and dependency on government for large amounts of money are some 

of the factors that have led governments to react by increasing scrutiny, setting standards and 

otherwise making universities subservient to exterior influences (Bargh 2000; Bessant 2002; 

International Association of Universities April 1998). 

Traditionally, Western European universities have been under state control and have enjoyed less 

autonomy than their counterparts in the UK, North America, and until recently, Australia 

(Anderson & Johnston 1998). The Western European tradition tends to acknowledge that 

government control is required to stimulate innovative behaviour and make universities more 

responsive to economic and social needs. Quality assessment is initiated by the central 

government or negotiated between government and universities. Governments and other 

stakeholders worldwide demand more from universities, and expect more transparency and 

accountability (Kennedy 2002). 
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Prior to WWI, the expectations were that universities would add primarily to the social and 

cultural aspects of society, with little emphasis on the economy. Now, the opposite is the case in 

most universities around the world. More and more pressures compel universities to be major 

contributors to national economies. Universities are also being forced into a type of free-market, 

commercial and corporate-style of management. In many countries universities are expected to 

have corporate governance, partnerships with industry, and commercial enterprises to the point 

where universities are often seen as tools for industry. Industrial control over parts of university 

research oftimes means that corporate sponsors retain the right to delete, delay and withhold 

publication of information and otherwise impede university autonomy (Tudiver 1999). Globally, 

'the most significant changes in government policy are those that have increased market 

competition within university systems' (DiU 2001 : 22). 

Beginning in the 1960s, universities have been expected not only to satisfy social and cultural 

demands, but to also focus on the economic needs of society (Gornitzka & Maassen 2000; Poole 

2004). Since then, the number of university graduates has been increasing, as has the expectation 

of economic gain-to such an extent that economic gain usually dominates government policies 

relating to universities. Currently all countries have economic demands on their list of 

expectations. Socio-economic development of societies is increasingly becoming more dependent 

on the way knowledge is created and disseminated (Gornitzka & Maassen 2000; Kennedy 2002). 

According to Gornitzka and Maassen (2000), the unconditional open-ended public funding once 

enjoyed by many universities no longer exists. Poole (2004) observes that 'policy-makers and 

stakeholders have lost sight of a core business of a university. It is teaching, learning, research, 

community service, and engagement' (2004: 1). Instead, some act like income generation and 

commercialism is the primary function of the university (Poole 2004). 

In most OECD countries, the older tradition that universities should form character has been 

transformed into a demand that university education should enable all students to realise their 

potential. Moreover, the recent evolution of expectations implies that university education should 

be relevant, solve society's problems, be subject to public scrutiny and should consequently be 

subservient to external influences (Shils 1975). A central question throughout history has been to 

what extent it is either desirable or possible to insulate any public institution from the influence 

of party politics (Trow 1998). In recent times, a new and growing sector, known as stakeholders, 
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are demanding more from universities. Kennedy (2002) argues that these increased demands put 

pressures directly on university autonomy. 

An important part of university autonomy is academic freedom, which has primarily been the 

right of the teacher to present views without interference or fear of persecution from either inside 

or outside the university. It involves the right of the scholar to research and publish results, 

opinions and criticism 'even of the state and even if the state is its sponsor' (Edgeroi 1975: 12). 

Its importance will be discussed separately under the next heading. 

Academic Freedom: Where Does it Fit? 
To begin, academic freedom will be defined, and then contextualised in an international setting. 

According to the International Association of Universities (1998) the principle of academic 

freedom can be defined as the freedom of the academic community to follow their academic 

activities within a framework determined by their community in respect to international standards 

and ethics, without outside influences. Academic freedom engages the obligations of each 

individual to excel, innovate and advance knowledge creation through research and dissemination 

of knowledge. There is an obligation to both transmit and advance knowledge. 

Academic freedom, according to de la Fuente (2002) implies an element of independence, 

coupled with great intellectual freedom irrespective of the financier where 'the principle "he who 

pays commands" does not apply ' (de la Fuente 2002: 338). Shils (1975) notes that freedom to 

pursue truth should be in accordance with the rules and traditions of the discipline, and ought to 

be judged by the discipline. It has been defined as the freedom for academics to follow their 

scholarly activities without external pressures but within a framework of ethical rules and 

international standards detennined by the community, or more succinctly, as the right to 'pursue 

Truth where so ever it shall lead ' (International Association of Universities quoted in Neave 

2002: 1). Academic freedom is described as a social duty for universities to fulfil their social 

responsibil ities. 

The quest for knowledge in all fields, and the ability to publish and teach the results of research, 

depends on the university milieu, which includes clear guidelines that encourage and defend open 

inquiry and discussion. Equally, students must be free to inquire, learn, and express their views as 

an essential part of their own educational process. The principle of academic freedom is intrinsic 
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to the very concept of a university and the defence of this principle is consequently the shared 

responsibility of all who are directly engaged in advancing the university purposes (University of 

Hong Kong 2003). The International Association of Universities (1998) states that academic 

freedom and university autonomy are not privileges, rather: they are the basic and inalienable 

conditions that enable universities to carry out their duties. 

Robbins (In Salter 2002; see also Considine 2001; Marginson 1997b) provides some insights into 

academic freedom whereby university autonomy is a necessary but not a sufficient condition for 

academic freedom, which is the right of academic staff to decide what to teach, to determine their 

own research questions and methods, and to publish the results of that research. Accordingly, 

'such freedom is a necessary condition of the highest efficiency and proper progress of academic 

institutions, and that encroachments upon their liberty, in the supposed interest of greater 

efficiency, would in fact diminish their efficiency and stultify their development ' (Robbins 

quoted in Salter 2002: 247). 

However, Abdel-Motaal (2002) notes the right of academics to pursue teaching, research and 

publishing, is never entirely unlimited, and thereby entails some sort of social responsibility, even 

when justified by the commitment to advancing knowledge creation. Consequently, limits may be 

imposed within boundaries set by society through laws or traditions prohibiting illegal, immoral 

and socially repugnant or offensive research. For example, laws may be enacted to safeguard 

some areas of research deemed repugnant by society. According to Abdel-Motaal (2002), 

restrictions on academic freedom should provide immunity only within the confines of the 

university and in the exercise of academic duties and responsibilities. The fundamental purpose 

of academic freedom is to instil and maintain conditions within universities that are conducive to 

learning and knowledge creation. 

In Gerber's (2001) opinion, academic freedom cannot exist if faculty members are not able to 

speak freely without fear of repercussions. He believes that tenure is a principle university 

bulwark for academic freedom. Northrop Frye, a renowned Canadian literary critic and advocate 

of academic freedom, teaches that the university is a cultural centre with academic freedom at its 

core, and that the personal liberty, freedom of speech, tolerance and equality that characterise 

liberal democracies require academic freedom (Woodhouse 1992). Frye writes that 'human 

society is not capable of any freedom except academic freedom and what is derived from it ' 
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(Quoted in Woodhouse 1992:72). He further espouses that academic freedom is the only 

sustainable basis for democracy and without it, none of the other tenets of democracy will survive 

(Woodhouse 1992). Similarly Marginson (2002) observes that academic freedom and research 

are central to the health and sustainability of the economy and social well-being and the cultural 

life of all nations . Without strong universities, based on freedom and university autonomy, no 

nation will flourish. 

By some accounts, academic freedom, through its teachings and by its example, should make 

society more virtuous than it already does. Government and market influence limit academic 

freedom as universities meet the needs of their clients. Over time , governments have been 

effective in controlling universities in this manner, choosing universities they prefer and 

accepting and rejecting certain academic choices within electives. Universities that serve political 

ends eventually die in the terms of diversity, the exchange of ideas, free inquiry, and intellectual 

quality, according to Bickel (1975). Effective service of political ends becomes a standard for 

judging faculty, causing dilution and finally abatement of university standards. 

This was the case, as cited by Bickel (1975) of Chinese universities under Mao Tse-tung when 

the government chose students for their proletarian origin and merit as workers. Similarly, Bickel 

(1975) claims that German universities in the 1930s did not resist political interventions and the 

results are well known. Numerous faculty members were dismissed because of their ethnic 

background, while others were appointed based on political leanings and ethnic criteria (Shils 

1975). Some great scholars in leading positions were arrested or killed by the Nazis, while 

unworthy men with no scientific or scholarly accomplishments were appointed in their stead. 

Although Germany had had a great literature on academic freedom and a tradition where 

academics were free from external intervention, the literature and tradition were ignored during 

this period. Political, partisan, and ethnic shift weakened the academic ethos. 

In recent times, a major threat to academic freedom is multinational corporations that pressure 

some universities to conform to the dictate of the market, thereby threatening to change 

universities into service institutions for the benefit of the industry. For these industries, academic 

freedom is considered an outmoded concept. Woodhouse (1992) writes that creating knowledge 

for its own sake has become passe in a world of competitive marketing. Governments, who play 
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into the perceived need of having universities continually prove their value by producing tangible 

and immediate results, do a long-term disservice both to the universities and to society (Fryer in 

Woodhouse 1992; Dearlove 2002) . 

Concerning limits to academic freedom, van Ginkel (2002) argues that academic freedom is a 

privilege that comes when a university shows itself to be socially responsible. Therefore, 

according to van Ginkel (2002), 'universities must maintain a reasonable level of organization, 

accountability' 348) and responsiveness to current societal issues. There is a strong body of 

argument that stresses that academic freedom is limited to matters in which an individual 

possesses specialised expertise, and as such, only expert researchers can claim the impunity of 

academic freedom within their field. Woodhouse (1992) writes that academic freedom carries 

with it the obligation to act in a manner consistent with the scholarly duties in an honest search 

for knowledge. 

Critics of governments that encourage market competition and otherwise interfere in university 

matters claim the interferences are inimical to academic freedom. Far from being autonomous 

from government, according to these critics, the modem university is becoming a product of 

government that serves the purposes of government. Instead of being independent from undue 

influence of the state, academic freedom is exercised within boundaries controlled by government 

and market competition (Marginson 1997a; Marginson 1997b). 

The most conspicuous threat to academic freedom 'is that universities would become political 

battle grounds; that public forces would gain control , transforming them into ideological engines 

of doctrinal conformity; and that countervailing political forces might take ... controls upon them. 

With politicization came also threats to the quality of scholarship and excellence, with the risk 

that [universities] would be irreparably gutted and levelled ' (Seabury 1975: vii). 

Another clear and well-documented threat occurs when industry takes control of research through 

funding requirements. In a well-publicised case in 1995, a researcher at the University of 

California, San Francisco was forbidden by Knoll Pharmaceuticals Company from publishing 

results of a study it funded because the results were not in the interests of the company (Tudiver 

1999). 
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A similar situation that brought elements of commercial enterprise and university autonomy to 

the forefront involves the University ofToronto in Canada, where a member ofthe Faculty of 

Medicine, Olivieri, had signed a contract with a drug company that included publication 

restrictions in exchange for a generous grant and stipend. The contract clearly violated the 

university's policy that included vigilant protection of academic freedom (University of Toronto 

1998 ; Schafer 2004) . Notwithstanding her contract, Olivieri published the results and conclusions 

arising from her findings. The case raises several important issues about research ethics and 

integrity, conflict of interest, and related matters of policy and procedure. When accepting 

industry as a partner along with their research grants, universities need to 'exercise a code of 

ethics and the principles of academic freedom to support the publication of "negative" results, 

even when these results may be disadvantageous to a drug company, and an academic institution' 

(University of Toronto 1998). Apparently it is not uncommon for commercial enterprise to 

demand publishing control over its researchers (Tudiver 1999; University of Toronto 1998). 

Clearly a level of academic freedom and university autonomy is needed to ensure success in 

scholarly pursuits. 

These are not isolated cases. Neil (1999) and Schafer's (2004) findings indicate that research 

done by recipients of corporate money tend to inordinately favour their sponsor and their 

sponsor's products, consciously or otherwise. Discussions under the next heading cover 

minimum requirements of autonomy. 

How Much Autonomy? 
Simply defined, university autonomy is the freedom of a university to function without external 

influences: to function well universities need a level of autonomy (Meek & Wood 1998; Seabury 

1975). Anderson and Johnson (1998) write that universities best fulfil their role if they enjoy 

substantial autonomy in decision-making. According to the Sinaia Statement on Academic 

Freedom and University Autonomy 'history has shown that violations of academic freedom and 

institutional autonomy have high costs in intellectual regression, social alienation and economic 

stagnation....A reaffirmation and revitalization of the principles of academic freedom and 

university autonomy are imperative' (Sinaia 1992: 1). 
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The USA Supreme Court established four essential freedoms relating to higher education, 

namely: the right of a university to determine who may teach; what may be taught; how it should 

be taught; and who should be admitted to study. However, the minimum level required to ensure 

maximum effectiveness is not apparent. Indications are that a higher level of independence in 

each of these components makes it more likely that the university will succeed (Marginson 

1997a; Meek & Wood 1998; Murray 1992; Neave 2002; Rhodes 2000). 

The necessary degree and level of freedoms that assure effective university operations have been 

discussed in the literature for decades. Discussions point to views ranging from the extreme 

belief that autonomy means no external interference into university affairs, to the view that the 

university needs to be strongly regulated by the government and/or the market. Examples of the 

views are presented below, starting with views that depict a need for the highest level of 

autonomy, and working down to views that indicate that a lower level of autonomy is more 

desirable. Figure 2-V is a visual illustration depicting the range oflevels viewed as necessary for 

the minimum requirement for university autonomy. 

Figure 2-V RANGE OF MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS FOR UNIVERSITY AUTONOMY 

• • • • • 

THERE IS NO CONSENSUS ON THE MINIMUM LEVEL OF AUTONOMY REQUIRED BY UNIVERSITIES 

Robbins, a proponent of high autonomy, writes that each university needs to organise its own 

affairs, unrestricted by and unaccountable to any outside body since any restriction is deemed to 

undermine and diminish its judgement. Accordingly, freedom is a necessary condition of the 

highest efficiency and proper progress of universities. Any encroachment on academic freedom 

that is supposed to generate greater efficiency would instead reduce efficiency (Salter 2002). 
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Opponents of any government interferences accuse universities of kowtowing to what they 

consider to be government's narrow view that studies have to be relevant and job-oriented. As a 

result, they encourage universities to resist the temptation to shortcut scholarship and research for 

short-term gain at the expense of a well-rounded education (Shils 1975). Moreover, they 

admonish, it is fundamental that universities be free to pursue truth in accordance with the rules 

and traditions of the discipline, without outside interference (Shils 1975) . 

University autonomy is hailed as one of the primary factors contributing to the enormous success 

experienced by California 's public universities. There are two overriding principles behind the 

university's aims and purposes that have directly led to its success according to Trow (1998). The 

first principle is to maximise universities' autonomy so that they direct their own affairs; and the 

second principle is to pursue pre-eminence, so that universities are the best in every possible 

department. Trow summarises the two principles: 'we want to be number one, and we want to be 

able to govern ourselves. These are not merely abstract principles or ideals ; they are the criteria 

by which much of what is done in the University is directed and assessed ' (Trow 1998: 202) . 

Trow further explains that the two principles are mutually reinforcing and together lead 

universities to restrict political pressures while ensuring partisan political force in its government. 

The success of California's public universities is likely the result, in part, of their insulation from 

party politics and political influence, writes Trow (1998). The central goal and function of 

university governance is to resist political pressures and remove the causes of pressures. As a 

result, the university actively defends itself against political interference. Vigilant protection of 

university autonomy means that public universities in California can resist both political 

pressures from outside and also the introduction of partisan political forces into the governance of 

the university (Trow 1998). Coupled with the dynamic pursuit of competitive excellence, vigilant 

protection gives the university the world-wide reputation for safeguarding university autonomy 

and maintaining academic quality and leadership. 

Notwithstanding California's experiences, Bickel (1975) acknowledges that in reality, no ideal 

university exists; however, universities should continue to strive for the ideal, otherwise they will 

be further compromised: 
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We will make no closer approach to the ideal by compromising it. We will collect no more of the kind of people the 
ideal call s for, and allow no more of them to function as they should, if we let avowedly unprofessional and 
nonintellectu al cr iteria playa role in their recruitment, or in prescribing their act ivities (Bickel 1975: 4) . 

Bickel's (1975) contentions are that when universities are politically engaged, society will be the 

poorer, and universities will lose moral authority. In addition, a university 'politically involved in 

the sense that it has commitments to one or another political end will hardly avoid committing its 

resources to that end ...That is the death not merely of diversity and exchange of ideas , but of free 

inquiry altogether' (Bickel 1975:7). He warns that institutions that serve political ends will lose 

effectiveness in the service of those ends as a standard for judging members. They will 'begin by 

diluting and end by abandoning intellectual standards' (Bickel 1975: 7). Likewise, Chase (Quoted 

in Crichton 2005) contends that 'when the search for truth is confused with political advocacy, 

the pursuit of knowledge is reduced to the request for power' (367) . 

Bickel (1975) further cautions that the loss of diversity and the imposition of severe limits on free 

inquiry is only the beginning of a process that will inevitably lead to the loss of intellectual 

quality, lower standards for judging members, flawed content and ultimately the abandonment of 

intellectual standards. He points to the situation of the Mao Tse-tung regime, where university 

entrance exams were influenced by the central government, so that they covered intellectual and 

cultural subject matters. The exams were part of a political agenda in which the government 

sought to control universities. 

The position that universities should fervently guard university autonomy is shared by the 

Association of Universities and Colleges of Canada (Egron-Polak 2002). To this end, they have 

undertaken four initiatives. The first involves setting academic freedom and university autonomy 

as basic criteria for admitting new members. The second initiative keeps the discussion of 

academic freedom alive, relevant, and current, both within the academic community and well 

beyond it. The third initiative revalidates and refocuses the Association's attention on their 

Statement on Academic Freedom and Institutional Autonomy. The fourth initiative involves a 

published document entitled Academic Freedom and the Canadian University authored by 

Professor David Cameron: 

Which shed new light on the quest ions and concerns and outlined some areas that needed vigilance. Today in Canada, in 
contrast to other countries, academic freedom of faculty members is not jeopard ized , though it has been in the past, 
becau se of the political views they hold or express or because of their affiliation to a group or politi cal party 

(Quoted in Egron-Polak 2002: 382) . 
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Although the topic has been debated, argued, and written about extensively, due to the rapidly 

changing environment, it is critical that the discussion continue, according to Fisher (1998). 

Academic freedom is threatened by the greatly increased presence of corporate-sponsored 

research, demands from government, and high public expectations. Fisher (1998: 123) points out 

that ' liberal notions of the autonomy and universality of higher learning come into conflict with 

radical demands for "relevance" and conceptions of the leading role of the state' (Fisher 1998: 

123). In the case of Australia, the Commonwealth 'is committed to ensuring that resources 

provided to carry out research are directed to areas of research excellence and public benefit' 

(Nelson 2005b). 

Pro-high-autonomy academics argue that university autonomy is a prior condition for excellence 

in research. Excessive academic accountability demands restrict universities from fulfilling 

missions; therefore, there is an obligation to support universities without demanding excessive 

explanations of accounts (Neave 2002 ; Seabury 1975). An example of the results of excessive 

accountability is illustrated in an Australian study by Kringas (2004), where university staff 

explained how they were 'being swamped with external reporting requirements' to the point that 

there were concerns 'about the affect on the health and welfare of staff' and 'complaints that 

some of the information requested was repetitive and detracted from the core business of the 

institution' (Kringas 2004: 2). Similarly, in other parts of Australia, records show that the 

government imposes so many checks and balances on universities that their autonomy is severely 

restricted. Increasing the number of requests for accountability and quality measures constricts 

autonomy, and compromises the universities' core mission (AVCC 2003a; Bargh et al 2000; 

Bessant 2002 ; DEST 2002b; DEST 2002c; Marginson 2002). More specific details of the 

Australian situation are provided in Chapter 1. 

To establish a broadly recognised international charter of mutual rights and obligations governing 

the relationship between the university and society, The International Association of Universities 

drafted statement on academic freedom and social responsibility which recognises: 

The obli gation to transmit and to advance knowledge is the basic purpose for which Ac ademic Freedom and University 
Autonomy are required and recognised. Since knowledge is universal, so too is this obligation. In practice, however, 
Universities fulfil this obligation primarily in respect of the Societies in which they are located 

(International Association of Universities 1998: I) . 

105 



CHAPTER 2 

The International Association of Universities (1998) further states that the principle of university 

autonomy is defined as the necessary degree of independence universities need to run their own 

affairs, free from external influence. 

According to Seabury (1975) universities are centres of higher learning with the central function 

of transmission and advancement of knowledge. His position is that although universities require 

minimal conditions of autonomy in order to perform, they cannot be isolated from society or 

from the state, which are their principal benefactors. The lack of isolation causes inevi table 

tension between the claims and pretensions of higher education, the demands and expectations of 

the state, and the influences and tendencies of society in general. Common qualities distinguish 

universities from all other social institutions. The continuing interplay and 'friction between the 

autonomy of higher learning and the pragmatic demands originating outside the university, 

insistent that the university take up tasks deemed beneficial, either to society at large, or to 

important sectors of society' (Seabury 1975: x). Seabury (1975) explains that the acceptance of 

such tasks by universities poses acute dilemmas, inasmuch as the free advancement of learning 

and scholarship require encouragement of both intellectual spontaneity and inner direction in 

research and scholarship and places limitations on the free play of the intellect and the 

autonomous work instinct. Universities have become public utilities and risk the loss and betrayal 

of their central essential function and justification as they shift attention to other purposes. 

Not all experts like Robbins (In Salter 2002) argue in favour of an absence of accountability. 

Some write that accountability is directly and necessarily linked to autonomy. According to Cutt 

and Dobell (1992), 'autonomy is to accountability as rights are to responsibilities' (1992: ix) . 

Amongst those who espouse the necessity of external accountability, there is a wide range of 

opinions as to who should be accountable to whom, to what degree and on whose terms. There is 

a lack of consistency on this issue, so selections of the more common opinions are presented. 

Kennedy (2002:2) argues that 'it is only when outsider/insider perspectives are considered as 

complementary, and to a large extent interdependent, that the real issues and challenges of 

governance for the twenty first century can be fully appreciated.' Negotiating the balance 

between university autonomy and accountability has become critical in recent times. Neave 

(2001) notes that 'institutional autonomy and public accountability stand as inalienable principles 
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on which teaching and learning in conjunction with research develop and are placed at the service 

of the community ... extending institutional autonomy and self direction on one hand whilst 

reinforcing the procedures of answerability on the other' (2001: 2). 

Further to this line of thought, Rhodes (2000) states that the function ofa university's governing 

board is always twofold: first, to ensure the public responsibility and accountability of the 

university and second, to defend the autonomy and integrity of the university against erosion or 

attack, both from inside and outside the university. Accordingly, the effectiveness of universities 

depends on the balance between freedom and responsibility. Autonomy, freedom of inquiry and 

expression, teaching, self-regulation, educational integrity, scholarly impartiality and professional 

responsibility are part of universities compact with society. Society pays for the university and 

therefore it ought to use its resources responsibly to serve public interest (van Ginkel 2002) . 

Similarly, the World Declaration on Higher Education for the 21st century by UNESCO 

maintains that 'higher education institutions must be given autonomy to manage their internal 

affairs, but with this autonomy must come clear and transparent accountability to the government, 

parliament, students and the wider society' (Quoted in Rajaoson 2002 : 377). 

To ensure that changes made within universities are consistent with the public interest, some 

external influence is necessary, argues van Ginkel (2002). As such, 'universities have not escaped 

the gaze of the post-modem state seeking to reduce expenditure, enhance the private sector, 

increase efficiency and encourage competition' (Kennedy 2002: 5). For this reason, there are 

some that argue that it is in the long-term interest of universities to be under government scrutiny, 

to confirm that they are operating effectively and also have the appearance of doing so. Without 

that appearance, there is less likelihood of continued government support. Edwards (2001) 

presents a case whereby: 

Universitie s are large and complex organisations dependent still on government (i.e. taxpayer) funds. A most important 
reason for putting governance arrangements of universitie s und er scrutiny is that it is in the interests of the long- term 
future o f the university sector that universities are not only operating effectively but are seen 10 be doing so, if the sector 
is to retain community and hence government support . Ultim ately, the key challeng e is to devi se go vern ance structures, 
which assure a well run and managed university but wh ich respect the need for academic independence and all that this 
prop erly ent ails (200 1:3). 

There is a convincing argument that contemporary governments are averse to maintaining any 

large public infrastructure. So to reduce the aversions, universities should ensure they are open to 

scrutiny (Kennedy 2002; Edwards 2001; Chan 2001). Despite governments ' desire to scrutinise 

107 



CHAPTER 2 

universities, there is an abundant literature that suggests governments are not responsible for 

ensuring that universities are doing the right thing, but rather, that universities have systems in 

place for detecting and responding to errors. The trick is to find the balance between institutional 

autonomy and accountability to the public (Bargh et al 2000; Marginson 1997b; Meek & Wood 

1997). 

Others, like van Ginkel (2002) argue that there is no freedom without limits-and limits to 

university autonomy are set by accountability and pertinence. As such, universities must address 

the issues of the day, which in current times include knowledge-based society and globalization. 

Part of university autonomy is social responsibility. This responsibility requires universities to 

adapt to the changing needs of society: 

to ensure the continual review and updating of learning materials to reflect the latest scientific understanding 
of sustainability ; to ensure that the reorientation of teacher education towards sustainable development 
continues to be given priority as a key component of higher education; . . .to include in their activities a strong 
component of reflection on values and norms with respect to sustainable development 

(Luneberg Declaration quoted in van Ginkel 2002: 350). 

Neave (2002) notes that despite large differences in interpretations of university autonomy 

among societies, there is a movement to find a common definition. Some believe that the degree 

of university autonomy is a prior condition to the degree of answerability and it must extend to 

external sources, including the govenunent. Accountability needs to be maximised-an enhanced 

level of autonomy will be the reward for a more demanding rendering of reports . This forms part 

of the underlying belief in society that universities should actively and positively respond to the 

needs of society at large and must be seen do be doing so (Cutt & Dobell 1992). 

By and large, universities have successfully resisted attempts by governments to run them the 

way that public school systems or the public service are, with objectives and other criteria 

specified by the state (Anderson & Johnson 1998; Bargh et al 2000): 

But there have been intrusions, the common one across universities in industrial countries being the demands 
that universities conduct themselves according to government efficiency criteria and that they submit to 
quality audits. Although the cause for some irritation, these particular requirements have not been regarded as 
violating un iversity autonomy in fundamental academic matters; namely, the right of institutions to appoint 
their own staff, and the right of staff to teach and to research according to the dict ates of their own 
intelligences and academic disciplines, and the freedom to publish the results of their scholarly work without 
reference to any other authority (Anderson & Johnson 1998: 9) . 

The Glion Declaration Occasional Paper (In Rhodes 2000) provides some insight on why there is 

such a wide range of opinions on what constitutes the optimum level of university autonomy. 

This document explains that the effective pursuit of knowledge and university autonomy has 
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been developing for centuries. Likewise, notions of university autonomy differ from country to 

country, and in some instances, from university to university. Consequently, according to Egerod 

(1975): 

Society must crea te the kind of university it needs, and must itself live up to the standards of the univer sity it creates. 
Universities are a good idea of national health, and what is go od for the university is good for the nations (15). 

The next heading, Understanding Research, points out features of successful research and cites 

instances where serendipitous discoveries produce world-impacting research. 

UNDERSTANDING RESEARCH 

Brody (2001) observes that almost all new technologies originate in the university research 

laboratory. Indeed, 'in the past hundred years the university has become the key-knowledge

producing institution' (Bargh 2000: 2) . Societies have entrusted universities with finding 

solutions for problems in numerous areas, including economic, cultural, social, environmental, 

legal , and technical. And universities best serve the national interest when freedom to be creative 

and innovative is granted without the constraints of having to fit into government fiat (Bargh et al 

2000; International Association of Universities April 1998). To understand how university 

autonomy, research, and government policies interrelate, this section first defines research, then 

examines what the literature says about the benefits of unobstructed research. 

Defining Research 
Generally, research is understood to refer to an active, diligent, and systematic process of inquiry 

or investigation in order to discover, interpret, test , evaluate, or revise facts, events, behaviours, 

or theories, or to make practical applications with the help of such facts, laws, or theories. 

Research is also the term used to describe the collection of information about a particular subject 

(Wikipedia 2006). 

The website for Edith Cowing University explains that in terms of what constitutes research, both 

the Australian university sector and DEST are in agreement that they will follow the OECD 

definition whereby: 

Research and exper imental development comprises crea tive work undertaken on a systematic basis in order to increase 
the stock of knowledge, including knowledge of man (sic) , culture and soci ety, and the use of this stock of knowledge to 
devise new applications (quoted in Edith Cowan Univ ersity 2006). 
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This website further explicates that the purpose of all research is to find answers to questions. If 

there is no question, then the answer is of no use. Research is focused on relevant, useful, and 

important questions. Without a question, research has no focus, drive, or purpose (Edith Cowan 

University). This systematic investigation and questioning is undertaken to establish facts, test 

hypotheses, reach new conclusions or generalise knowledge and application. Research activity 

primarily involves the discovery of knowledge that was not previously known or understood, or 

the development of a new organisation or structure of known material that provides a new 

understanding about the subject matter (Cache Campus 2006). 

The term research often includes analysis and other measures that provide information to 

potential users regarding the application of the new product or process; while demonstration tests 

the feasibility of applying these products or processes via pilot projects and other pre-commercial 

applications. Physical assets are necessary to support research. They include facilities such as 

libraries, laboratories, offices, computing centres and equipment. Non-physical items such as 

salaries of research support staff and researchers are also classified as expenditures on research 

infrastructure (Government of South Australia 2006). 

Research is usually classified within four types of activities: pure basic research (also known as 

blue sky research); strategic basic research; applied research; and experimental development: 

•	 Pure basic research is experimental and theoretical work undertaken to acquire new knowledge without 
looking for long term benefits other than the adv ancement of knowledge. 

•	 Strategic basic research is experimental and theoretical work undertaken to acquire new knowledge directed 
into specified broad areas in the expectation of useful discoveries. It provides the broad base of knowledge 
necessary for the solution of recognised practical problems. 

•	 Applied research is original work undertaken primarily to acquire new knowledge with a specific application 
in view. It is undertaken either to determine possible uses for the findings of basic research or to determine 
new ways of achieving some specific and predetermined objectives. 

•	 Experimental development is systematic work , using existing knowledge gained from research or practical 
experience, that is directed to producing new materials, products or devices, to installing new processes, 
systems and services, or to improving substantially those alre ady produced or installed 

(Edith Cowan University 2006). 

Benefits of Unobstructed Research 
The desire for autonomy within universities is clearly a matter of self-interest, but it is much 

more than that. There is a large and growing body of literature supporting the position that 

university autonomy is the most effective means of harnessing knowledge to the public good 

(Anderson & Johnson 1998; Glion Declaration Occasional Paper 2000; Karmel 1998; Meek & 

Wood 1998). Bickel (1975) argues that: 
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knowledge and insight, like art, are the products of independent minds followin g each its own bent, and will not often 
be attained otherwise . .. Th at Universities arc places where profes sionals of many disciplines can follow lines of inquiry 
determined by them selves, individually and collegiall y, and not be dictated by anyone else , on either ideological or 
pract ical grounds (3). 

Dearlove (2002) summarises some of the literature relating to the creation of knowledge when he 

says that in order to go beyond the frontier of established understanding, researchers cannot be 

told what to do. Rather, they defy control. Creative imagination cannot be commanded or 

delivered on order because much depends on serendipity. Accordingly, researchers must be self

motivated. Even though much scientific research has become team based, and centrally led, 

research remains a self-regulated craft . Academics as 'knowledge-craft workers, claim rights to 

individual autonomy at work, making them as hard to herd as cats ' (Dearlove 2002: 268) . 

Similarly Aitken (1966) observes 'the academic mind does not produce its best performance to 

order' (Aitken quoted Shattock 1999: 271). 

Bickel (1975) writes that only in universities can inquiry and teaching constitute one creative 

whole so that the knowledge, the insight, and the methods of the scholar are shared wi th the 

student. In return, the student learns and offers input to the erudition and research of the scholar 

so that the creation and imparting of knowledge can be undertaken in a collaborative manner. The 

prerequisite for this collaboration is a setting where teachers are free to teach and free in their 

scholarship, which is judged only by professional criteria. Critical to the twin freedoms of inquiry 

and teaching are faculty self-rule in matters of appointments, curricula, and academic standards. 

According to Dearlove (1998a) 'academic work and academic workers both serve to defy the 

easy reach of managerial control.' As such 'research is a creative craft activity that does not lend 

itself to bureaucratic management' (Dearlove 1998a: 118). In reality, however, external pressures 

on universities have attempted to transform teaching and research 'from an inner-directed and 

artisan process into an outer-directed and quasi industrial operation' (Scott & Watson quoted in 

Dearlove 1998a:118). 

There are limits to the extent to which good teaching and research can be externally managed. 

According to some, (Dearlove 1998a; Seabury 1975; Shattock 1999) it is evident that the optimal 

distribution of responsibility for academic management is not necessarily the most economically 

effective use of time and effort. A much smaller and more authoritarian oligarchy, with a tight 

hierarchy of subordinates could reduce the size and complexity of the committee system. It 
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would, however, be unacceptable for the valid reason that under it, academic freedom would be 

restricted and academics would carry out research and teaching less well. Shattock (1999) points 

out that although balancing the books may be a virtue, it is not an academic virtue. 

The International Association of Universities (1998) recognises that to produce research that 

benefits all of society, universities must have adequate means to achieve long-term commitment 

to fundamental research. Researchers must truly be able to follow truth wherever it leads, and 

have the wherewithal to do so (International Association of Universities in Neave 2002). Howard 

Florey, an Australian and co-inventor of penicillin, reveals a truism of the origins of world

impacting discoveries in a simple, yet poignant statement: 

Well there are a lot of misconceptions about medical research . People sometimes think that I and the others worked on 
penicillin because we were interested in suffering humanity. I don't think it ever crossed our minds about suffering 
humanity. This was an interesting scientific exercise, and because it was of some use in medicine was very gratifying, 
but this was not the reason that we started working on it (National Radio, The Health Report 1967). 

On this same note, Lord Conrad Russell recounts a story about his father as follows: 

My father has descr ibed a period of two years ' during which it seemed likely that the whole of the rest of my life might 
be consumed in looking at that blank sheet of paper.' The book which resulted was Principia Mathematica , and those 
two years, however much they might appear totally unproductive were a very valuable investment in academic time. We 
are now told that that the development of the digital computer would have been impossible without that research 

(Quoted in Bessant 2002: 19). 

These stories are not unique. Numerous major discoveries that have affected world conditions 

have been made when researchers were free to follow truth, wherever it led. The position that 

influential research discoveries stem largely from serendipities are mostly anecdotal, relying on 

individual instances, rather that the rigour of a balanced study. Nevertheless, there appears to be a 

belief in the academic world that knowledge creation occurs most often when researchers are free 

from external controls (See for instance, Seabury 1975 ; Shattock 1999), contrasted by 

government beliefs that policies, acts and government directions are paramount to ensure the 

highest level of knowledge creation (See for instance, DEST 2002c; Nelson 2005e; Shattock 

1999). If there is a study showing the links between research and government control, it is not 

readily available. Consequently, this research investigates how universities perceive the impact of 

government policies on their autonomy, their ability to research and their subsequent research 

productivity. 
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RESEARCH PRODUCTIVITY: WHAT COUNTS? 

There is a significant number of ways that are used to determine the success of research 

productivity, some easier to quantify than others: some more indicative of actual productivity 

than others. Not only are there varieties of ways in which research productivity is measured, but 

also on what is to be measured and who is to be measured. Signs of research productivity in 

universities include: the number of international awards won; patents registered; the Gross 

Domestic Product (GOP) of the universities' country; papers published in international peer 

reviewed journals; the frequency in which their research is internationally cited; universities 

highly ranked by international ranking organisations; the national investment of inputs into 

universities as a proxy for university outputs; and the number and types of innovations. Other 

signs are less tangible and depend on expert judgments of more than simple quanti fiable elements 

(Brody 2001; OEST 2002c; Marginson 2002; Macnamara 2006b; Nelson 2004c). Each researcher 

can be judged individually, or by department, entire university, or an aggregate of all universities 

in a state, or even in a whole country, or a group of countries. There are also some that argue that 

the research of an individual or even an entire university cannot be understood by any simple, 

myopic measures, but only understood in a larger context (Bassnett 2002; Guellec & Ioannidis 

1997) . Still others argue that: 

The truth is that not all research can be quantified, criteria for research excellence differ enormously between disciplines 
and a lot of what passe s for research is a waste of space. What a pity we have had to spend so much time and money to 
discover the obvious! (Bassnelt 2002: 1). 

While discussing research productivity, the question: How do you know that universities are 

producing, unless you can count the products? - is often raised by those who fund universities 

(Bassnett 2002; OEST 2002c). Consequently, those who measure research performance often 

count elements that can be counted. This research recognises that elements of university 

productivity not commonly measured and those not measurable are possibly more critical to 

research than those that are easy to measure (Marginson 2002). In other words: 

'Not everything that can be counted counts, and not everything that counts can be counted ' 
Albert Einstein 1879-1955. 

A few of the most commonly used methods will be considered and given some context under 

seven subheadings: 

• Publishing and citations 

• Benchmarking 
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• Patents and innovations 

• Inputs 
• Ranking 
• GDP and other national economic indicators 
• Other, less-tangible factors 

Publications and Citations 
Of all the ways to measure anything, probably the easiest way is to count elements that can be 

counted. For instance, one way to determine one aspect of research success is to count the 

number of articles and books published, the number of patents and licences registered, the 

number of awards won , the number of times researchers are cited and so forth (Bassnett 2002; 

Web of Science 2002). 

Rather than undertaking the daunting task of counting each article published and locating the 

frequency that the articles are cited in refereed journals, there are organisations that provide the 

information via their website. The ISIHighlyCited.com (2004) is one organisation whose website 

provides listings of: publications, journal articles, book or book chapters, conference 

proceedings, web sites and other internet resources by researcher, department, university, and 

laboratory. A second organisation, Thomson Scientific indexes scholarly literature in a wide 

range of subjects in the science and social sciences that forms the basis of the Web of 

Science (2002). 

Another way to count research success relates to the number of times published articles are 

quoted in articles authored by others. Numerous web based organisations freely provide details of 

individuals and their affiliated universities that are the most highly cited. One such organisation, 

the ISIHighlyCited.com (2004), focuses on citations relating to twenty-one categories including 

life sciences, medicine, physical sciences, engineering and social sciences. Being acknowledged 

as a highly cited researcher by organisations such as Thomson Scientific means that an individual 

is among the top most cited researcher in a specific time-period (ISIHighlyCited.com). According 

to some: 
citation is a direct measure of influence on the literature of a subj ec t, and it is a lso a strong indicator of sc ientific 
contribution, since it is derived from pattern of interact ion among mill ions of publ ished articles. When one researcher 
cite s another ' s work , he/she is acknowledging the relevance of that work to the current study. The interaction is both 
highly specific, and highly informed ; it is a statement by an author of the scholarly relatedness of two works 

(ISIHighlyCited .com 2006 website) . 

However, there are others that argue that the number of publications or citations is not the best 

way to measure the level of productivity, instead the location of the article published is more 

relevant. For this reason, journals are ranked in accordance with their esteem in the journal 
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industry (Sadler-Smith 2006). According to certain individuals who rank these journals, 

publications in low ranking journals should be eschewed in favour of publications in highly 

ranked journals, whereby it is preferable to have one journal article in a highly esteemed journal 

than a dozen in the low ranked journals. Complex numerical systems have been derived to 

determine the level of productivity success based on the number of publications and the level of 

esteem of the journal in which the publication appears (Sadler-Smith 2006). Likewise, there are 

other organisations that host easily accessible websites that provide information ranging from the 

number of articles published by universities to the ranking and rating of journals (Western 

Libraries 2006; Sadler-Smith 2006). 

Benchmarking 
Most universities have ways to determine their own levels of success in some areas of research; 

others gauge their success using benchmarks in selected areas from comparable institutions in 

their state or country. Internationally, there are several groups who use cross comparisons to 

measure successful knowledge creation in specific areas. Universities and their governments 

want to know how well universities are doing. One way to gauge success is to look at one aspect 

of university operations and compare it with another university's operations using a measure that 

can be uniformly applied to each (Angus 2004). Angus (2004) gives four reasons for why his 

university benchmarks its research performance against other universities: 'to facilitate 

improvement in research quality; to support government aspirations to become knowledge-based 

economies; to underpin national allocations of performance-based funding; and for marketing 

purposes in competition for students' (2004: 1). 

Another gauge is to compare results of one time period with that of another time period. For 

instance, one way ARC measures productivity between years is by benchmarking returns to the 

community from investment in research for one year against the returns from investment in the 

prior year (ARC 2003). 

Innovations 
Another way used to measure research success is to count the numbers of licences, patents, and 

innovations attributed to the university. Although universities do not usually cite patents as one 

of their primary mission statement goals, the value of patents is well understood-license fees 

from existing patents generate billions of dollars (Brody 200 I; Marginson 2002). Brody (200 I) 
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illustrates some of the value in what he calls the three truths about research: technical advances 

are economically valuable; new drugs that cure diseases are worth a lot of money; and big money 

for universities usually come from patent licenses . 

Lists of new technologies and inventions, counts and reports of commercial activity, of research 

initiatives, the number of income-yielding patents and overall income from licenses can be found 

in publications such as MIT's Magaz ine ofInnovation Technology Review, and The National 

Survey ofResearch Commercialisation (Brody 2001 ; Nelson 2004c). 

Inputs 
A unique approach to measure productivity is counting the inputs in terms of the financing that is 

channelled into a university. Marginson (2002) explains that: 

in the absence of a definitive single figure for university outcomes, international poli cy makers emphasise aggregate 
inputs, measured by national investment in university education as a proportion of GOP . While inputs alon e do not tell 
us all that we need to know about the product, its quality, and the efficiency with whi ch it is produced, the level of 
investment is the most widel y used prox y for a nation 's competitive standing as a global knowledge (BB: 6). 

The OECD has devised a measure of investments into knowledge research as a proportion of the 

GDP (Marginson 2002) . 

Ranking 
Many ranking agencies use international and national cross-comparisons to rank universities on a 

range of features. Most use satisfaction or opinion surveys, peer assessments, student retention, 

highest level of degree attained, financial resources, and how well universities prepare students 

for jobs (US News.com 2005; Carnegie Foundation 2000; Swiss-up 2005). An interesting 

deviation from the normal satisfaction survey is used by The National Bureau of Economic 

Research U.S. (2005) and the News & World Report (2004). Each time a student who has been 

admitted to multiple colleges makes a decision on where to enrol , he or she has chosen which 

university ranks first amongst the admitting universities. The university that is chosen most 

frequently by in-coming students gets the top ranking in the universities. 

One organisation whose rankings are getting wide international attention is the Shanghai Jiao 

Tong University (Academic Ranking of World Universities 2003; 2004). Its rankings are based 

largely on the research success of universities, unlike many other rankings that also depend on 

such factors as the ability of the university to attract foreign students and surveys that ask 
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opinions of staff and student such as The Times Higher Education Supplement (2004). To gauge 

Chinese universities research productivity compared with other universities, the Shanghai Jiao 

Tong University (Academic Ranking of World Universities 2004) uses a limited set of measures 

for comparisons, namely the number of: Nobel Prizes awarded ; Fields Medals won; highly cited 

researchers in select categories; articles published in Nature and Science; articles indexed in 

Science Citation Index; and articles indexed in Social Science Citation Index. By using per capita 

and other calculations, Shanghai Jiao Tong University developed a list of ranking of universities 

entitled Academic Ranking of World Universities (2003; 2004) using calculations that consider 

the size of the institution. Although not perfect, the rankings provide some indication of how well 

universities are doing in certain areas , particularly in the area of nature, mathematics, and 

science. 

A noteworthy review of Canada's public universities is the MacLean's Ranking in Canada 

(2005). It is based on measures of performance, including the grades of new recruits, student 

retention, the number of international students, class sizes, successful research-grant 

applications, campus resources, national reputation, and alumni support and satisfaction survey of 

student and alumni . For a complete listing of the rankings of both the top one hundred North 

American business schools and the top one hundred business schools worldwide, visit the website 

of the Center for Information Technology and Management (2005). The 2001 Research 

Assessment Exercise ranks the top ten institutes in the UK according to a rating scale based on 

research in applied mathematics, statistics, economics, ventures, spin-off companies and 

university research, English and theatre studies (University of Warwick 2006). In fact, 

internationally there are thousands of organisations that rank universities on thousands of 

elements-for an understanding of the array of organisations that rank and measure, please 

search Google, Yahoo, Dogpile, MSN, Ebsco , or a variety of search engines readily available on 

the internet. 

GDP and other National Economic Indicators 
No reputable organisation pretends to be able to capture the full extent of research productivity-

skilled evaluators can merely measure a sampling of the amount of research or knowledge 

created within any university. There are too many facets to do more than this. Instead, evaluators 

clearly stipulate their criteria and sometimes include their limitations which are typically a single 
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or small group of quantifiable elements, measured over a time period. Other evaluators, perhaps 

more realistically, look at the broader picture of society as a whole and point to signs of success 

in a nation as indicators of success of research. For instance, Marginson (2002) explains that one 

sign that Australian universities are not producing as well as they had been relates to Australia's 

growing trade deficit in 'knowledge-intensive products such as pharmaceuticals, computing 

equipments and telecommunications' (BB9). 

An DECO report argues that university research generates basic knowledge that enhances the 

stock of knowledge of society, 'which has a substantial impact on economic growth in the long 

run' (Guellec & van Potte1sberghe de 1aPotterie 2001: 117). The report further argues that, in 

many cases, the productivity of university research is not measured, either because it is indirect 

so not measurable, or because its results do not have good existing measures. This is partly 

because research within universities provides benefits to society as public goods which flow to 

society as a whole and are not readily measurable, nor not always immediately attributable to any 

particular university or researcher (Marginson 2002). 

According to DECO data , government funding of research is an important factor in the 

explanation of fluctuations of research, both in the amount and type of research undertaken 

(Guellec & Ioannidis 1997). Further evidence is that all highly ranked universities and those that 

appear to excel in research productivity are in countries with high GOP. One reason is that 

countries with lower GOP produce universities that are economically poorer. Impoverished 

universities do not produce as well as rich ones, and countries with lower producing universities 

are economically poorer" (University of Hong Kong 2003). There appears to be a strong 

correlation between level of research and GOP . Generally countries that are richer have better 

research universities and higher indications of research activities , as evidenced by juxtaposing 

economic data against data from a ranker of universities as presented in Table 2-1. Although 

necessary, a high GOP is not sufficient to ensure that universities are highly ranked in the world, 

at least by some international ranking measures. For example not all countries with high GOPs as 

recognised by the Central Intelligence Agency (2006) have universities that are ranked in the top 

one hundred by Academic Ranking of World Universities (2006). Only seven of the top twenty 

6 This section relates to econom ic issues, not social, cultural or moral issues. Poor in this case refers only to issues of 
money and nothing else. 
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countries have universities ranked in the top one hundred-but they have an aggregate number of 

seventy-one of the top one hundred universities. 

TABLE 2-1NATIONAL GDP PER CAPITA - ACADEMIC RANKING OF WORLD UNIVERSITIES 

GDP Ranking Country GDP per Capita? Dat:e oflnformation ~# of Universities in top 1008 
L --.._ -, ... -_.._-*... 

1 Bermuda 2004 est.
 

1 Luxembourg - 12005 est. - fO
f200- es------i~-5--t . 0---------~ 

3 --- t Eguatoria l Guinea $ 50,200 
I 

United Arab 
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7 

8 I 
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10 Jersey 
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, 14 --ISan Marino 

..~ --- fHong Kong ' . 

W- - .." "-'-TCa~- ----'" 

r17 Austl~ 

$ 41,600 

I$ 41,100 

~ $ 40,000 

!$ 40,000 

$ 38,500 

~34 , 600 
$ 34,000

I$ 3 ~,900 

$ 32,500 

2005 est. 

l 2005 est. 

2003 _'__' "'1 est: 

2003 est. 

2004 est. 

~00 1 est. 

2005 est. 

12005 e~~ . 

f20 0~ est. 

54 

---1;-0------  J 

0 

0 

___ _ _.._ . JI 
0 ~ 

10 -~--_....
0 

-------- J
--I ~ - J 

0 

112 I Iceland I $ 35,700 12005 est. I 0 

13 Denmark $ 34,800 2005 est. 1 

18 Switzerland -' $ 32,200 2005 est. 3_ . _ 

19 Australia $ 31,600 2005 est. 2 

r20 1~ I$;~O 2005 est. 6 I 
(Adapted from Central Intelligence Agenc y 2006 and Academic Rank ing of World Univers ities 200 6) . 

No country with a GDP in the lowest quadrant produces universities that appear in any of the 

readily accessible international ranking measures. For example of the one hundred countries with 

the lowest GDP (Central Intelligence Agency 2006) , none have universities that are ranked in the 

top one hundred by Academic Ranking of World Universities (2006). Marginson (2002) writes 

that internationally, higher education and research are central to the economic well-being of 

7 As recognised by the Central Intelligence Agency (2006) .
 
8 Based on 2006 rankings from the Academic Ranking of World Universities (2006).
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every nation. Recognising this correlation, the Australian Govenunent expects that increasing 

knowledge creation will improve the country's economy (DEST 2002c). 

Although the readily available data are easy to find and read, and it is tempting to draw 

conclusions about the level of research and productivity of a university from all this data, the data 

are limited. They do not measure all aspects of research and productivity within any university. 

Only limited measures are used that evaluate a few aspects of university research (Bassnett 2002; 

Marginson 2002). 

Other, Less-Tangible Factors 
By and large, university productivity is not easy to measure, and 'cannot be answered by single 

numerical measures' (Marginson 2002: BB5), and in some instances may be 'impossible to 

measure' (Marginson 2002: BB5). This is because productivity is very complex. In order to 

comply with the often demanding requirements of research financiers, universities are routinely 

obliged to measure research performances that are not indicative of their actual research 

productivity (Marginson 2002) whereby universities are preforming 'to the wrong indicators' 

(Marginson 2002: BB3).Marginson explains that 'in a number of areas-for instance, 

commercial and marketing budgets and income are up, while the long term basic research in 

universities are down' (Marginson 2002 : BB3). 

Bassnett (2002) argues that universities create knowledge in various forms; in fact , all 

universities create knowledge to some degree. However, most knowledge creation is hard to 

calculate, especially that which helps individuals or small groups and is not officially recognised 

through channels such as publishing and patents (Brody 2001 ; Shewan & Coats 2006). As such, 

the level of productivity can only be understood by 'holistic expert judgement that takes all 

relevant factors into account, both the measurable and the unmeasurable ' (Marginson 2002 : 

BB5). Signs of research productivity are often seen in what economists refer to as externalities

that is situations outside universities which are not directly and immediately attributable to one 

university or one piece of research. According to Marginson (2002) one sign of university 

productivity relates to universities' 'contribution to the effectiveness of Australian business in 

the global environment. ... and the longer term " flow-on" of effects of discoveries of basic 

research ' (Marginson 2002: BB5). 
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RECAP AND CONCLUSION
 

The literature is examined for insights that are helpful in understanding how govenunent policies 

impact universities' ability to research. The chapter begins by examining the current changes in 

university and university management from a global perspective, with particular focus on the 

collaboration of universities with industry and govenunent; the impacts of globalization; changes 

in university funding and where universities fit in the world today. Next, it looks at how 

governments make policies and concludes that good govenunent policies are iterative, depending 

on feedback and acknowledging unintended consequences to revise and develop workable 

policies. Although it is unclear how government policies impact universities, impacts are felt, but 

not always as intended. Therefore, it is critical that policymakers pay attention to feedback so that 

unintended consequences can be minimised (Bardoch 2000; Brooks 1993; Pal 1997) . 

Information is then provided on how govenunent policies influence universities, especially 

relating to increasing govenunent pressures that ensure university activities satisfy economic 

demands. Governments want assurances that the actions of publicly financed universities are 

consistent with social values, laws and morals, and are also reflective of the principles of 

efficiency and equity while at the same time maintaining academic quality (Dill 2001; Gornitzka 

& Maassen 2000; van Ginkel 2002). 

Next, an outline of what universities need from their govenunent is presented. Needs include a 

legal framework to work within and financial security that excludes undue interference from 

govenunent or other external agencies. Subsequently, university autonomy is shown as vital to 

ensuring that universities fulfil their mandate. Discussions highlight why university autonomy 

and academic freedom must be protected through illustrations of what happens to societies that 

do not guard against external interferences. Arguments are made that govenunent policies must 

promote and defend effective university autonomy; academic freedom; and the ability to 

undertake unobstructed research. Accordingly, these three components are needed for universities 

to operate effectively' (Bessant 2002; Lowenthal 1975; Meek & Wood 1998; Murray 1992; 

Rhodes 2000; Shattock 1999). 

9 Just because universities have these necessary components does not mean that they will succeed-although necessary 
they are not sufficient to ensure success. 
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Finally, the value of unobstructed research is portrayed as a necessary condition in universities 

that are successful knowledge producers, whereby knowledge and insight 'are the products of 

independent minds following each its own bent, and will not often be attained otherwise' (Bickel 

1975: 3). This chapter discusses the benefits to universities when unobstructed research is 

encouraged and illustrates the results that ensue when universities are free to follow truth 

wherever it leads (Neave 2002). Indications in the literature are that universities produce more 

when left to their own devices (Shattock 1999). Many , including university financiers want to 

know how well universities are producing, so have devised ways to measure certain aspects of 

productivity. While there is an enormous literature on measuring productivity, there is little 

consensus on what should be measured, how it should be measured, who should do the 

measuring and the implications of the measurements. Measuring research productivity in 

universities is a huge topic on its own, and only touched on in this dissertation. 

In conclusion, although policymaking is difficult and complex, govenunents must ensure that 

universities are free from undue influences. Consequences arising from govenunent policies 

should be regularly reviewed and altered according to the needs of the university. Major 

discoveries that affect society often emerge from serendipities when academics are left to follow 

truth wherever it leads. University autonomy therefore must be at the forefront of govenunental 

higher education pol icies. There is strong evidence to suggest that universities not subservient to 

external influences produce more. Myopic govenunents, which demand that their universities 

fulfil their agenda, do a long-term disservice to their societies. It is the govenunent's role to 

ensure that universities adhere to legal, moral and ethical requirements, have a legal framework 

to work within and sufficient funding to carry out their business, but are otherwise left alone 

(Dearlove 1998b). Methodologies presented in the next chapter provide a framework of how data 

are collected and analysed so that the impacts of Commonwealth policies on university autonomy 

and research productivity can be better understood. 

'Education is the defense of the nation' Thomas Jefferson, USA Third President. 
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CHAPTER 3 METHODOLOGY
 

DATA GATHERING: GETTING THE BEST INFORMATION 

As is evident from Chapter 1, the Commonwealth wants its universities to 'deliver significant 

economic, social and environmental benefit to all Australians' (Nelson 2005e), so through the 

power of the purse, the government is directing universities in a number of ways it believes will 

better serve society's needs (ARC 2001; DEST 2004a; 2002a; Nelson 2005e). This research 

explores how Commonwealth policies influence universities. Because the topic is too large for 

one research paper, the scope was narrowed in Chapter 1 to spotlight the perceptions of 

universities. For manageability, discoveries of this research focus on two things: if and how, 

according to university officials, government policies influence their autonomy and research. To 

these ends, this chapter begins by introducing data gathering methods under the heading: 

Theories Behind the Methodology, then presents and justifies the methodology used in this 

research under two headings: Choosing and Justifying Methodologies for Current Research; 

and Acknowledging and Mitigating Limitations and Identifying Assumptions. It concludes 

by providing precise details ofthe data collection process in the chosen methodology under the 

heading: Step by Step Procedures. Figure 3-1 provides an outline for Chapter 3. 

FIGURE 3-1 OUTLINE OF METHODOLOGY 

CHAPTER 3 METHODOLOGY 

CHOOSING AND 
THEORIES BEHIND THE 

JUSTIFYING II 
METHODOLOGY 

METHODOLOGIES 

1
 
ACKNOWlEDGING AND STEP-By-STEP 

MITIGATING LIMITATIONS PROCEDURES OFDATA 
AND IDENTIFYING COLLECTION 

ASSUMPTIONS 
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Once the methodology used in this research has been explained, the data produced from the 

methodology will be presented in Chapter 4. Then the data presented in Chapter 4 will be 

discussed and analysed in Chapter 5. Using the discussions that emerge from Chapter 5, Chapter 

6 presents sets of hypotheses and propositions, which leads to the development of a central 

proposition. Finally, Chapter 7 suggests implications of the hypotheses and propositions. 

THEORIES BEHIND THE METHODOLOGY 

Methodology is a way of thinking about and studying social reality, while methods are sets of 

procedures and techniques for gathering and analysing data and moving towards a greater 

understanding of how the world works (Strauss & Corbin 1998; Creswell 1998). Generally, there 

are two types of data collection: primary and secondary. Primary data are that which are collected 

directly by the researcher for the research at hand, including scholarly literature written by those 

who developed the theory and conducted the research (LoBiondo-Wood & Haber 2005). 

Secondary data are that which are gathered by others and include scholarly material written by 

those who did not develop the theory or conduct the research. Secondary data often represent a 

response to, or a summary and critique of the work of theorists or researchers (LoBiondo-Wood 

& Haber 2005). Depending on the discipline, and how the data are analysed, statutes, government 

reports, legislation, and statistics can be considered either primary or secondary sources of data or 

both. For instance, Strauss and Corbin (1998) argue that the literature can be used as primary data 

in historical and biographical studies and can be used to supplement interviews. Catalogues and 

written reports can also be used either as primary or secondary data for making comparisons and 

developing theories (Strauss & Corbin 1998). In the current study, both primary and secondary 

data collection are considered under their own subheadings. 

Primary Data 
Sources containing raw, original, non-interpreted, and unevaluated information are considered 

primary sources of data, which are either naturally-occurring or intentionally generated data. 

Generally speaking, primary sources are those data which are unpublished and which the 

researcher has gathered directly. Once published, others can use primary data as secondary data. 

Primary sources of data include an investigator's report of a research study, interviews, 

observations and theorists' work reported by the author. They also include eyewitness accounts 
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of historical events provided by original documents, records, film, and other means of 

communications appropriate to the time (LoBiondo-Wood & Haber 2005). 

There are two distinct paradigms for primary data researchers: Naturalist and positivist. Naturalist 

paradigm researchers observe phenomena in the context in which they occur. The philosophical 

approach of the naturalist paradigm researcher'" is used in qualitative research. Conversely, 

positivist paradigm researchers recognise only observable data. The philosophical approach of 

the positivist paradigm researcher is used in quantitative research (LoBiondo-Wood & Haber 

2005). Table 3-1 is used to distinguish the two philosophical paradigms. 

TABLE 3-1 NATURALIST VERSUS POSITIVIST PARADIGMS 

Naturalist Positivist 
Nature of Reality Reality is multiple, 

subjective, mentally 
constructed 

Reality exists and is 
driven by the laws of cause and 
effect 
To predict and 
control natural 
phenomena 
Objective, distant 
and non-interactive 

Excluded from 
influencing 
outcomes 

Aim of science To describe and 
understand phenomena 
within a given context 

Relationship of 
Knower to Known 

Subjective, interaction 
with participant 
Findings are a creation of 
interactive processes 

Role of values in 
Inquiry 

Values are part of and 
mediate inquiry 

(Adapted from LoBiondo-Wood & Haber 2005). 

Primary data are usually assembled by either qualitative/naturalist I I researchers who want to 

make the facts understandable or by quantitative/positivist researchers who are concerned with 

inference and predictions, or, alternatively, by a combination of the two (Bradburn & Lempert in 

Ragin et al 2004). To better understand primary data collection, information is provided under six 

subheadings: 

• Qualitative research 

• Quantitative research 

IOThis paradigm is also known as Social Action and comes out of the theoretical approach of Max Weber. Social Action is
 
any action to which a person attaches a meaning and takes account of the action of others and is thereby oriented in its
 
course (Kringas 2006).
 
II However, qualitative research can also follow a positivist epistemology.
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• Using the Philosophical Paradigms 

• When to use each of the two philosophical paradigms 

• Combining qualitative and quantitative research 

• Making Comparisons 

QUALITATIVE RESEARCH 

There are wide variants of opinions on what constitutes qualitative research. However, Creswell 

(1998) suggests that there are a number of common elements that characterise qualitative 

research. Characteristics that pundits of qualitative research include in their definitions are 

discussed. To begin, qualitative research is an exploratory technique used to gain insight into 

behaviours and perceptions, and to explore opinions of a topic in detail. It is also useful in 

generating ideas and hypotheses (Canadian Government 2003). The purpose of qualitative 

research is to discover concepts and relationships in raw data and organise them into a theoretical 

explanatory scheme where the bulk of the analysis is interpretive. As a result, qualitative research 

is used to understand and describe how humans interpret and attribute meaning to a phenomenon 

within a specific context (Strauss & Corbin 1998). 

LoBiondo-Wood and Haber (2005) describe qualitative research as the study of human 

experiences, often conducted in natural settings using data that are textual rather than numerical 

to describe experiences that are being studied. A simpler definition espoused by LoBiondo-Wood 

and Haber (2005) is any type of research that produces findings not arrived at by statistical 

procedures or by other means of quantification. Although Strauss and Corbin (1998) agree that 

the main attribute of qualitative analysis is the nonmathematical process of data interpretation, 

they argue that qualitative data may be analysed quantitatively by coding and statistical analysis 

(Strauss & Corbin 1998). 

Qualitative researchers attempt to understand the meaning and nature of problems, lay the 

groundwork for further research, and generate new ways of looking at issues (Canadian 

Government 2003). They depend on details of phenomena that often include feelings, thoughts, 

and emotions (Strauss & Corbin 1998). Their aim is a holistic understanding of phenomena in 

which understanding of the context of the phenomena is paramount (Creswell 1998). Janesick 

(2004) emphasises the importance of imagination, creativity, and open-mindedness in qualitative 

research. 
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Through the systematic analysis of the words and reports of informants, a complex description of 

the phenomenon develops, where the qualitative researcher uses inductive reasoning to make 

generalisations from specific observations. Qualitative researchers use reasoning that moves from 

the particular to the general (LoBiondo-Wood & Haber 2005). According to LoBiondo-Wood 

and Haber (2005), these researchers believe that humans are complex beings who attribute unique 

meanings to their experiences and are understood by their personal expressions. Truth is the 

subjective expression of reality as perceived by the participant; the subject's perceptions are 

shared with the researcher, which means that truth is subject to context. A narrative summary of 

data is produced that describes the phenomenon (LoBiondo-Wood & Haber 2005). 

A mainstay of qualitative research is the interview. Respondents are selected from people who 

experience the phenomenon, which they convey to the researchers. Qualitative research relies on 

semi-structured or open questionnaires where an interviewer guides respondents through 

questions and experiences. As the name suggests, questions are usually open, or semi-structured 

inasmuch as they can be added to, changed, or removed during the interview process as new 

insights are discovered. Often, qualitative research questions evolve during interviews (Canadian 

Government 2003). 

Interviews, according to Gubrium and Holstein (In Ragin et al 2004), have been accepted as 

empirical evidence where the perceptions of respondents were required, or when a researcher 

cannot experience first hand what the respondents have experienced. Gubrium and Holstein (In 

Ragin et al 2004), argue that interviews have a long history of being successfully used in 

countless situations from the media, to jobs, to police, to court, to research. As a result, 

interviews are now generally accepted as empirical evidence. Rightly, as with any evidence, there 

are legitimate concerns about the quality of the interviews because they 'can be seen to be 

second hand evidence, filtered through language, which provides evidence that is not easily open 

to repetition and experiment' (Metcalfe 2005:1). 

In-depth personal interviews provide respondents with considerable latitude in expressing their 

views. Interviews, according to the Canadian Government (2003), should last from about fifteen 

to forty minutes, and include techniques that allow respondents to provide detailed descriptions 

of experiences. During interviews, researchers are active participants in the research and as such 

their biases need to be identified. 
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For the most part , the above descriptions of qualitative research gleaned from the literature are 

accepted by most qualitative researchers ; however, there are problems when defining and using 

qualitative research methods because, as argued by Strauss and Corbin (1998), the term 

qualitative research means different things to different people. Qualitative research is described 

by Strauss and Corbin (1998) as a way of thinking about and studying social reality within the 

realm of qualitative research in a variety of approaches. The number and variety of different 

qualitative research methods, approaches, and philosophies are so numerous that two highly 

regarded qualitative researchers, Marshall and Rossman (1995), explain that there is sometimes a 

'confusing array of appropriate alternate research methods' (1995:1). They go on to present 

dozens of categories, typologies, and domains of qualitative research. Consequently, several 

approaches to qualitative research are appropriate for the research such as the one at hand. Four 

of the best known and most appropriate approaches that qualitative researchers use when looking 

for answers to questions similar to those in this research are: grounded theory , ethnography, case 

study , and phenomenology. Each are briefly described as a preliminary introduction under this 

heading and are further examined under the next heading Choosing and Justifying Methodologies 

for Current Research . 

Grounded Theory 
Martin and Turner (1986) describe grounded theory as an inductive, discovery-based 

methodology that allows researchers to develop theoretical accounts of the general features of a 

topic , while simultaneously grounding the accounts in empirical observations and/or data . 

Grounded theory has a specific approach to theory development: it provides for a continuous 

interplay between data collection and analysis. Interplay between data analysis and collection is 

the main difference between grounded theory and other methodical approaches to qualitative 

research (Schreiber in Schreiber and Stem 2001). According to LoBiondo-Wood and Haber 

(2005), grounded theory is a systematic set of procedures used to inductively arrive at a theory 

about social processes. The grounded theory approach is based on the concept of symbolic 

interactionism, which posits that humans act and interact on the basis of symbols that have 

meaning and value for the actors . As such, grounded theory develops from a base of observations 

of the world as lived by a select group of people. One of the purposes of grounded theory 

research is to generate a substantive theory grounded in empirical data where causes, 

perspectives, consequences, situations, contingencies, and co-variances are all exemplified 
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(LoBiondo-Wood & Haber 2005). The researcher does not begin with a preconceived theory; 

rather, the theory emerges as the datum is systematically gathered and analysed. Consequently, 

grounded theories can often act as meaningful guides to action (Strauss & Corbin 1998; Schreiber 

2006). Strauss and Corbin (1998) describe analysis as the 'interplay between researchers and 

data' where dimensions and properties 'enable researchers to differentiate items between and 

within classes and . .. show variation along a range' (Strauss & Corbin 1998: 13 & 19). Schreiber 

(2006) explains that grounded theory is a tool that if properly applied permits researchers to look 

at relationships among variables and gather data that is useful to make predictions and 

generalisations. 

Grounded theory deals with how people define their reality via social interaction. Examples of 

questions that fit within the grounded theory approach to research are: 

•	 How do adolescents being treated for cancer make treatment related decisions? 

•	 What are the survival strategies used by non-white, foreign students studying in
 

predominantly white Australian universities?
 

•	 How do university managers interpret government policies? 

The genesis of grounded theory is sociology, but in recent years it has gained popularity in other 

social science fields including nursing and education (Creswell 1998; Schreiber 2006). 

Etlmography 
Etlmography is described by LoBiondo-Wood & Haber (2005) as the generation of descriptive or 

explanatory theory of a culture, society, and social practices, or educational practices of a group. 

Etlmographic research is a narrative, literary style that preserves the nuances of a cultural 

scenario with multiple levels of abstraction (LoBiondo-Wood & Haber 2005). Etlmographers 

tend to look at what people do, what they say, and uncover tensions between what people really 

do and what they say they ought to do (Creswell 1998). 

As a process steeped in anthropological tradition, etlmography is geared towards the exploration 

of social groups and processes through a level of researcher embeddedness that produces 

' psychologically rich documents' and 'personally situated accounts '(Tedlock 2003 : 174) . The 

etlmography paradigm is typically anthropology of culture, whereby data sources often include 

participant observation, in-depth interviews, archival data, photographs, crafts, and paraphernalia. 
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Researchers experience varying degrees of immersion into the subculture they study, and must 

blend with the life of their subjects. Consequently, researchers' biases and conflicts are essential 

parts of data collection. Examples of research questions are provided to help illustrate 

ethnography: 

•	 What is university culture? 
•	 What is the cultural behaviour of first-year students at a frat party? 

The origins of ethnography are in sociology and cultural anthropology. Later uses of ethnography 

meant expanding the approach to encompass techniques useful for other theoretical orientation 

including Marxism, critical theory, postmodemism, and feminism (Creswell 1998) . 

Case Study 
The case study approach as empirical inquiry investigates whether contemporary phenomena are 

valuable when the boundaries between phenomena and context are not clearly evident (Yin 

2002). Case studies can be used when there are divergent areas of interest with complex 

phenomena that rely 'on multiple sources of evidence, with data needing to converge in a 

triangulating fashion ' (Yin 1994: 13). According to Yin (1994) the researcher's goal is to expand 

and generalise theories. He teaches that case studies can be employed to investigate 

contemporary phenomena in their natural surroundings. Case study researchers tend to narrate 

their studies through techniques such as detailed descriptions, in vivo themes, and thematic 

analysis. 

Yin (2002) argues that case studies are the preferred method when 'how' or 'why' questions need 

answers in situations where the researcher has no control over events . This approach is useful in 

natural settings that present complex phenomena. The number of cases studied can vary from as 

little as one case to numerous cases. Examples of research questions are provided to help 

illustrate the case study approach: 

•	 How do universities respond to the growing demand for social relevance? 

•	 Why has there been a marked increase in university campus violence in the past five 

years? 

• How do university managers interpret government policies? 

Case studies originated with political science, urban studies, and other social sciences. However, 

the use of case studies has expanded into many disciplines, including law, psychology, and 
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medicine. Of all the qualitative research approaches, case studies are the most familiar to 

disciplines in the social sciences (Creswell 1998). 

Phenomenology 
Phenomenology is a transcendental philosophy that questions what we know of our world in 

order to understand it better. This philosophical stance attempts to describe an experience as it is 

lived, without concern for how it came to be the way it is; the aim is to understand the meaning 

of the experience to those who lived it (LoBiondo-Wood & Haber 2005). People and the world 

can be understood only through an account that discloses their contacts with the world. Creswell 

(1998) explains that phenomenology is a way to examine how individuals experience phenomena 

and thereby make meaning in their everyday lives. 

Data sources for phenomenology include: audiovisual tapes of in-depth interviews or 

conversations and written data of personal experiences as well as journals, poetry, art and 

photography. Phenomenology is useful when answering questions such as: 

• What is the meaning of being an average Australian student? 

• What is it like to be a student from the outback living and studying in a large urban 

setting? 

The origins of phenomenology can be found in sociology, philosophy, and psychology, but has 

expanded to other disciplines over time (Creswell 1998) . 

QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH 

Quantitative research is the process of testing the relationships, differences, and causal 

interactions among and between variables. These processes are tested with hypotheses and/or 

research questions (LoBiondo-Wood & Haber 2005). The aim of quantitative research is to 

predict and control natural phenomena through a systematic approach to collecting and analysing 

information obtained from a sample of the population that provides statistically valid results. 

Respondents are selected according to the principles of sampling theory so that their responses 

can be generalised to the larger population. Close-ended questions are asked in surveys. Results 

of quantitative research yield a level of sampling error to draw conclusions and predictions about 

a target population (Canadian Government 2003). 
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Deductive reasoning is used by quantitative researchers to derive a hypothesis from a theory. The 

underlying beliefs are that humans can be understood from their biological, psychological, and 

social characteristics. Truth is an objective reality that can be experienced via the senses, and 

therefore can be observed by the research. This is congruent with positivism. The researcher 

selects a representative sample and determines sample size before collecting the data. Extraneous 

variables are carefully controlled ; for example, questionnaires and measurement devices are 

administered in a single setting by an impartial observer who controls for variables relating to 

surroundings. Data are primarily numerical and usually compatible with statistical analysis. 

Quantitative researchers seek to validate their null hypothesis by either accepting or rejecting the 

null hypothesis based on statistical analysis of the data (LoBiondo-Wood & Haber 2005). 

COMPARfNG QUALITATIVE RESEARCH WITH QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH 

Strauss & Corbin (1998) caution that both qualitative and quantitative research methods are just 

instruments for collecting data not ends in themselves. As a result, it is the researcher's role to 

increase the understanding ofIinks between actions and phenomenon, irrespective of the 

methodology. There are a number of reasons for opting to use one or the other. However, before 

decisions are made , there should be a basic understanding of some of the options. 

By comparing one method to the other, a clearer understanding of each method will emerge. 

Compared to quantitative research, qualitative research involves an in-depth, case-oriented study 

of a relatively small number of cases, including the single case study. While qualitative research 

works with a few cases and many variables, quantitative research works with only a few variables 

and many cases (Creswell 1998). Whereas qualitative researchers' primary goal is to make the 

facts understandable, quantitative research usually places emphasis on deriving inferences or 

predictions from cross-case patterns (Ragin et al 2004). While qualitative researchers seek 

detailed knowledge of specific cases , often with the goal of finding out how things happen, 

quantitative researchers want to predict what is likely to occur in a population (Creswell 1998). 

To illustrate the contrasts between the two methods of research, key words that are used by 

researchers in each methodological camp are listed in Table 3-II. 
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TABLE 3-11 KEY WORDS USED TO DESCRIBE EACH METHOD 

QUALITATIVE QUANTITATIVE 

Subjective experiences Objective observations 

Individual communications with variable responses Repeatedly observe easily measurable 
activitie s 

Case study chosen for closeness to phenomenon Random sampling 
Explains Predicts 
Smaller number of respondents Large number of respondents 
Explore phenomenon Test effects, hypothesis and theoretical 

framework 
Uses language to tell a story Quantifiable-uses statistics and 

mathematics 
Intuitive, process oriented Compare 
Individual perceptions Generalization to larger population 

(Adapted from Creswell 1998; LoB iondo-Wood & Haber 2005; Marshall & Rossm an 1995; Ragin et al 2004; Strau ss & Corbin 1998). 

Typically, quantitative researchers usually look to either validate or disprove a theory and test a 

hypothesis . Conversely, qualitative researchers often begin by studying an area, which allows a 

theory to develop from the data . Strauss and Corbin (1998) explain that in a qualitative study, the 

research question is a statement that identifies the phenomenon to be studied. Quantitative 

researchers quantify observations about human behaviours with numbers. Precise measurements, 

sampling, and statistical analysis are part of quantitative research (Strauss & Corbin 1998). 

Qualitative researchers' goals are to expand and generalise theories, but not to enumerate them 

(Yin 1994), while quantitative researchers ' goals are to statistically analyse and predict 

measurable phenomenon to populations (Creswell 1998). 

Jackson (1999) identifies four distinctions between the two techniques: 
1. The degree to which the analysis is done by converting observations to numbers 
2. The differences in the types of questions asked 
3. The evidence considered appropriate for answering questions 
4. The methods used to process the evidence 

There are some who think that there is a fine line between qualitative and quantitative research, 

with room for overlap between the two. For instance, Strauss and Corbin (1998) argue that data 

from qualitative research can be quantified with background information, or census-like data , 

gathered during qualitative data collection in situations where the bulk of the analysis is 

interpretative. In addition, some researchers gather data in a traditionally qualitative method, yet 

code the data so that they can be statistically analysed. In other words, 'they are in effect 
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quantifying qualitative data' (Strauss & Corbin 1998: 11; also see Chi 1997; Gilb 2006; Jung 

2001). 

Each methodology has inherent weaknesses and strengths. As such, some, including the 

Canadian Government (2003), argue that qualitative techniques are 'inherently unscientific and 

cannot be statistically significant, no matter how many participants are used' 12 (Canadian 

Government 2003: 14), while others claim that quantitative research is said to be ' shallow or 

completely misleading' (Strauss & Corbin 1998: 28) . Qualitative research does not use 

representative sampling, so does not have valid findings that can be generalised to the larger 

population, while quantitative research offers no explanation for observed phenomenon (Strauss 

& Corbin 1998). Although qualitative research is useful when trying to understand why events 

occur, quantitative research is very useful when double blind studies l 3 are warranted (Strauss & 

Corbin 1998). 

USING THE PHILOSOPHICAL PARADIGMS 

Four factors are paramount when deciding whether to employ qualitative or quantitative research 

or combinations of the two: the nature of the research; the context of the experience or 

phenomenon being studied, including all influencing factors ; the preference and expertise of the 

researcher; and the background and discipline of the researcher (LoBiondo-Wood & Haber 2005; 

Strauss & Corbin 1998). 

There is debate in the literature about when to use which method; however, there is a body of 

literature that supports qualitative research for gathering evidence in certain situations. Situations 

that appear to be most compatible with qualitative research methods are when one wishes to: 

•	 Gain an understanding of the meaning or nature of an experience about which little is 

known 

•	 Gain a new perspective about a phenomenon which has already been studied but 

where knowledge is inadequate 

•	 Make sense of complex situations 

•	 Understand phenomena that change over time 

12 Krin gas (2006) points out that the meaning of scientific in the soci al sciences is highly debatable and contentious
 
whereby interpretive methods are aimed at understanding, not producing laws.
 
13 A double blind study is one in which neither the research subject nor the researcher knows whether the research subject
 
is receiving the cont rol treatment being stud ied or the placebo treatment (W ikipedia 2006).
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•	 Learn about experiences 

•	 Understand meanings attributed to or interpretations of a specific experience or 

construct 

•	 Uncover or construct theory or lay the groundwork for further research 

•	 Understand phenomena in detail 

•	 Generate new ways of looking at issues 

•	 Gather evidence for the social science and policy-oriented research 

•	 Generate and evaluate theory in the social sciences 

•	 Reveal the workings of micro and macro processes 

•	 Illuminate the mechanisms underlying quantitative empirical findings 

•	 Critically examining social phenomenon 
(Canadian Government 2003; LoBiondo-Wood & Haber 2005; Ragin et al 2004). 

According to the literature, quantitative research is especially valuable for: 

•	 Testing hypotheses 

•	 Double blind studies 

•	 Predicting what will happen in large populations 

•	 Ranking social relationships 

•	 Knowing how much or how often phenomena occur 

•	 Tracking changes over time 

•	 Recording events 

•	 Examining relationships 
(Creswell 1998; Jackson 1999; LoBiondo-Wood & Haber 2005; Ragin et al 2004). 

Creswell (1998) provides a six-point checklist for when to use qualitative research 

./	 when answers to 'how' or 'what' are sought 

./	 when there is a need to find out more about the events or phenomena 

./	 when details are needed 

./	 when the study is to occur in its natural surroundings 

./	 when there will be a story by the researcher to describe the events 

./	 when there is sufficient time and resources for qualitative research 

A checklist for when to use quantitative research is derived from the teaching of Jackson (1999) 
and Strauss and Corbin (1998). Quantitative research is indicated in instances 

./	 when the effects of phenomena need to be tested 

./	 when predicting the likelihood of behaviours are required 

./	 when relationships need to be examined 

./ when verifying a hypothesis is necessary 
Figure 3-II is a visual depiction of the best uses of each methodology. 
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FIGURE 3-II USES OF QUANTITATIVE AND QUALITATIVE RESEARCH METHODS 

BEST U SES OF TI IE Two PHILOSOPJlICAL M ETlJODOLOGI ES OF RESEARCI I 

QUANTITATIVE RESEARCHQUALITATIVE RESEARCH 

• To explore phenomena 

• To und erstand how or why 
phen om ena oc cur 

• To gain an understandin g 

• To study phenomena in their 
natural surroundings 

• To lay the gro undwo rk for 
furth er research and theo ry 

• To get details of phen omena 

• To make sense o f complex 
situati on s 

• To learn about and und erstand 
experiences 

• To predict likely occurrence of 
ph enomena in large population s 

• To test hypoth eses 

• To study ph enom ena in isola ted , 
co ntrolled surro undings 

• To test theor etical fram ework s 

• To test the effects of 
phenomena 

• To predict behaviours 

• To examine relationships 

• To record events 

COMBINING QUALITATIVE AND QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH 

Both qualitative and quantitative research can be used alone or together. Metcalfe (2005) teaches 

that multiple data gathering can be used both to reinforce the weight of evidence and to address 

the problems of the incompleteness of anyone particular piece of evidence so that the evidence 

becomes more convincing through what is known as triangulation. Triangulation, the use of 

multiple approaches to data, observations, research methods and theories, is advocated as a 

means to locate a single truth (Chamberlin & Oppermann in Metcalfe 2005). According to Olsen 

(2004), triangulation involves mixing approaches to get two or three viewpoints. 

The attractiveness oftriangulation is that it addresses the problem of the incompleteness of any 

one particular piece of evidence or methodology, or approach to methodology. Individual pieces 

of evidence otherwise open to suspicion can be reinforced with supporting evidence so that the 

overall weight of the evidence becomes convincing (Chamberlin & Oppermann in Metcalfe 

2005). 
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Strauss and Corbin (1998) concur that the issue is not to choose one over the other, but to use 

them together to develop a theory. Ideally, methods that 'carry out the most parsimonious and 

advantageous means for arriving at theory ' (1998 : 34) should be chosen. To these ends, Strauss 

and Corbin (1998) argue that data from qualitative research methods can be quantified. Likewise 

Olsen (2004) argues against separating the teaching of qualitative and quantitative methods, 

advocating instead for integrated methods and mixed-methods research. 

MAKING C OMPARISONS 

Comparisons can be used in any research approach to help further the understanding of the 

phenomena. Making comparisons forces the researcher to examine data at a dimensional level 

(Strauss & Corbin 1998). They stimulate new ways of looking at data by comparing events with 

properties of other events. 

Laucken (2002) notes that: 
There is nothing on ea rth, which cannot be compared to any other regarding any particul ar aspect. The assertion that 
two thin gs cannot be compared ca n usually be disproved with some reflection. When taking a critica l s tance, 
incomparabilities should never be searched for . Instead, que st ioning whether comparisons using this or that measure is 
of any value, is essential (200 2: 4) . 

Multiple comparisons may be more convincing than simple two-way comparisons. Several 

eyewitnesses with differing vantage points can offer rigor to research. Metcalfe (2005) uses the 

term triangulation in reference to the surveying or navigational practice of using intersecting 

compass bearings of three or more reference points to locate a different geographical point. As 

such, comparisons enrich analysis or data received from interviews (Metcalfe 2005; Chamberlin 

& Oppermann in Metcalfe 2005). Despite their obvious value, Laucken (2002) cautions that 

comparisons often ' result in inanities and sometimes they even lead to false conclusions' 

(2002:4). Consequently, he encourages researchers to use a common sense approach. 

Secondary Data 
LoBiondo-Wood & Haber (2005) explain that secondary data sources digest, analyse, evaluate, 

and interpret the information contained within primary sources and tend to present arguments. 

Secondary sources are valuable learning tools for researchers, but ought to be used sparingly. 

Because secondary data provide a view of the phenomena from another person's perspective, 

they are useful for researchers when developing theory or trying to uncover background 

information on phenomena or when establishing a base in which to develop a hypothesis. 
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Secondary data are any data other than the original work, and can include summaries, critiques, 

theories, models, professional views of issues, literature review, and abstracts of published works 

(LoBiondo-Wood & Haber 2005). On occasion, according to LoBiondo-Wood and Haber (2005) , 

secondary sources may be used when the primary source is unavailable, or when there is a need 

to gain a different perspective on an issue. Quantitative researchers frequently use secondary data 

sources for primary research. For example, Gorard (2003) provides an example in which a 

researcher can use a library database to assemble the number and types of books borrowed by 

students of certain origins, and analyse the data to statistically show that particular populations of 

students tend to read certain types of books. In this illustration, gathering and analysing existing 

data has become primary research. 

Secondary data include the analysis of data for a secondary purpose, which has already been 

collected and analysed for a different study. It is possible to do a secondary analysis of one's own 

research, for example, by analysing a document that contains one's own interviews or field notes. 

If the data are used for purposes other than for which they were originally gathered, the research 

is considered secondary (LoBiondo-Wood & Haber 2005). The following heading, Choosing and 

Justifying Methodologies for Current Research relies on information from this heading to choose 

and justify a methodology for the current research. 

CHOOSING AND JUSTIFYING METHODOLOGIES FOR CURRENT RESEARCH 

Obviously the key to finding the answer to any question, including whether Commonwealth 

policies influence university autonomy and research, is having the correct information. But the 

key to gathering correct information is not as obvious. A number of the most common data 

gathering options available to researchers are presented under the heading, Theories Behind the 

Methodology. This heading considers the options and decides on the most suitable approach for 

the current research. Considerations will be catalogued under two sub-headings: Establishing 

Foundations and The Approach. 

Establishing Foundations 

As previously discussed, sources of secondary data are often used as the genesis of new research 

and to provide preliminary information, pique the interest of the researcher, develop the thesis 

question, and help the researcher to decide on the best methodology once the thesis question has 

been developed (Creswell 1998). This was the case for the current research. 
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To begin, a variety of secondary sources, primarily from the Commonwealth, are consulted in 

Chapter I to introduce the context of the phenomena. Next , secondary sources from the larger 

community of literature are used in Chapter 2 as comparisons to the phenomena identified in 

Chapter I. Then, the current chapter draws on secondary sources to provide an overview of 

methodologies that would be helpful for identifying the best data-gathering techniques for 

researching the thesis question. Secondary data do not contribute to Chapter 4. Chapter 5 reviews 

secondary sources to provide guidance and data convergence for data analysis. Chapter 6 

develops hypotheses and propositions using primary and secondary sources presented in earlier 

chapters. Chapter 7 compares what is in the literature to the current findings to determine how 

this research supports, refutes, and adds to the overall body of knowledge. Secondary sources 

were consulted for this dissertation. While some were used strictly as secondary sources, others, 

including statutes, policies, and statistics were also used as part of the primary analysis. Sources 

include: 
o Annual reports 
o Australian university reports 
o Commonwealth policies 
o Commonwealth reports and website 
o International examples of related issues, published and unpublished 
o International experts through minutes from symposiums 
o Journals, articles , periodicals and books 
o Media releases from Australian ministers, including prime ministers 
o Australian ministers' speeches 
o Newspapers 
o OECD reports 
o Other government reports and websites 
o Other websites 
o Reports from professionals in universities 
o Statutes and acts, including university acts 

Once the foundation of research is laid, a methodology is established. 

The Approach 
As suggested under the heading Theories Behind the Methodology, all methodologies have 

limitations and problems. One way to mitigate some of the limitations is to employ more than 

one method, as in the technique known as triangulation (Creswell 1998; Metcalfe 2005) . 

Triangulation is particularly applicable for research consisting of more than one type of question, 

as is the case with this research, where there are two types of questions within the overarching 

research question. The first type of question is made up of two questions: 

Question Type 1: Do Commonwealth policies influence university autonomy? And: Do
 
Commonwealth policies influence university research ?
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These questions are 'do' questions and their answers are usually best found in quantitative 

research (Creswell 1998). The second type of question is also made up of two questions: 

Question Type 2: How do Commonwealth policies influence university autonomy? And: How 
do Commonwealth policies influence research in universities? 

These questions are 'how' questions and their answers are usually best answered by qualitative 

research (Yin 1994). Figure 3-III shows the two types of questions presented in this research. 

FIGURE 3-III Two TYPES OF RESEARCH Q UESTIONS 

Do Common wealth polici es influence How do Commonwealth policies 

univers ity autonomy and rese arch in influence uni versity aut onomy and 

Au stralian Univer sities? research in Australian Universities? 

The nature of the two types of research questions indicates that both quantitative and qualitative 

methods would be beneficial. However, the quantitative, 'do ' parts of the overarching question 

form only minor parts of the research. At first glance, the answers they seek seem to be self

evident and appear to be almost rhetorical. Rather than asking the questions, assumptions could 

be made that Commonwealth policies 'do' influence university autonomy and research; however, 

by asking the questions three things are achieved. First, credence is given to what would have 

otherwise been an assumption. There is no need to make the assumption when simple questions 

will do the job. Second, other answers and more details are provided during the asking of the 'do ' 

questions which are useful for the qualitative section of the research. Third, there is a chance that 

the assumptions are incorrect for either or both of the 'do' questions. If this were the case, the rest 

of the research would have changed substantially. 

The qualitative 'how' parts of the overarching question make up the bulk of the research. By their 

very natures, 'how' questions beg for more details than are normally associated with quantitative 

research, and these questions are no different (Canadian Government 2003; Creswell 1998). 

Additionally, social science and policy-oriented research tends to depend largely on qualitative 
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approach methods for answers (Ragin et al 2004). Each of the four approaches described in 

Theories Behind Methodology could provide some value in data collection. However, there seems 

to be elements in question that lean towards the grounded theory approach. For instance, as in 

this research and in grounded theory, the researcher starts with observations. Further, Jackson 

(1999) suggests that grounded theory is a valuable tool for understanding the real experiences of 

people. Like this research, grounded theory does not start with a theory, but in a process of 

discovery and observations; the phenomena are continuously identified and refined and then 

linked to the observations with general ideas. Creswell (1998) recommends the grounded theory 

approach for researchers who hope to gain insights that will lead to hypothesis and theory 

creation. Strauss and Corbin (1998) promote grounded theory for research questions that need to 

know 'Who? What? Why? When? Where? How? How much? With what results? ' (Strauss & 

Corbin 1998: 89-90). In addition, grounded theory allows for a pragmatic mixed method 

approach with a concurrent statistical procedure while at the same time allowing exploratory 

qualitative data such as interviews to be validated by quantitative and comparative analysis 

(Strauss & Corbin 1998) . 

The other three approaches-ethnography, case study, and phenomenology are not completely 

discounted-in fact, there is some overlap in the methodologies whereby techniques from these 

approaches are used. For instance, the in-depth interview techniques commonly associated with 

ethnography would be useful in providing an understanding of the phenomenon. Yet, the 

understanding sought of both experiences and the wider structural factors would make an 

embedded, ethnographic approach too specific to account for the wider dynamics of concern 

herein. However, the retention of ethnographic-style interviewing allows the incorporation of 

personal accounts into the hypothesis, proposition, and theory-building. 

Although the case study approach would provide valuable insights into the phenomenon, its use 

is usually more limited to expanding and generalising theories, rather than theory or hypothesis 

development, which is more readily supported by grounded theory. Case study techniques, 

particularly relating to detailed descriptions of in vivo themes and thematic analysis, can be 

useful when understanding the process of analysis in grounded theory. 
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Central to this research is examining how individuals experience phenomena, which corresponds 

with the strengths offered by the phenomenology approach (Creswell 2003). However, the 

decision to integrate quantitative triangulation clashes philosophically with the more interpretive 

phenomenological tradition; therefore, the approach was discounted. 

In short, grounded theory allows exploratory qualitative data such as interviews to be validated 

by quantitative and comparative analysis using a variety of qualitative methodological 

approaches such as the ethnographic-style of interviewing and the case studies' use of in vivo 

themes and thematic analysis. It would appear then that grounded theory is a good fit as the 

principal approach for this research, or at least as good as the others (Creswell 2003; Metcalfe 

2005; Strauss & Corbin 1998). A main criticism of grounded theory is the lack of clarity and the 

inconsistencies surrounding grounded theory analysis which resulted in the development of a 

synthesis technique based on the works of Glaser and Strauss (Eaves, 2001). Critics raise 

questions as to whether there is more than one version of grounded theory (MacDonald in 

Schreiber & Stern 2001) and the validity of each version. To compensate for this apparent 

limitation, more than one technique is employed. 

The quantitative approach was used to incorporate statistics, statutes, and other data into the 

findings. Statistics, government documents, policies, and statutes elucidated parts of the 

phenomena that are not easily accessible by other techniques. Data from this methodology are 

compared to the findings of the interviews and surveys. 

As advocated by Metcalfe (2005), multiple data gathering is employed in this research to 

reinforce the weight of evidence so that the evidence becomes more convincing through 

triangulation. Data collection takes a three-pronged approach to understand and analyse the 

phenomenon: grounded theory, surveys, and quantitative methods facilitate comparisons. Strauss 

and Corbin (1998) argue that the issue is not to use one method or another, but to find a way so 

that several methods can work together to develop a theory. Likewise, Olsen (2004) argues 

against separating the teaching of qualitative and quantitative methods, advocating integrated 

methods and mixed-methods research instead. Throughout the research, comparative techniques 

are employed: quantitative data are compared to qualitative data; qualitative findings are 
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compared to other qualitative findings; and all data are compared to statistics and other 

quantitative reports. 

The latter part of the methodology relies heavily on comparisons to contrast and assess the 

differences and similarities between university responses with those expressed in the literature 

and in government reports. This research is an illustration of quantitative research, grounded 

theory, comparative techniques, and qualitative approaches used together to compliment and 

reinforce each other in a mutually supportive manner (LaRossa 2005; Ragin 2004). Each of the 

approaches will be considered further under its own subheading-Quantitative techniques, 

Grounded theory as a main methodology, and Making comparisons. But first, the approaches are 

depicted in Figure 3-IV . 

FIGURE 3-IV FRAMEWORK FOR CONCEPTUALISING METHODOLOGIES 

QUANTITATIVE 

D o Commonwealth policies 
influ enc e university autonomy and 

research? 

How do Co mmonwealth 
polici es in fluencc 
university autonomy and 
research ? 

GROUNDED COMPARISONS 

TH EORY 

.\1;' ha t are the 
similarities and 
.differences bCtweffi ' 
responses f':',m 
interviews and the 
statistics? 

QUALITATIVE 

Multiple approaches to the method ology are triangulated for a better understanding o f the 
relationship between Commonwealth policies and university aut onomy and between 

Commonwealth polic ies and research in Australian universities. 

QUANTITATIVE TECHNIQUES
 

This research uses three distinct quantitative techniques: surveys; 'quantifying qualitative data'
 

(Strauss & Corbin 1998: 11); and incorporating statistics, statutes and other existing data . 
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The survey used is typical of those used in quantitative research: close-ended questions asking 

respondents to rank and enumerate. Respondents are asked a variety of questions to discover the 

'dos' of the research question and then asked to rank and measure the level of the 'dos. ' Close

ended survey questions are used intermittently between open-ended questions to ensure that the 

researcher has clearly understood the respondents' positions on the major phenomena and that 

respondents have provided their positions on each major phenomenon. The survey also serves as 

a springboard for further discussions in the open structured questions. Table 3-III charts the five 

functions of the close-ended quantitative survey. 

TABLE3-III QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH QUESTlONS SERVE 5 FUNCTIONS 

./ Responses to the 'do' portions of the research question 

./ Rank 

./ Clarify 

./ Ensure that respondents provided their positions on each major phenomenon 

./ Springboard for other discussions 

However, there appears to be a problem with the sample populations, whereby a theoretical 

sample group was used rather than a random sample group. In this research, respondents for the 

survey were chosen on the basis of emerging concepts, with 'the aim being to explore the 

dimensional range or varied conditions along which the properties of concepts vary' (technique 

taught by Strauss & Corbin 1998: 73) . Due to cost and time restraints, the same respondents were 

used for the both the interview and survey. Detail s of the sampling error will be discussed under 

the heading Acknowledging and Mitigating Limitations and Identifying Assumptions. 

The second quantitative method used involves taking data gathered from techniques that are 

typically qualitative in nature and quantifying them in a technique that Strauss and Corbin (1998) 

refer to as 'quantifying qualitative data.' Strauss and Corbin's (1998: II) arguments that 

'quantifying qualitative data ' is a legitimate and useful tool for researchers were presented in 

Theories Behind the Methodology (See also Chi 1997; Gilb 2006 ; lung 2001). Their affirmations 

are adopted in this research, whereby data taken from the qualitative research are coded so that 

they can be statistically analysed and quantified. For example, several of the responses are 

codified and categorised in themes and sub-themes so that they are useful in showing 

comparisons, similarities, and establishing a basis for grounded theory. 
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The third quantitative method relies on analysing existing statistics, statutes, and reports in light 

of the research question. Data sources include the OECD, AVCC , ARC, the Australian 

Government, the Senate Committee, international government websites, the Central Intelligence 

Agency, the National Bureau of Economic research, Web of Science, ranking organisations, the 

International Association of Universities, and Australian and international university websites. 

GROUNDED THEORY AS THE MAIN METHODOLOGY 

As with grounded theory, the initial research questions start broad and narrows with data 

received. This research follows the teachings of Strauss and Corbin (1998) , where initial concepts 

and frameworks are not predetermined, and where the designs are allowed to emerge from the 

data. Once relevant concepts and hypotheses have emerged and have been validated against the 

data, grounded theory researchers tum to quantitative measures and analysis of the data (Strauss 

& Corbin 1998). 

Although this research uses the grounded theory approach, it relies, to some degree, on the edict 

that grounded theory need 'not to be followed dogmatically but rather to be used creatively and 

flexibly by researchers as they deem appropriate' (Strauss & Corbin 1998:13). Similarly, 

grounded theory techniques and procedures are only tools 'to assist with analysis but never 

should drive the analysis in and of themselves' (Strauss & Corbin 1998: 58). Strauss and Corbin 

(1998) affirm that grounded theory procedures are merely guidelines and suggestions, not 

commandments. Consequently, techniques and procedures are only a means to an end and 'are 

not meant to be used rigidly in a step-by-step fashion' (Strauss & Corbin 1998: 14). Rather, 

grounded theory should be used as a set of tools that enable the researcher to approach analysis 

with new understanding. As such, researchers should treat grounded theory as ' a smorgasbord 

from which they can choose, reject, and ignore according to their own tastes ...Some will blend 

our techniques with their own' (Strauss & Corbin 1998: 8-9). For the most part, grounded theory 

formed the foundation for data gathering in this research and proved to be critical for hypothesis 

and proposition development. Details follow. 

In the tradition of grounded theory, particularly that espoused by Strauss and Corbin (1998) and 

used in this research, data collection and analysis occur in alternating sequences. Analysis began 

with the first interview and observations which led to the next interview with subsequent 

respondents chosen through theoretical sampling, followed by more analysis, more interviews, 
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and so on. In this way, analysis drove data collection in a constant interplay between researcher 

and research act. Notes based on the data were paraphrased after interviews and new questions 

emerged to be used in the next interview. Creswell (1998) conveys an image of the grounded 

theory researcher using a zigzag process, alternating between going out to the field to gather data, 

analysing the data then returning to the field to gather more data, and so on, until there is no new 

information to be gathered and the analysis is satisfied. 

In keeping with the teachings of grounded theory (Creswell 1998; Strauss & Corbin 1998), the 

researcher asks questions until saturation is achieved. Saturation is achieved 'when no new 

information seems to emerge .. . Saturations is more a matter of reaching a point in the research 

where collecting additional data seems counterproductive, the 'new' that is uncovered does not 

add that much more to the explanation' (Strauss & Corbin 1998 : 136). As per Strauss and Corbin 

(1998) the researcher assumes saturation exists when, within the limits of available resources, no 

new data are forthcoming, and any new data adds little or no new information to the 

phenomenon. Creswell (1998) suggests that researchers typically conduct twenty to thirty 

interviews before saturation is achieved-in this dissertation, twenty-three interviews and twenty

three surveys are conducted. 

Respondents are chosen for the interviews based on theoretical sampling. Theoretical sampling is 

sampling on the basis of emerging concepts. It involves choosing a homogeneous sampling of 

individuals based on their ability to contribute to the evolving theory. Respondents are those 

persons who provide the maximum opportunities for comparative analysis (Strauss & Corbin 

1998). 

Two procedures that Strauss and Corbin (1998) consider absolutely necessary for grounded 

theory are instrumental in this research: 

1. Ask questions: Questions advance understanding of theoretical issues. 
Although they often lead to interesting findings, questions can raise more 
problems and questions than they answer. 
2. Making comparisons: Comparisons stimulate thinking about properties 

and dimensions of categories. 

In accordance with grounded theory, this research develops sets of hypotheses and propositions 

by bringing the literature into the writings, which allows for validation, enrichment, comparison, 
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and grounding in the data (Strauss & Corbin 1998) . Literature is used to make comparisons when 

a concept emerges from the data that seems similar or opposite to what is found in the writings. 

Because the main purpose of grounded theory is to develop a theory or sets of hypotheses and 

propositions, this research attempts to do so by learning what one case teaches about other cases 

so that research can move from the specific to the more general. Studying cases can reveal 

guidelines for looking at all cases and thereby enable researchers to generalise about other cases. 

As a result of asking theoretical questions about one case, and by thinking comparatively, 

researchers open up the range of possibilities that may apply to other cases. 

As we examine other cases and compare incident against incident , we are more likely to recognize the sameness and 
variations in categories and see how what applied in one case might also be relevant to the next case and where the two 
cases differ (Strauss & Corbin 1998: 89) . 

Strauss and Corbin (1998) maintain that grounded theory researchers need a theoretical 

framework to generalise a substantive theory. Substantive-level theory is a 'low-level theory that 

is applicable to immediate situations. This theory evolves from the study of a phenomenon 

situated in one particular situational context' (Strauss & Corbin quoted in Creswell 1998: 242

243) . Likewise, Creswell (1998) writes that central to grounded theory research is the 

development of a theory based on the research that reveals a plausible relationship among 

concepts and sets of concepts within the research. Strauss and Corbin (1998) define theory as a 

'set of well-developed concepts related through statements of relationships, which together 

constitute an integrated framework that can be used to explain or predict phenomena' (1998: 15). 

The theory (Creswell 1998) is articulated in the form of a: 

./ Narrative statement 

./ Visual picture 

./ Series of hypotheses or propositions 

Although theory-building is usually the purpose for applying grounded theory, Strauss and 

Corbin (1998) argue that theory-building is not the goal of every researcher; rather, some seek 

knowledge and understanding which take many forms. In this dissertation, the goal is to explore 

the phenomenon, and through an expanded understanding, develop a set of hypotheses and 

propositions and one central proposition that can be researched and validated further at a later 

date. 
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Creswell's (1998) description of grounded theory is more systematic and prescribed than that of 

Strauss and Corbin (1998). He argues in favour of prescribed categories of information that have 

specific components: a central phenomenon; causal conditions and context; strategies; and 

consequences. Of particular value to this research is Creswell's (1998) simplification of the data 

analysis process of grounded theory. He presents a user-friendly, systematic progression of 

analysis in a standardised format that is used in the analysis of this research". 

•	 In open coding, the researcher forms initial categories of information about the phenomenon being studied by 
segmenting information, Within each category, the investigator finds several properties, or subcategories, and 
looks for data to dimensionalize, or show the extreme possibilities on the continuum of, the property. 

•	 In axial coding, the investigator assembles the data in new ways after open coding. This is presented using a coding 
paradigm or logic diagram in which the researcher identifies a central phenomenon (i.e., a central category about 
the phenomenon), explores causal conditions (i.e., categories of conditions that influence the phenomenon), 
specified strategies (i.e., the actions or interactions that result from the central phenomenon), identifies the context 
and intervening conditions (i.e ., the narrow and broad conditions that influence the strategies), and delineates the 
consequences (i.e., the outcomes of the strategies), for this phenomenon. 

•	 In selective coding, the researcher identifies a story line and writes a story that integrates the categories in the axial 
coding model. In this phase, conditional propositions (or hypothesis) are typically presented . 

•	 Finally the rese archer may develop and visually portray a conditional matrix that elucidates the soci al, historical, 
and economic conditions influencing the central phenomenon. This phase of analysis is not frequently found in 
grounded theory studies (Creswell 1998: 57). 

Creswell (1998) further explains that the result of this process of data collection and analysis is a 

theory. The theory may be in itselfthe end of the research, 'because the generation of a theory is 

a legitimate outcome of the study' Creswell (1998: 58). Others may subject the theory to further 

empirical testing at a later date (Strauss & Corbin 1998). In the case of this dissertation, the 

central proposition is offered to explain the phenomenon, and lends itself to further testing. 

MAKING COMPARISONS 

Comparative techniques are applied throughout this research. The following is a macro view of 

its applications: in Chapter I comparisons differentiate between government expectations, 

rationale, actions, and results of its actions. Chapter 2 compares and contrasts findings from the 

literature. Chapter 3 provides comparisons and differences in various methodologies. Findings 

presented in Chapter 4 rely on comparisons to elucidate responses. Comparisons are made 

between categories of universities and positions of respondents. Similarly, Chapter 5 depends on 

comparisons scattered throughout the chapter to bring about comprehension and discussions of 

the findings. Chapter 6 uses comparisons to formulate hypotheses and propositions and the 

theoretical-conceptual framework . Chapter 7 shows areas of new knowledge development and 

14 Notwithstanding Strauss and Corbin's (1998) arguments against proscriptive use of grounded theory, this systematic 
approach is useful for conceptual ising grounded theory. 
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areas that need further research by comparing and contrasting the findings with the existing 

literature. 

Now, on a micro level, comparisons are used in both the quantitative and qualitative 

methodologies of this research. Results from the quantitative data are compared to that of the 

qualitative and inconsistencies are further investigated. This research follows Strauss and 

Corbin's (1998) teachings whereby comparisons are essential devices that enable grounded 

theory researchers to show variations in the patterns found in the data. By continually making use 

of the comparative properties of one event compared to another event, and comparing the results 

with the variations in the patterns of data from established statistics can provide useful results 

that show the similarities and differences in data received during primary data collection. 

According to Strauss and Corbin (1998), if done correctly, comparing assumptions against data 

bring assumptions to the surface where false assumptions will not stand up when put to rigorous 

compansons. 

Figure 3-V takes the Frameworkfor Conceptualising Methodologies from Figure 3-IV and adds 

dimensions to the overlapping areas between each approach, as well as the overlapping of all 

approaches. Notice that there is complimentary interplay between the approaches to the 

methodology. Overlap #1 combines quantitative and grounded theory; Overlap #2 combines the 

two quantitative methods used; Overlap #3 combines the statistics with grounded theory; and 

Overlap #4 combines all approaches; interviews, grounded theory and statistics. Figure 3-V 

shows the interplay between the approaches as the framework for the methodology. 
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FIGURE 3-V OVERLAPPING APPROACHES OF INTEGRATED MIXED METHODS 

QUANTITATIVE 

# 1 Q uantify qualitative responses 
from sta tistics 

SURVEYS
 
Do Co mmo nwealth policies
 

influenc e university autonomy and
 
research?
 

# 4 Compa ring # 1 #2 
qua ntita tive and 
qualita tive 
responses from 
each cate gory of 
respondent 

GROliNDED THEORY STATISTICS 
I low do
 

Com monwealth policies
 
influence university
 

autonom y and research?
 

# 2 Comparing re spon~e s to 
q uan titative q uestion s 
between catego ries by 
position s o f respondents, 
university resp on dents, and 
statistics 

What are the similarities 
and differences between 
respo nses from surveys, 

interviews and 
sta tistics? 

QUALITATIVE COMPARISONS 

#3 Contin ual comparisons 
with each new piece of 
datum 

QUA LITATIVE 

Q UANTITATI VE 

FROM SURVEY 

DATA 

QUALITA TIVE 

FROM 

fNTERVIEW 

DATA 

QUANTITATIVE 

FROM 

STATI STICS, 

STATUTES& 

DOCUM ENTS 

No methodology is without its limitations, and all rely on assumptions. This is the topic of the 
next heading. 

ACKNOWLEDGING AND MITIGATING LIMITATIONS 

As with all methodologies, there are limitations that must be recognised, considered, and 

mitigated. The self-descriptive heading suggests that limitations of the research will be first 

acknowledged, then mitigated. To begin , limitations inherent to the methodology need to be 

recognised if results are expected to be valid. Next, the implications of each limitation are 
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discussed. Then the tactics employed as mitigators are juxtaposed against each limitation with 

their expected results. Limitations of this research are identified in six categories: 

• Limitations intrinsic to quantitative research: lack of detail 

• Non-random sampling for quantitative data collection 

• Respondent bias 

• Choosing the right questions to ask 

• Researcher bias 

• All information filtered through an interviewer 

Each category of limitations will be discussed and considered in tenus of its implications, what 

was used to mitigate the limitation, and the likely results. 

• Limitations intrinsic to quantitative research 
Criticisms of quantitative methodology are that it lacks detail, is shallow, does not 

explain how or why phenomena occur, and can be misleading. Triangulation involves 

using three approaches-quantitative, qualitative, and comparative techniques-is 

adopted to assuage the limitations. The attractiveness of triangulation is that it 

addresses the problem of the incompleteness of anyone particular piece of evidence 

or methodology, or approach to methodology. Individual pieces of evidence otherwise 

open to suspicion can be reinforced with supporting evidence so that the overall 

weight of the evidence becomes convincing (Chamberlin & Oppermann in Metcalfe 

2005). 

Details explaining the phenomenon are provided in other parts of the research. 

Quantitative research is helpful in providing answers to ' yes ' and 'no' questions and 

in bolstering the strengths of the quantitative research. Grounded theory and 

comparative techniques can explain what quantitative methodologies cannot. 

• Non-random sampling for quantitative data collection 
Sampling error in quantitative data gathering usually means that findings cannot be 

generalised to the larger population. Quantitative research is a systematic approach to 

collecting and analysing information obtained from a sample of the population that 

provides statistically valid results. Unless respondents are selected according to the 
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principles of random sampling theory, there is no assurance that their responses can be 

generalised to the larger population (Canadian Government 2003). This dissertation 

uses theoretical sampling, which is a non-random sampling technique that chooses 

respondents for their ability to respond to the questions and thereby add to theory 

development (Strauss & Corbin 1998). Both the quantitative surveys and qualitative 

interviews use the same respondents. 

On its own, the data are not used to generalise to a population outside of those 

interviewed. Data from the surveys are used to reinforce, validate, rank, and clarify 

the data from the interviews. As such, there is no need for random sampling. When 

discussing the responses of theoretical sampling, it is acceptable to quantify data 

within the group. Here are a few examples of the format for quantifying qualitative 

data: 'twenty percent of all respondents agreed that. .. '; and ' respondents ranked the 

phenomenon .. ..' In this case, it was not necessary to use the findings from the surveys 

to generalise to the larger population. If there is a need to do so at a later date, findings 

can be tested further by others (Strauss & Corbin 1998). Consequently, there is no 

need to generalise the quantitative part of the findings to the larger population. 

• Respondent bias 
Respondents may be politically or otherwise motivated so their responses might be 

aimed at satisfying agendas rather than at discovering the truth of the phenomena. 

Because respondents are all from the offices of the deputy or pro vice chancellors , 

they may share similar agendas; therefore, asking a large number of respondents and 

receiving similar responses does not necessarily mean that responses were not tainted 

by respondent bias. 

To mitigate the impact of this potential bias, findings from the literature and other 

secondary data sources that are outside universities are compared with the findings 

from the interviews. Comparisons are used to substantiate consistencies and establish 

whether there is a convergence of data. In this way, triangulation is used to lessen 

limitations by cross-checking and substantiating through more than one method. 
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Although mitigation will never be able to fully compensate for respondent bias, it is 

likely that the findings will explain the phenomenon. This research is looking for 

universities' perspectives of the phenomenon, which, by nature, leaves room for some 

respondent bias as all perceptions include biases. 

• Choosing the right questions to ask 
Choosing the right questions to ask is central to arriving at a worthwhile theory. If 

questions asked do not elicit the responses needed to build hypotheses and 

propositions relating to the phenomena, they miss their mark. To avoid falling prey to 

the garbage in, garbage out, several questions on the same theme are used to tease

out answers. To ensure that responses are consistent, questions are asked in a 

quantitative format towards the end of each interview. In keeping with the grounded 

theory approach, new interviews are initiated until saturation is reached. Reaching the 

saturation point means that additional interviews do not result in any new data on the 

phenomena (Strauss & Corbin 1998). As a result, enough questions are asked on each 

theme to build sufficient confidence that the responses are instrumental in hypothesis 

and proposition building. 

• Researcher bias 
Contaminated datum is a researcher bias that Creswell (1998) recognises when he 

writes: ' we (re)present our data, partly based on participants ' perspectives and partly 

based on our own interpretations, never clearly escaping our own personal stamp on a 

study' (1998: 20). The literature acknowledges that although everyone has biases, 

beliefs and assumptions, the impact these have on the research can be reduced when 

researchers consciously acknowledge and use tactics to reduce them (Creswell 1998). 

To mitigate the impact of this bias, the researcher acknowledges personal biases and 

ensures that both primary and secondary data include information with diverse 

perspectives that encompass many angles of the phenomena. Comparative techniques 

are used to constantly compare data, which adds confidence to the findings. 

Additionally, multiple approaches and vari eties of opinions prepare the researcher to 

adjust biases based on findings, whereby there is confidence that the findings are 

relevant to the phenomena. 
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• All information was filtered through interviewer 
The researcher's notes taken during the interviews are used to construct the findings. 

Misunderstanding between what is said and what is understood and/or written can 

skew the findings . Moreover respondents have different interpretations of the 

question. It is the role of the researcher to ask questions, clarify ambiguities, and 

otherwise engage the respondents in the successful completion of the interview, in 

addition to taking notes. But the pace of the interviews means that, at times, responses 

are abbreviated and paraphrased during note-taking. By their nature, abbreviation and 

paraphrasing involve interpretation and filtering, leaving room for inaccuracies. 

One way to reduce the level ofjiltering involves writing responses verbatim. This 

could be achieved with a stenographer to take notes . However, because of insufficient 

resources, employing a stenographer was not feasible. Another option considers using 

an audio recorder for the interviews and transcribing afterwards. Although some 

respondents may agree to be recorded, others would not, and those who agree may 

feel less forthcoming with information in a recorded interview. In the end, it was 

decided that filtering notes would more accurately reflect the respondents' 

perspectives than filtering interviews. 

Three techniques are used to reduce research filtering. The first involves asking each 

question in more than one way. If there are discrepancies in the responses, then 

clarifications are sought. The second involves reading responses back to the 

respondents to ensure that the paraphrasing accurately depicts the perception of each 

respondent. Asking respondents to repeat or reiterate responses occurs throughout the 

interviews. The third technique involves using the less interpretive, survey towards the 

end of the interview, which asks questions on core themes. This technique also 

provides a place for the note-taker to ensure that information from the qualitative 

portion of the interview is consistent with the quantitative portion. Inconsistencies are 

discussed and clarified. Although there is never full assurance that all interpretations 

are accurate, the mitigating techniques provide some assurance that the bulk of the 

responses reflect the respondents' perspectives. 
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IDENTIFYING ASSUMPTIONS 

There are four core assumptions in this dissertation. 

1.	 Choosing Respondents: Of all the possible respondents to choose, those in the 

offices of the deputy/pro vice chancellors in Australian universities are in the best 

position to answer the questions pertaining to if and how government policies 

influence their research and university autonomy. 

2.	 Knowledgeable Respondents: Respondents from the universities know the 

answers to questions that will add to the understanding of the phenomena. 

3.	 Honesty: Respondents will provide accurate answers and tell the researcher when 

they do not know the answer to a question. 

4.	 The right questions were asked: Multiple approaches to data gathering provide 

enough rigour to ensure that the correct type of information is received. 

STEP-BY-STEP PROCEDURES 

Twenty-two procedures used in this research are listed sequentially with brief explanations. 

Step 1 Background of Phenomena: Data from Commonwealth documents were assembled to 

find probable sources that identify the phenomena of Commonwealth influence on 

Australian universities. 

Step 2 Phenomena: Five factors that appear to contribute to the phenomena were identified. 

They are: a) The Commonwealth's stated expectations of Australian universities; b) The 

Commonwealth's motivation and rationale for its expectations and subsequent actions; c) 

The primary actions the Commonwealth undertakes to ensure that its expectations are met; 

d) The results of its actions on universities according to its own reports; and e) Universities' 

perceptions of the impacts of the first four factors on autonomy and research. 

Step 3 The Overarching Research Question: Refining and narrowing the scope of the 

research question resulted in a narrower question that was more in keeping with the 

manageability of one study. 'Do Commonwealth policies influence research and university 

autonomy in Australian Universities? If so, how?' 

Step 4 Literature Review: An overview that provided insights into the phenomena was drawn 

from the literature. 

Step 5 Methodological Theories: Core methodologies that lend themselves to data gathering 

such as that sought for this research were identified and briefly discussed. 
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Step 6 Choosing and Justifying a Methodology: Justification and rationale for the three
 

approaches to data gathering were explained.
 

Step 7 Limitations and Mitigations: Limitations to methodological approaches were listed 

along with the corresponding attempts to mitigate the limitations. 

Step 8 Assumptions: Core assumptions that this research relies on were identified. 

Step 9 Preparing Quantitative Survey: Appendix 1 is a copy of the survey that was used 

during interviews. Although semi-structured, the survey also leaves room for other answers 

and concepts to emerge during and between interviews. 

Step 10 Preparing Open-Ended Questionnaire: An initial questionnaire was prepared as a
 

starting point and prompt for interviews. However, the nature of open and semi-structured
 

interviews means that the questions vary with responses. Questions were removed and
 

added as data relevant to theory development emerges.
 

Step 11 Pre-testing: Both the survey and questionnaire instruments were tested on two 

individuals who are not within the interview population group. Corresponding changes were 

made to the instruments. 

Step 12 Who is in the Best Position to Provide Answers to the Questions? The population 

group for this research consists of the deputy/pro vice chancellors of research in Australian 

universities and individuals who work in their offices". Obviously, for a research of this 

scope, not everyone in the population group could be interviewed; instead respondents were 

chosen using theoretical sampling. 

Step 13 Choosing Respondents for First Interviews: For the initial interview, any number of 

individuals in the office of the deputy/pro vice chancellor in any Australian university could 

be interviewed. Convenience was the deciding factor for the first interview. 

Step 14 Interviewing: Respondents were chosen for the interviews using theoretical sampling. 

Step 15 Analyse Data from Initial Interviews: Comparing the responses to the initial
 

questions enabled concepts to evolve while forming the basis for further data gathering.
 

Subsequently, questions were added, removed, and changed to both the quantitative and
 

semi-structured questionnaires. In addition, by applying the basics of theoretical sampling
 

subsequent potential respondents were identified for future interviews.
 

Step 16 Iterations: Formulating new questions from emergent themes, choosing successive 

15 For an overview of Australian universities, please see App endi x 2. 
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respondents, and undertaking interviews until data gathering was saturated. In other words, 

Steps 13,14, and 15 were reiterated until the saturation point was reached and no new data 

relating to the phenomenon emerged. 

Step 17 Clarification: Throughout the process, questions were subject to change based on 

analysis and emergent information where interviews provided fuel for emergent concepts. A 

number of questions remain consistent throughout all the interviews. 

Step 18 Open Coding: Data from respondents were coded, organised, and presented as 

findings in the form of graphs, charts, and prose in a format useful for analysis. 

Step 19 Axial Coding: Data from the open-coding was analysed and compared to the data from 

statistics, statutes, and reports. Emergent themes were identified and the foundation for 

hypotheses and propositions laid . 

Step 20 Selective Coding: Sets of hypotheses and propositions were developed and a 

conceptual model of the core proposition generated. 

Step 21 Adding to the body of Knowledge: Comparisons to the literature determine 

similarities and differences and highlight new findings presented in this dissertation. 

Step 22 Implications: Implications for the literature, practitioners, and further research are 

outlined. 
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CHAPTER 4 RESPONSES PRESENTED AS OPEN CODING
 

DATA CODED FROM 23 RESPONDENTS AT 12 UNIVERSITIES 

This research aims to discover, first of all, whether Commonwealth policies influence university 

autonomy and research. And if so, then, it aims to further investigate how universities are 

influenced by Commonwealth policies. Information is from data received during interviews and 

from the survey questionnaires of twenty-three respondents in the offices of the deputy vice 

chancellor and/or the pro vice chancellor in twelve Australian universities. Data are coded in a 

format useful for understanding and analysing data in future chapters. This chapter is not meant 

to interpret or analyse the meaning of the responses ; rather, it presents the data in a relatively raw 

format, known in grounded theory as open coding. As in open coding ' the data are broken down 

into discrete parts , closely examined, compared for similarities and differences, and questions are 

asked about the phenomenon reflected in the data' (Strauss & Corbin quoted in LaRossa 1995: 

841). Subsequent chapters analyse the findings to develop hypotheses, propositions, and finally 

arrive at an overarching proposition by relating the findings to the literature in a technique 

referred to in grounded theory as axial and selective coding (LaRossa 2005) . 

The inclusion of this chapter is as a staple for grounded theory development and to provide ease 

of referencing when further data are needed for supplementing details of discussions and analyses 

and hypotheses development in Chapters 5, 6, and 7. For simplicity, Chapter 5 uses the same 

headings as this chapter so that readers can easily access more details of responses. Throughout 

this chapter, readers are directed to appendices that further augment and detail responses. It is 

expected that the reader will merely skim this chapter to glean an overall perspective of 

responses. Scanning the chapter and skimming through the charts, figures, and tables are 

probably sufficient to get the gist of responses. 
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For comparative purposes, in some instances, responses are divided into two groups: the first 

group consists of respondents from the six categories of universities'" interviewed, which, have 

been merged into four categories to ensure respondent anonymity: the Group of Eight 

Universities (GoS); the Australia Technology Network! New Generation Universities; Irmovative 

Research Universities; and Regional Universities /Other Universities. It was suspected that, based 

on their history as briefly discussed in Chapter 1, responses from the universities would differ 

from university category to university category, particularly between older established 

universities with long histories of university autonomy and respect in the community, and newer 

universities that have short, less autonomous histories. 

The second group consists ofrespondents from nine employment positions within the six 

categories of universities noted above. To protect respondents ' confidentiality, respondents ' 

positions have again been amalgamated into four: Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor; Deputy Director 

Research/ Directors of Research Services; Executive Officer of Research Policy/or Executive 

Officer of Research/Senior Executi ve Officer; and Head of Department/Head of School. This 

grouping was segregated to determine whether respondents' positions have a bearing on their 

responses. 

In instances where responses based on respondent group are useful, responses or clusters of 

responses are either quoted directly or paraphrased and are identified accordingly. However, 

responses by groups of respondents are useful only to a point , as often there is no correlation 

between responses based on their grouping. In these instances, the uniqueness of the responses is 

based on alternate factors, so respondents are either quoted directly or paraphrased. 

To protect anonymity, the participating universities are not identified, nor are respondents 

identified beyond their positions within their universities. Figures, tables, charts , and 

respondents ' quotes are provided throughout Chapter 4 and 5 to augment the text. Table 4-1 lists 

acronyms and abbreviations used uniquely in the charts and quotes in Chapters 4 and 5 and their 

appendices. 

16Catego ries are identified in DEST' s Au stralian lillil'm il)' Consortia: and presen ted in full in Append ix 1. 
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TABLE 4-1 ABBREVIATIONS USED IN CHARTS AND FIGURES IN CHAPTERS 4 AND 5 

TERM. WORD OR PHRASE ACRONYM 
An y un iver sity belon gin g to th e Au strali an T echnology Network of Uni versit ies or the New Gen eration 
Univ er sit ies con sisting of: 

Austra lian Cat holic University 
CUrlin Unive rsity of Technology 
Edith Cowan University 
Quee nsland University of Tec hnology 
RMIT Unive rsity 
Unive rsity of South Australia 
Unive rsity of Techn ology, Sydney 
University of Wes tern Sydney 

AT NING U 

Any of the 12 un iversit ies inte rv iewed from the 4 re-categorised uni versities : C ategory of 
5 from the G08 Uni vers it y 
2 from the Austra lian Technology Ne twork and New Gene ration Univers ities 
2 from the Innovative Research Unive rsities o f Australia 
3 from Regio nal Universities and Ot hers 
At least on e r espondent from ea ch of the 4 categories of universities as listed under Category of Universit y All Cat egories of 

Univ er siti es 

Deputy Direct or Re search/ Director Research Services DDRI DR S 
Deputy/Pro Vice Ch ancellor DVC /PV C 
Ex ecutive Officer of Research Policy and/or Executive Officer of Research E xecRes/Pol 
Any univer sity belon ging to the G roup of Eight Universities consisting of: 

Australian Nat ional Univers ity 
Monash Univers ity 
Univer sity of Adelaide 
University o f Melbourn e 
University o f New South Wales 
University of Queensland 
University of Sydney 
Uni versity of Western Australia 

G08 
G-8 (used in 
charts only) 

H ead of School a nd/ or Head of Department Head 
School/Dent 

An y universit y bel onging to the Innovative Research Universities Australia consisting of: 
Flinders Universi ty 
Gri ffith Unive rsity 
La Trobe Unive rsi ty 
Macquarie Unive rsity 
Murd och Universi ty 
University or Newcastle 

JRU 

Respondents who have one of nine positions in their university. The numbers of each type of respondent 
int erviewed a re as follow s: 
9 Deputy/Pr o Vic e Chance llor; 
6 Deputy Dire ctor Resea rch/ Direc tors of Research Services; 
5 Executive Office rs or Resea rch Policy and/o r Exec utive Offi cer o f Research; and /or Seni or Execut ive Offi cer; 
3 Head or Department/ Head or Schoo l. 

Position of 
Respondent 
(The nine 
positions are 
combined to 
ensure anony mity) 

At lea st one re spondent from eac h of the posit ions as listed under Pos ition of Re spondent (All ) Po sit ion s of 
Respondent s 

A ny un iversity belonging to either the Regional Uni versities or Others category of universities: 
Bond Unive rsity 
Central Queensland University 
Charles Darwin Univers ity 
Charles SlUrI Unive rsity 
Deakin University 
James Coo k Universi ty 
Notre Dame University, Australia 
So uthern Cross University 
Sw inburne Unive rsity o f Techn ology 
Universi ty of Ballarat 
Un iversity of Canberra 
University o f New England 
Unive rsi ty o f Southern Queensland 
Unive rsity of Tasmania 
Universi ty of the Sunshine Coas t 
Unive rsity of Wollongo ng 
Victo ria Uni versity o f Tec hnology 

Reg /O 
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Data gathered from interviews and surveys are presented under six main headings: 

# 1 Do Commonwealth policies influence university autonomy?
 
# 2 Do Commonwealth policies influence research?
 
# 3 How do Commonwealth policies influence university autonomy?
 
# 4 How do Commonwealth policies influence research in universities?
 
# 5 Results of the influence of policies on autonomy and research.
 
# 6 Commonwealth policies that would improve research.
 

# 1 Do COMMONWEALTH POLICIES INFLUENCE UNIVERSITY AUTONOMY? 

To understand if Commonwealth policies influence university autonomy, interviews began with 

discussions on the definition of university autonomy and the relationship between universities 

and Commonwealth policies. This directed respondents to talk about the importance of 

autonomy to their university. Next, respondents were asked if and how Commonwealth 

policies impact their university. A survey questionnaire was used to flesh out respondents' 

thoughts on how the Commonwealth influences university autonomy. Finally, discussions 

probed respondents to describe the degree of influence the Commonwealth has on university 

autonomy and if the degree of government influence has changed over time. 

To begin , respondents were asked to discuss what university autonomy means to them. A number 

of the most commonly discussed dimensions are listed in Table 4-II. 

TABLE 4-11 ELEMENTS OF UNIVERSITY AUTONOMY 

RESPONDENTS DISCUSS ELEMENTS OF UNIVERSITY AUTONOMY 
Definition: Freedom to carry out core university business without any external interference* or 

obstructions. 
(*With the proviso that all activities fall within the param eters ofwhat is socially, morally, ethically 

and legally acceptable) 

UNIVERSITIES MUST HAVE UNRESTRICTED AUTHORITY 

• Mission: Establish own mission statements, values, beliefs, and practises . 
• Student affairs: Determine all matters pertain ing to students, including: enrolment, 

tuition, choosing student, and class size. 
• Staff relations: Direct all matters pertaining to staff, including: hiring, payment, and 

terms of employment. 
• Academics: Establish own policies pertaining to scholarship, knowledge creation, 

knowledge dissemination and publishing. 
• Research: Define research; carry out research; publish findings; have access to peer 

review; and have adequate funding to do so. 
• Academic freedom: Academic freedom includes the ability to criticise government. 
• Funding: Assured financing for basic research. Funding is based on peer review. Seek 

and spend money from any source desired. 
• Self governance: Establish systems within own university: diversity and ability to be 

innovative 
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Next, respondents discuss the relationship between university autonomy and Commonwealth 

policies. When asked about the connection, all respondents indicate that the basis of the 

connection is primarily financial with a secondary connectivity extended to areas concerning 

ethics and setting priorities . Pressures on universities to comply with government policies are 

generated through various methods of financing. Levels and types of financing are granted and 

withdrawn depending on the degree of compliance. 

Respondents explain that some Commonwealth policies unrelated to funding affect university 

autonomy. These include provisions for legal frameworks, restrictions on types of behaviours that 

are contrary to legal, moral, and ethical norms, or considerations related to national security, 

public safety, and national priorities. Several respondents express that: 

Because edu cat ion is a state matter, the Commonwealth ha s really no jurisd ict ion over uni vers ities , except pertain ing to 
finan ces. How ever , bec ause universities depend on the Commonwealth for about half of all their funding, the power o f 
the government over universities is enormous. 

All respondents report that autonomy is important to their university. However, respondents' 

experience with university autonomy varies greatly, as do their expectations and requirements for 

autonomy. Responses from Australia Technology NetworklNew Generation Universities indicate 

that although, in theory, university autonomy is desirable, their experiences are that their 

universities do not have much of it. Indications are that because these universities do not have 

long histories of autonomy, they have learned to work around government policies, with the 

expectation that autonomy is always precarious. 

Responses from the other categories of universities vary. For instance, respondents from the G08 

tend to hold the importance of university autonomy in higher esteem than those at other 

universities. More than any other category of university, the G08 indicates that a high level of 

autonomy is critical for success in their universities and , as a result, they have higher 

requirements for continued autonomy. They show less tolerance for government interference, 

stating that they cannot do a good job without a high level of autonomy. Appendices 3 and 4 list 

direct quotes from respondents. Responses from the Innovative Research Universities of 

Australia have been condensed to the following statements: 

Autonomy is a thin g of the past. We might as well get used to being under the control of the government as there is no 
evidence that polit icians will relinquish their control. It did not start with this government and will not stop with a new 
government. Once government gets control, you will never see them give up power. We would do better with less 
government interference, but that is never going to happen . 
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Responses from the Regional/Other Universities vary considerably with respect to the level and 

importance of university autonomy experienced. Two quotes from respondents indicate the 

disparity of experiences: 'Without government intervention, our university was a mess. The 

government needed to get us on track, and needs to keep us on track,' and 'Forced conformity 

means we are losing our diversity. ' Appendix 3 provides additional responses. 

In reply to a survey question that asks twenty-three respondents : 

Do any Commonwealth policies impact your university's autonomy? 

Twenty-two respondents say yes, and one says no. When twenty respondents are asked if: 

The Commonwealth interferes too much in the affairs ofmy university, 

eighteen respondents 'agree' and two 'disagree.' Similarly, all except one agree that: 

The Commonwealth is too involved in our university, and should let us run our own affairs 
without influence or micromanagement. 

To better understand the degree of government influence on university autonomy, seventeen 

respondents are asked to indicate the extent that they agree or disagree with the statement: 

Australian Government policies unduly infringe on my university's autonomy. 

The responses vary from 'agree' to 'strongly disagree.' No respondents 'strongly agree' with the 

statement, while seven 'agree,' eight 'disagree' and two 'strongly disagree.' When collapsed into 

either agree or disagree, responses as depicted in this pie chart. 

Australian Government policies unduly infringe on my university's autonomy 

Agree 42% 
Disagree 58% 

For more details, responses are presented by position of respondents in Chart 4-1, and responses 

by category of university are illustrated in Chart 4-II Responses presented by position of 

respondents are charted in Chart 4-1, and responses by category of university are illustrated in 

Chart 4-II . Discussions following the responses of those who 'disagree' indicate 'that if the trend 

of micromanagement continues, eventually policies would unduly infringe on my university's 
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autonomy' but at the moment this is not the case. 

CHART 4-1 
Australian_G_9vernment oolicies undulv infrinae on mv universitv's autonomy 

Exec Res/Pol 

Head Schooll Dept 

DDRlDRS 

PVC/PVC 

Total 

o 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Total DVC/PVC DDRlDRS Head R;~?OI I Exec Res/Pol 

• Strono! Disaaree ? 1 1 n n 
o Disaoree R ? n ') 

• "MOO 7 I ':l n ? ? 

toJ Strongly Agree 0 I 0 0 0 0 
Responses 

CHART4-II 
Australian Government oolicies undulv infrinae on mv university 's autonornv 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

G-8 I RU ReqLO 

Ijg!trr" l' i H:m i ~I I 
Responses 

To flesh out a clearer understanding of the level of government influence a question asks whether 

respondents 'agree' or 'disagree' that: 

At present, my university has sufficient autonomy to carry out its core activities. 

Of the seventeen who responded, one 'strongly agrees' ; thirteen 'agree'; three 'disagree' and 

none 'strongly disagree.' The pie chart simplifies responses: 

Reg/O I 
IRU I 

ATN/NGU 

G·B
 
Total
 I 

I 

Australian Government policies unduly infringe on my university's autonomy 

Disagree 58% 
Agree 42% 
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Bar charts are used to show details. For instance, those more actively involved in research appear 

more unanimous in their responses indicated in Chart 4-III that lists the responses by the position 

of respondent. Chart 4-IV lists the responses by university category. 

CHART4-III 
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Responses 

CHART4-IV 
At Present , My University Has Sufficient Autonomy to Carry out its Core Activities 

Responses 

When discussing the degree of Commonwealth influence on university autonomy, respondents 

from the G08 are clear that the government has too much control over their behaviour. One 

response is indicative of what was said in most interviews: ' in some instances the extent of 

Commonwealth's involvement makes universities appear to be mere appendages of the 

government.' Responses from Australian Technology NetworklNew Generation Universities 

indicate there is little university autonomy in universities due to The Commonwealth excessive 

micromanagement. According to respondents from the Innovative Research Universities, only a 

few areas in their universities enjoy autonomy. Likewise, respondents from Regional/Other 

Universities explain that 'the government is involved in every aspect of university affairs, 

including tuition, student unionism, courses, staffing...just about everything.' Appendices 3 and 4 

provide specific comments from university categories and respondent positions. 
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When discussing whether the degree of Commonwealth influence has changed over time , 

respondents state that there is more Commonwealth influence now than in years past. Indications 

from respondents are that there is very little university autonomy left and the situation is getting 

worse. Most respondents express that the Commonwealth 's micromanagement of universities is 

excessive and unprecedented in Australian history. There is a general consensus amongst all 

respondents that the current minister responsible for universities is systematically trying to get 

universities to toe the line for a government that is more interventionist than any previous 

Australian government. They describe a system whereby in the past decade or so there has been 

progressive deterioration of university autonomy as the Commonwealth ministers are 

increasingly involved in university affairs. In their opinion, this deterioration is occurring because 

autonomy is not protected, so merely changing ministers will not likely reverse the progression. 

One respondent sums up the views of many: 'we have a fear oflosing university autonomy and 

authority over our university because government interference is increasing exponentially.' 

Another states that 'the government demands in terms of reporting are out of control'. 

According to respondents, financial pressures from the current government force universities to 

submit to the will of the government under the threat of reduced funding. To paraphrase 

respondents: 'although pressures are not new, they have become more pronounced in the years 

following the Dawkins Report of 1988. Since Dawkins, the government has changed the 

definition of a university and has upset university autonomy'. In the words of one respondent 

' the Crossroads Report in 2002 started a whole new level of government interventions ' (G08, 

DDR). 

Some respondents attribute these rising government interventions to lack of trust. In their view, 

the amount of trust the Commonwealth has for universities has been decreasing over the past 

twenty years, which has given rise to increases in Commonwealth interventions into all aspects of 

university affairs. Most have serious concern about the stability of university autonomy and point 

to the newly proposed RQF as the biggest threat to university autonomy and academic freedom 

Australia has ever faced . Please refer to Appendix 5 for particulars of responses relating to the 

changes in the amount of government influence in universities. 
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The aim of this heading is to determine ifCommonwealth policies influence university 

autonomy- which it does , subsequently Heading #3 presents data that addresses how 

Commonwealth policies influence autonomy. The aim of Heading #2 is to discover if 

Commonwealth policies influence research in universities which, once established permits 

Heading #4 to present data that addresses how Commonwealth policies influence research. 

# 2 Do COMMONWEALTH POLICIES INFLUENCE RESEARCH? 

This heading deals with whether university research is influenced by the Commonwealth and, if 

so, the level of influence and the changing nature of the influence, if any. Findings are presented 

here in a format useful to the analysis of data in Chapter 5. Data are assembled around four 

themes that emerge from the interviews and surveys : 'Is research influenced by 

Commonwealth policies?; What do universities need to do good research? ; What is the level 

of Commonwealth influences on university research? ; and Has the rate of Commonwealth 

influences on university research changed over time? 

All twenty-three respondents 'agree' that Commonwealth policies influence research at their 

university. When asked what constitutes a good research setting, respondents provide a list of 

needs : 

~ Unconstrained freedom to publish results 
~ Unlimited access to peer review 
~ Sufficient money to carry out research 
~ Ability to define research within context of their own university 
~ Unobstructed working conditions 
~ Full freedom to prioritise areas of research for their own university 
~ Respect and trust from government and society 
~ Knowledge of national priorities 
~ Guidelines on expectations pertaining to legal , moral and ethical norms of society 

Using a survey questionnaire, a multiple choice survey, and open dialogue, respondents are then 

asked about the level of influence the Commonwealth has on research in their universities. 

Out of seventeen responses to a survey question, fifteen 'agree' that The Commonwealth 

interferes too much in affairs relating to research at my university while two respondents, both 

DeputylPro Vice Chancellors, 'disagree.' The pie chart simplifies responses. 
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The Commonwealth interferes too much in affairs relating to research at my university 

Agree 88% 

Responses as to the degree of 'influence' vary among respondents, from an 'overwhelming 

amount' to 'some impacts.' In a multiple-choice question, twenty respondents are asked the 

following question: 

How much latitude do universities have to decide research topics? 

0 

0 

0 

0 

None-research is dictated by funding from outside my university 
Some-but most is dependent on the requirements of funders outside my university 
A reasonable amount oflatitude-there is funding for blue sky research 
Full: Researchers decide their topic and are not unduly influenced by external factors. 

The corresponding responses are as follows: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

None: 2 
Some: 5 
A reasonable amount: 9 
Full: 4 
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For comparative purposes, the results of the multiple choice questions are presented under two 
groups: category of university; and position of respondent in Charts 4-VI and 4-VII . 

CHART4-VI 
How much latitude do universities have to decide research topics? 

Reg/O 

IRU 

ATN/NGU 

G-B 

Total 
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CHART4-VII
 

How much latitude do universities have to decide research topics? 
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DVC/PVC 
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~ 

3 5 6 9 10 

DVClPVC DDRlDRS Ha s/HOD EO/SEa Tolal I 
o Full 2 1 1 0 4 

o Reasonable Amount 4 1 1 3 9 

_Som e 2 2 0 1 5 

Cl None 1 1 0 0 2 

Responses 

Respondents are unanimous in expressing that the rate and level of Commonwealth influence 

over research is greater than ever, and appears to be increasing exponentially. Appendix 6 

provides details of the responses. 

This heading presents data as to whether Commonwealth policies influence research. Although 

this chapter aims to merely present data without analysis, as in Heading # 1, it is necessary to 

determine if Commonwealth policies do influence research so that Heading #4 can present data 

169 



CHAPTER 4 

that addresses how Commonwealth policies influence research. Heading #3 and #4 present the 

types of influence Commonwealth policies have on university autonomy and research. 

# 3 How Do COMMONWEALTH POLICIES INFLUENCE UNIVERSITY AUTONOMY? 

Data presented under Heading #1 indicate that Commonwealth policies influence university 

autonomy and that the amount of influence has been increasing over time. This heading will 

include information relating to how policies influence university autonomy. It also documents 

responses to the question: How do Commonwealth policies influence university autonomy? Data 

are arranged around four themes that emerge from the interviews and surveys: 

Micromanagement; Government-Given Structure; Excessive Reporting and Compliance 

Requirements; and Academic Freedom. 

Respondents from all positions and university categories agree that the current government 

micromanages many aspects of their universities. Most respondents give examples of the 

Commonwealth's micromanagement. Although no respondent provides an exhaustive list of 

Commonwealth's micromanagement, one response from a Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor at a G08 

is telling: 'The Government is involved in even the tiniest details of our university. I can think of 

no area in our university that is not influenced, or potentially influenced by Commonwealth 

policies. ' Further examples of the responses are provided in Appendix 7. 

Respondents discuss the influence of Commonwealth policies on providing a framework for their 

university. Most agree that the Commonwealth was instrumental in increasing or defining the 

framework, or providing more structure for their university. According to many respondents, 

universities are forced to prioritise, become more strategic, and otherwise make better use of their 

limited resources. Strategic planning is welcome for the most part , but according to the same 

respondents, universities are now strategic, and have already cut all the fat. One respondent's 

statement was echoed in most interviews and is quoted here-others are in Appendix 7. 

Commonwealth inspired framework was good to a point, but it has gone too far. There is too much repetition between 
one government body and another with their demands for universities to show that they are strategic. We can't use the 
same reports for different levels of government, because format and dates differ (lRU; DVC/PVC). 

When asked directly, every respondent agrees with the statement that: 

Government demands for audits, budget projections, key performance indicators, and a myriad 
ofother accountabilities are onerous. 
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In a similar question, eighteen respondents are asked to choose from a list of four responses: 

'onerous'; 'somewhat burdensome'; ' somewhat reasonable'; and ' reasonable'; that best indicates 

the extent they agree or disagree with the following statement: 

Government Accountability Requirements Tend to Be. 

Seven respondents find requirements 'onerous,' ten find them 'somewhat burd ensome,' one finds 

them ' somewhat reasonable ' and none find them ' reasonable.' The pie chart condenses 

responses. 

Government Accountability Requirements Tend to Be Burdensome 

Agree 94% 

Chart 4-VIII and 4-IX provide more details by classifying the responses by category of university 

and position of respondents. 

CHART 4-VIII
 
Australian Government requirements in the form of accountabil ity,
 

performance measures, audits, and so forth tend to be:
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CHART 4-IX 

Australian Government requirements in the form of accountability, 
performance measures, audits, and so forth tend to be: 

11 ··-- - - - - - - -····················-··- - - - - - - - - - ···---··.....
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2 3 10o Somewhat Burdensome 4 

3 7_Onerous 2 1 

Respondents are further asked to explain their positions. Three responses indicative of all 

categories of universities and positions of respondents are cited below while additional citations 

are in Appendix 8. 

~ The government demands in terms of reporting are out of control. 
~ Exces sive reporting is not adding any value while using valuable resources. 
~ We are not free to follow our own pursuits when we have to spend so much time reporting and justifying to the 

Commonw ealth what we are doing. 

Eighteen respondents are asked to rank their level of agreement with an excerpt from a 

Commonwealth report: According to Commonwealth reports 'Universities feel frustrated and 

over-burdened by the welter of profiling and reporting.' These reports are accurate. No 

respondents ' strongly disagree' with the accuracy of the statement, one 'disagrees,' three 'agree,' 

fifteen 'strongly agree ' with the accuracy of the statement. See the pie chart below . 

According to Commonwealth reports 'Universities feel frustrated and over-burdened by 
the welter of profiling and reporting 

Disagree 5% 

Agree 95% 
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To further understand the degree of the impact of Commonwealth policies on university 

autonomy, respondents are asked whether they think that the amount of government influence 

should be reduced. All respondents agree, except one: a Deputy/Pro Vice chancellor from the 

Regional/Other Universities. 

Overall, most respondents indicate that their university still enjoys a level of academic freedom. 

One reason is that universities are able to subsidise areas where government does not fund 

because they have money that can be used at their own discretion. However, respondents indicate 

that the way money is received changes behaviours and re-directs what is done. In this respect, 

influence is both direct and indirect. According to respondents, block grant funding drives 

research-pressures are for universities to satisfy government priorities (G08; all positions of 

respondents). Still, most universities state that they enjoy academic freedom, but not university 

autonomy (G08; DVCIPVC). There is a variety in the ranges of experiences that respondents 

express relating to their level of university autonomy. Four are provided here, others can be found 

in Appendix 8. 

~ The government acts like they own us. Our university has rules similar to those living in a 'Totalitarian State' (lRU; 
DDRJ DRS) . 

~ Universities can no longer speak openly on many topics . We feel muzzled by Commonwealth policies (G08; DDRJ 
DRS). 

~ We are free to do any research that we want-maybe there will be no money for the research, but legally we are free to 
carry out our research and publish our findings (all). 

~ Generally, in the last ten years Commonwealth policies have more impact in most areas of the university, including the 
area of academic freedom. But all and all, we still have a lot of latitude (G08; DVC/PVC). 

The next heading looks at how Commonwealth policies influence research in universities. 

# 4 How DO COMMONWEALTH POLICIES INFLUENCE RESEARCH IN 

UNIVERSITIES? 

Earlier data presented under Heading #2 showed that Commonwealth policies influence 

university research and that the amount of influence has been increasing over time. This heading 

documents responses to the question: How do Commonwealth policies influence research? Data 

are organised under nine themes that emerged from the responses: Choosing research topics; 

Publishing; Peer review; Funding university research; Defining research; Ability to work 

without obstructions; Prioritising areas of research; Respect and trust; and Knowledge of 

national priorities. 
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When asked about the ability to choose research topics, there are two lines of responses: 

theoretical and actual. All respondents state that, in theory, they are rarely barred from carrying 

out research; however, without funding, most research is not feasible and, in fact , there is very 

little research that does not require money (all categories of universities; positions of 

respondents). One respondent states that 'Even though there are many researchers at our 

university who believe their research is important, very few actually carry out research without 

some funding. This is because the cost to do research is usually very high, so without a source of 

funding research is rarely possible.' Similarly, respondents are clear that they are never forced to 

do research against their will. The most common response to questions pertaining to what 

determines the topic of research is: 'Research goes where the money goes-it follows the 

money.' When sixteen respondents are asked whether they 'agree/disagree' with the statement: 

Most research at my university is initiated by government or other funding schem es, 

the results are as follows: eleven 'agree' and five 'disagree, ' as depicted in the pie chart. 

Most research at my university is initiated bygovemment or other funding schemes 

Disagree31% 

Agree 69% 

Charts 4-XI and 4-XII graph more precise answers by position of respondent, and category of 

university and respectively . 
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CHART4-X1
 

Most research at my university is initiated by government or other funding schemes.
 

Total 

Exec Res/Pol 

HOS/HOD 
I 

DDRJDRS 

I
DVC/PVC 

o 2 3 4 5 6 

DVC/PVC DDRlDRS HaS/HOD I Exec Res/Pol I Total 

o Strongly Disagree 0 0 0 I 0 0 

• Disagree 1 3 1 0 5 

• Agree 3 2 0 1 6 

IE Stronolv Aoree 1 2 1 1 5 

CHART 4- XII 

Most research at my university is initiated by qovernment or other fundino schemes. 
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o 2 3 4 5 6 7 

o-e ATN IRU RegJO Totals 

o Stronolv Disaoree 0 0 0 0 0 
_ Disaaree 2 0 3 0 5 

-Aoree 2 2 1 1 6 
I:l Stronalv Aoree 4 0 1 0 5 

Twenty-three respondents are given a multiple choice question as seen in Figure 4-1: 

FIGURE 4-1 How IS RESEARCH INITIATED? 

D Individual research or groups of researchers 
D Department 
D Industry 
D Australian Government 
D Other Government 
o Other or combination (please specify) 

All twenty-three responses indicate that a combination of factors contributes to how research is 

initiated. Every combination includes either 'individual research or groups ofresearchers' or 

'department.' Respondents confirm that although individual researchers decide what and when to 

research, their decisions are, for the large part, dependent on financing. For instance, researchers 

in a certain area will fit their research around available funding. The government leads 

7 
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universities up a research path and the universities follow . Unfortunately, according to 

respondents, not much research stems from passion anymore (Appendices 9 and 14 list additional 

comments on this theme). 

Respondents indicate that the Commonwealth never censors universities from publishing their 

results: 'The Commonwealth does not dictate what we publish-so at this level, our academic 

freedom is still intact' (DVC/PVC; G08). Similarly another respondent argues 'the 

Commonwealth never influences the results of research' (DDRlDRS; G08). 

Two respondents argue that although the Commonwealth, as a legislative body, never interferes 

with publishing, it does, at times, in its role as a client purchasing research services, put pressure 

on researchers not to publish materials because they are 'too sensitive' or 'contrary to public 

security' or, more frequently, 'embarrassing to the current govenunent.' In all cases, this pressure 

is exerted as a client, and never as a legislator. Pressures from the Commonwealth are for 

researchers and universities to publish more, according to statements from most respondents. The 

most frequent term used by respondents concerning publishing is that there are pressures to 

'publish or die,' meaning that if an individual researcher, department, or university does not 

publish or otherwise produce enough, the funding from the Commonwealth will stop , or 

diminish, putting further research in jeopardy. As such, 'funding from The Commonwealth 

requires that we "pump-out" articles, so that money drives our publishing behaviours' (G08; 

ExecRes/Pol). 

According to a number of respondents, one of the traditional and important Commonwealth 

funding processes is peer review by ARC and the National Health and Medical Research Council 

(NHMRC), where applications are judged on merit by academics within the two agencies. One 

respondent's statement is echoed by most others: 'The govenunent has recently put themselves 

above the board and refused funding for research approved by the board. This is a terrible 

precedent and will likely be repeated in the future.' Another respondent is concerned that: 

Although politicians have always had the right to not accept recommendations from ARC board, their decisions had not 
been challenged until recently. It is a very worrisome situation when ministers can and do veto the peer review process. 
It is especially bad in light of the new Commonwealth policies. There are very serious consequences for research in this 
country! Politicians are becoming dictators. Pubic funding is needed , and there is no other way for universities to 
survive without large amounts of public money. There needs to be funding without interference from the funders-but 
we are quickly losing the right to unfettered research -through direct political interference. 
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This sentiment is expressed by nearly all respondents . One states that: 'The current government 

has shown that it is not above directly interfering in university matters. Its actions are Stalinistic 

and unprecedented in this country' (G08; DDRJDDS) . 

According to a Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor 'there is a fear that ARC board will be scrapped, 

which means that the minister will become even more invasive. It is not good to get rid of peer 

review. The minister has no expertise to do what he is doing; he is totally out of control, and 

getting worse.' Another respondent explains that the Commonwealth has 'no idea of what it is 

doing or the ramifications to universities and to society as a whole.' Further comments include 

'without ARC board, how can the Commonwealth decide what are the best research projects?' 

and 'the whole country will suffer if education and research are dictated through government, 

rather than through the long history of peer review. The government's desire for power is very 

costly for a society who relishes freedoms' (DDR/DDS). One respondent states that 'the 

government is now taking more power by usurping ARC's decision, which is a very worrisome 

situation for us all. We are losing our peer review. The minister thinks nothing of overriding 

university peer review. This is terrible' (DVC/PVC). 

Respondents unanimously agree with the two statements : 
'All universities need public money to survive'
 
'Without government money university research cannot thrive'
 

When asked where they receive most of their funding for research, all responses include the 

Australian Government as either the primary financier, or included it in a combination of primary 

financiers. Respondents are asked to discuss Commonwealth funding: some responses are 

provided in Appendix 9. Comments that are common to a number of respondents are 

summarised: 

Only the best universities, researchers, or departments get the money. Univ ersities are forced to excel or perish . Policies 
are aimed at forcing universities to focus on strengths and become more strategic with their limited funds. The 
Comm onwealth is expecting more from universities that ever before. No performance means no Commonwealth 
money-research is a high risk industry-perform or get out. 

Notwithstanding the increasing expectations of the Commonwealth towards universities, 

respondents explain that Commonwealth funding has been decreasing since 1992, at least in 

terms of universities ' overall budgets. 
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When asked to define research, respondents ask, 'By whose definition?' According to a G08 

respondent, the government tries to tell universities what research is and what it is not. In his 

words 'research is being defined by government, who does not have the expertise or background 

to re-define, nor any idea of the ramifications of re-defining research' (DYC/PYC). Other 

respondents similarly discuss how the government is limiting areas of research by suggesting that 

disciplines such as fine arts are not rigorous enough to carry out research. Therefore, to keep the 

standard of any university intact, they suggest that the Commonwealth definition must be ignored 

in favour of the definition provided through the channels and traditions of the university, 

disciplines, and departments. 

Two areas emerge as presenting the greatest obstructions to university research: excessive 

reporting and lack of funding. Of the two, the one that is continually referred to as persistent and 

bothersome is excessive reporting. Each respondent is clear that onerous reporting requirements 

are a drain on research resources. No one thinks that the amount of reporting is low, or even 

acceptable. Appendix 10 discusses these and other obstructions. 

Respondents are presented with the multiple choice question seen in Figure 4-11: 

FIGURE 4-II TIME DEDICATED TO RESEARCH 
How much time is dedicated to writing proposals and other requirements of the Australian Government that are unrelated 
to the research at hand? I 

o	 No opinion 
o	 It seems that more time is given to wr iting propo sals , preparing for aud its and undertaking accountabil ity procedures than 

actually doing the research 
o	 The level of requirements necessary to obtain money from the Australian Government is high, but not excessive 
o	 The requirements are reasonable 
o	 Demands are minimal 

While each of the eighteen respondents expresses an opinion, only two rate the requirements as 

'reasonable ' and four rate the requirements as 'high but not excessive.' Twelve ratings are that 'It 

seems that more time is given to writing proposals, preparing for audits and undertaking 

accountability procedures than actually doing the research.' Details of the ratings are presented in 

Charts 4-XIII and 4-XIY. 
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CHART 4-XIII 
How much time is dedicated to writing proposals and other requirements of the 

Australian Government that are unrelated to the research at hand? 

Regia n 
IRU 

I 
ATN /NGU M 

G-8 
ii 

Total I 
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Total G-8 ATN /NGU IRU Reg /a 

Cl More Time Rep orting than 
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12 6 2 3 1 

o Requirements High but Not 
Excessive 

4 2 1 0 1 

• Reauirements are Reasonable 2 1 1 0 0 

CJ Demands are Minimal 0 0 0 0 0 

Responses 

CHART4-XIV 
How much time is dedicated to writing proposals and other requirements of the 

Australian Government that are unrelated to the research at hand? 
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o ReQuirements High butNot Excessive 3 1 0 0 4 

• Requirements are Reasonable 1 1 0 0 2 

mOeman ds are Minimal 0 0 0 0 0 

Responses 

Commonwealth policies are intended to encourage universities to be more strategic in their 

research. Respondents agree that indeed this is the case as seen in Appendix 10. 

With two exceptions, every respondent speaks of a lack of trust and respect shown by the 

Commonwealth to Australian universities. One Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor at a Go8 opened the 

interview by saying, 'We have a minister of education who hates universities' and provided 

further details throughout the interview, such as: 'because the Commonwealth government has 

control in both levels-senate and cabinet-the minister does as he pleases and it pleases him to 

hurt universities, university autonomy and academic freedom.' Most respondents relay stories of 

government-initiated ridicule that is aimed at enhancing political popularity by undermining 
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universities' morale, and one refers to the 'deluge of disrespect and lack of trust showered on 

universities by the government.' More comments are listed in Appendix 11. 

National priorities are not always clear, nor are DEST staff clear about what it is that the 

politicians want, according to respondents. Some respondents express concerns about problems 

with DEST, often due to the lack of corporate memory resulting from constant staff tum-over. 

Concerns are found in respondents' statements such as 'it's hard to get consistency from 

government officials, when the officials don 't know what is going on (Reg/O; DVC/PVC); 'there 

are lots of problems in DEST. DEST does not do a good job. Constant change-over of staff 

causes problems. New staff provide and act on information that is inconsistent and that wastes 

time and resources of universities' (G08; DVC/PVC); 'university staff spend a great amount of 

time explaining DEST policies to DEST personnel' (G08; DVCIPVC); and 'national priorities 

are not always clear to anyone, especially government personnel' (Reg/a; DVC/PVC). Appendix 

12 outlines more responses. The next heading presents a cluster of responses addressing the 

results of Commonwealth policies on university autonomy and research. 

# 5 RESULTS OF THE INFLUENCE OF POLICIES ON AUTONOMY AND RESEARCH 

Respondents discuss consequences of Commonwealth policies in terms of how policies have 

already influenced research and university autonomy and what current and future consequences 

will likely occur. These consequences are organised under three theme headings: Consequences 

of commonwealth policies on university autonomy; Impacts of policies on research; and 

Government involvement in university structure. 

Consequences of Commonwealth Policies on University Autonomy 
All categories of universities and positions of respondents express that the Commonwealth is 

influencing university autonomy, and that the degree of influence and control has been increasing 

over the past ten to twenty years . They further articulate that the current government is doing 

more to undermine and control universities than previous governments. The undermining started 

about fifteen years ago and is growing precipitously. Sentiments are that if the Commonwealth's 

control continues to increase at the same rate, eventually universities will not have enough 

autonomy to perform adequately. One respondent believes that 'we fear that the Commonwealth 

already controls and directs our behaviour too much . We are losing our autonomy and becoming 
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subservient to the government-we are becoming appendages of the government' (G08; 

(DYC/PYC). A Deputy/Pro Yice Chancellor sums up the opinions of many respondents when he 

says: 

Nelson is intrusive, probably more than Kemp, but don 't think that when he leaves, a newcomer will be less intrusive. 
Once a political position enjoys power, the power will not likely be relinquished by subsequent politicians. There is 
inertia towards less autonomy, which will continue until we have a big shake up (Reg/a). 

According to a Deputy/Pro Yice Chancellor at a G08, 'the government does not understand 

universities or their purpose. The reason that the government is doing all this stuff contrary to 

universities is because it does not know nor does it have the expertise to understand the workings 

of universities. This is very dangerous, not just to universities but to society.' (See Appendices 13 

and 15 for more details). 

In efforts to ensure that communities and universities are included in government decisions, the 

government puts out discussion papers welcoming comments from the universities and others. 

However: 

There are so many of these discussion papers and invitations to attend meetings and other events that will affect what 
we do, that we spend huge amounts of time reading and sifting through these documents so that we can prepare reports, 
feedback papers and presentations. Instead, we ought to be tending to our own business of running our university. We 
spend so much of our time pleasing and appeasing the Commonwealth! They act like universities were useless until 
their reign and unable to function without their strict control (ATNINGU; DVC/PVC). 

Impacts of Policies on Research 
Respondents report that Commonwealth policies impact research. Critical impacts are clustered 

under eight themes: Sharing information; Maintaining researchers while attracting new 

researchers; Survival of the fittest; Narrow view of research; Loss of passion for research;
 

Morale and the power of ridicule; Compliance; and Waste of resources.
 

Collaboration and the lack thereof are discussed during interviews:
 

There is now very little collaboration between universities as a result of the competitive basis on which universities are 
financed. Collaborations are between universities and corporations, and universities and government. The historical 
collaboration between universities and disciplines is becoming extinct. Universities no longer share information like 
they used to. If they share with other universities, they reduce their chances of government money. The previously long 
established collaboration between universities and disciplines no longer exists (IRU; Head of SchoollDepartment). 

In addition, 'universities don't even like to share what they have with AYCC anymore, because 

funding is based on relative performances and everyone in the field is a direct competitor' (G08; 

ExecRes/Pol). As such, 'universities no longer share information like they used to. If they share 

with other universities, they reduce their chances of government money. In fact, the larger 
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universities are going to be getting money at the expense of the smaller universities, so there are 

no incentives for smaller universities to share any information whatsoever! (G08; DVC/PVC). 

There are discussions on how to attract and retain researchers. According to a G08 Deputy/Pro 

Vice Chancellor, 'The government changes the way we do business which has caused 

dissatisfaction amongst researchers. Although we have not yet lost any top researchers, we fear 

we may in the very near future .' One Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor states, 'we already have 

problems attracting a new generation of researchers. Australia tends to have poor research 

environments , compared to say , California for instance, which has all the right conditions ' 

(Reg/O). In the words of a Deputy/Director Research in a G08: 

It is unlik ely that we will lose many researchers at this point becau se people do not like to change . Researchers have to 
gr it their teeth and do everything the Commonwealth asks. The big problem will be attracting new rese archer s. It is not 
a great field to enter in Australia. The morale is low, pay is poor, and there is a general Jack of respect for the industry. 

Respondents explain that Survival ofthe Fittest is a factor in their research departments 'whereby 

some may have to merge with other departments or universities to survive. Only the best will 

survive, at least those that produce the most in the "short run ." The Commonwealth does not 

appear to be interested in the "long-run." If there is not instant performance, then the researcher is 

at risk ' (G08 ; DVC/PVC). According to respondents, recent Commonwealth policies prompt 

researchers to ask: 'How can I produce best outcomes and best innovations? There is no more 

room for mediocrity. Universities have been forced to become better in select areas ' (Reg/O; 

DVC/PVC). In the words of one Deputy/ Pro Vice Chancellor, 'recent policies have forced 

universities to: focus and become better in one area ; emphasise quality at an international level ; 

provide better student supervision; become more strategic ' (Reg/O). Respondents report that 

'competition is the predominate result which directly leads to lack of collaboration within and 

between universities.' For more on this, see Appendix 16. 

The Commonwealth's definition of research, according to respondents, is too narrow. Not all 

good research results in publications, they explain. For instance, visual and performing arts do 

not necessarily lead to publications, but the Commonwealth does not consider this to be bona fide 

research. Therefore, 'unless we subsidise research in these areas, they cannot survive' (G08; 

DDR/DRS). 
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Nearly all respondents express that the government intervenes in research more now than in the 

past: 'we are rapidly becoming under the direction of the government. The government tells us 

what to do, and we do it, or lose our funding. Research is now more strategic and controlled and 

less serendipitous' (G08; DDRJ DRS) . An ExecRes/Pol explains that 'universities have to pay 

more attention to publications and there are now loads of performance management and staff to 

do reporting. This takes the edge off passionate research' (G08) . 

According to two Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellors in Regional/Other Universities, researchers in 

their universities believe that there is no protection of basic research. As a result, they need to 

have short , medium, or long tenn significant goals, which preclude most serendipitous-type 

research: 

Although the Commonwealth says it encourages basic research, it expects all research to be strategic. We 
can give them strategic research and we can give them basic research , but they are two separate things. Of 
course we can occasionally get lucky and find some interesting unintended results from our strategic 
research, but that is not usual (Reg/O). 

A common theme that emerges from the first interview and continues through all interviews 

relates to low morale stemming from Commonwealth ridicule of universities. One indicative 

response is that: 

government comments that demean universit ies have really brought university morale very low. This translates directly 
into low performance. Commonwealth criticism of the university is very counter-productive, meaning that resea rch 
levels are not what they could be in a better setting (ReglO; DVC/PVC). 

According to a Head of School/ Department, 'undeserved general criticism of universities tends 

to quash research efforts' (Reg/O). A Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor states that 'public ridicule, like 

that which is usually initiated or encouraged by our government, causes researchers to want to 

hide what they are doing ' and 'we always feel like we have to justify what we do, or we will be 

open to all kinds of ridicule' (G08). According to an ExecReslPol 'government ridicule is very 

bad and hurtful. Morale is low because of it' and 'the government frequently seems to demoralise 

staff which makes universities less effective' (G08) . When asked in a survey, respondents stated 

that the Commonwealth government tends to ridicule universities. They also express that their 

own morale is affected by this ridicule. 

Compliance emerges as a theme in the first interview and is observed in each interview 

thereafter. Every university expresses that they have to comply with the Commonwealth's 

requests. When respondents are asked: 
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How would you rate the level ofuniversity compliance with government requests? 

Each of the twenty-three respondents states that their compliance is 'High.' No respondent 

abstains from answering, or is hesitant or vague. This gave rise to comments about the cost of 

compliance. Those indicative of most respondents' positions are: 

•	 Compliance costs are very high 
•	 We are so busy doing what fund ers, particularly the Commonwealth requires, that we hardly hav e time for anything 

else- but without Commonwealth funding we cannot survi ve 

•	 Full compl iance is not optional-everyone must fully comply ' 
•	 If the Commonwealth says something is not viable we cut it out 
•	 Forced compliance makes universities the same thereby reducing diversity. 

All respondents suggest that 'reporting wastes our time with "busy work," the type of work that 

is non-productive.' One Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor states that 'although we can often ignore 

govenunent micromanagement, on the whole, we expend too many of our resources trying to 

counter what the govenunent does to undermine our autonomy' (Go8). More comments on these 

themes are provided in Appendices 11 and 14. 

Government Involvement in University Structure 
In some areas , universities tend to use their limited resources more sparingly and more 

thoughtfully as a result of a number of policies that encourage university structure (Go8; 

DVC/PVC). According to a Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor, the goverrunent has been 'forcing 

universities that are paying attention, to get ready for change. Any university not heeding the 

message and not in the process of changing, will not be able to survive ' and 'universities need to 

adapt to survive' (Reg/O). In the words of a Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor, 'universities know for 

sure that the future will bring more change-universities will not be the same as they are or as 

they have been-the govenunent has been driving change with money and incentives. Any 

university that is good enough will survive, others won't' (Reg/O). Respondents report some 

results of Commonwealth influences on their university structure in Appendix 17. 

# 6 COMMONWEALTH POLICIES THAT WOULD IMPROVE RESEARCH 

When asked , respondents suggest changes that the Commonwealth could make to increase and 

improve research at their universities. Responses are organised around six themes: Reduce 

administrative requirements; Respect and trust universities; Stop the ridicule; Raise the 

level of government expertise; Ensure peer review safeguards; and Increase money for 

certain university needs. 

184 



CHAPTER 4 

Reduce Administrative Requirements 
Every respondent indicates that the burdensome, superfluous, and repetitive reporting required by 

the Commonwealth is a major waste of resources, and that the Commonwealth ' ought to have 

fewer but more clear policies' (IRU; ExecReslPol) . Respondents agree that universities are not 

opposed to reporting, as long as it makes sense, is consistent, relevant, and efficient. 

Consequently, they are unanimous in their desire for a reduction in the amount and types of 

reporting. In a question, sixteen respondents are asked if they ' agree ' or ' disagree ' that: 

If the government reduced the demands it makes ofmy university, we would be more successful in 
our research. 

Thirteen' agree ' and three 'disagree,' as depicted in Chart 4-Vx. The respondents who 

' disagree' are from three university categories: G08; Innovative Research Universities; and 

Regional /Other Universities. The positions ofrespondents are: Deputy/Director Research; Head 

of School/ Department; and DeputylPro Vice Chancellor, respectively. 

Most research at my university is initiated by government or other funding schemes 

Disagree 19% 

Agree 81% 

When asked, respondents agree that the best thing the Commonwealth can give universities is 

more time: 'it can do this by making fewer demands on our time and/or providing more resources 

to fulfil Commonwealth requirements. If the Commonwealth wants things from universities then 

it should pay for them' (IRU; Head School/Dept). 

Respect and Trust Universities 
According to respondents, the govenunent 's perceived lack of respect for and trust of universities 

is unfounded: 'universities have not earned the Commonwealth's mistrust. It is not our fault that 

the govenunent scorns us publicly. All this distrust dates back to Kemp but it is getting worse' 

(G08 ; DVCIPVC). The main thing needed , in the words of an Exec/ResPol, ' is to have the 
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government trust universities and say so publicly. This distrust did not start with the current 

government, but is not helped by it either' (G08). Accordingly: 

We were doing a good job before they were in power and will continue to do the good job we have been doing for 
generations (even before they were in power!) We need to be trusted. Then we will do a better job today and tomorrow 

(ATNINGU; DYC/PYC). 

One DDRIDDS explains that 'if the government trusted us, they would not be as likely to try to 

micromanage us. Then both the government and universities would save resources' (G08). A 

Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor clarifies that 'when the government intervenes less, we produce 

more' (Reg/O). Therefore, 'the government should get out of university management' (G08; 

DDR/ DRS). This perception of mistrust is not unique to the university sector; other sectors that 

are recipients of government money are experiencing increasing pressures for more 

accountability attributable, by some, to decreased trust under the New Public Management 

(Kringas 2006). 

When asked: 'What can the Commonwealth do to increase research at your university?' a 

DDR/DDS replies, 'the government ought to be an advocate of research and of universities and 

then demonstrate its respect by publicly praising and defending universities' (G08). A Head of 

School/Department argues that 'the government has to tell universities that they are important, 

and trust that universities are capable of doing their job, uninterrupted or interfered with by 

government' because' giving universities the respect they deserve will benefit both the 

universities and the government' (IRU). Along this same line, a Head of School/Department 

notes that, 'despite the Commonwealth's continuous call for universities to cut the fat, there is 

nothing to cut, so continual cuts impact all university work. The perception of lazy university 

staff is a myth from years gone-by' (IRU). 

Stop the Ridicule 
Some respondents believe that low public opinion of universities is spread by the Commonwealth
 

who 'uses universities as whipping posts to gain votes' (DDR/DDS).
 

The following sentiments, although directly cited by one, are indicative of many respondents'
 

positions:
 

•	 Politicians should not be anti-university, making political hay with gender issues, cappuccino courses, and the like. 
•	 Piling abuse on universities hurts us. So does taking credit for research discoveries without recognising universities. 
•	 Both universities and government have to tell society of the value of universities, overtl y recogni se their succe sses, and quit 

beating up on them. 
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Raise the Level of Government Expertise 
Respondents discuss five areas that showcase the Commonwealth's expertise: lack of corporate 

memory within DEST; lack of expertise within DEST; not practicing what they preach; 

unreasonable demands; and unclear directives. A collection of responses addresses these areas. 

To begin, respondents discuss problems that arise from lack of corporate memory in DEST: 

We have to repeatedly explain DEST's reporting requirements to DEST personnel. This takes up a lot of our time, and 
does not help us. So, not only do we have to do the insane amount of paperwork to satisfy DEST, we have to explain to 
DEST what we are doing and why we are doing it (GoS; DVC/PVC). 

A Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor opines that 'the primary culprit of the continual corporate memory 

loss in DEST is the high attrition rate in DEST. And we are stuck having to explain DEST 

policies to DEST, a task for which we are never compensated!' (lRU). Overall respondents agree 

that ' the Commonwealth does not do a good job of implementing its own policies, often because 

it does not know what they are.' In the words of a Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor: 'the government 

does not have the expertise to manage universities. It has enough problems running its own 

affairs without meddling into ours' (G08). Accordingly: 

Government officials have to learn what they want and why they want it. The way it is now, Commonwealth policies 
are often disjunctive and riddled with contradictions. For instance, the government says it wants universities to 
collaborate, then sets up funding schemes that encourages competition. Universities compete with each other and go 
after the same money . Policies need to be consistent (Reg/O; ExecRes/Pol) . 

Respondents suggest that if the government knew what it was doing, it would not keep asking for 

more and more reporting. Other respondent suggestions are in Appendix 18. 

A Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor argues that 'The Commonwealth needs to practice what it 

preaches. For example, the Commonwealth itself needs to be transparent, rather than just 

requiring transparency from universities' (ATNINGU). Other respondents explain that: 

Commonwealth policies tend to be inconsistent and confusing, yet expectations are that universities will be consistent 
and unambiguous. We want the Commonwealth to use the same standard for itself that it requires from universities 
(Reg/O; ExecRes/Pol) . 

One respondent points out that government is not doing enough in some areas: 

Although we are expected to have strategic plans , the Commonwealth does not have one of its own . It is not doing 
enough to prepare for the future . For this reason the government should focus on strategies that address: characteristics 
of the country in ten years; needs of the country in ten years; how to foster change in ten years; and how the country 
will learn in ten years (Reg/O; DVC /PVC). 

As presented earlier in this chapter, all respondents report that the Commonwealth makes 

unreasonable demands of their time and resources, mostly relating to administrative duties. Two 

respondents explain that the unreasonable demands relate to the inexperience ofDEST personal 
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and politicians who make the demands: 'the government does not have a clue as to what is 

involved' (G08; DVC/PVC). In the words of Deputy/ Pro Vice Chancellor: 

Because th is government does not know what it is doing, it regularly goes to the public and wants more and more input 
through community consultations. Although community consultation and discussion papers sound nice on a political 
platform, it adds heap s of work on universities. Sifting throu gh government reports and discu ssion papers is time 
consuming, so is consistently telling government in ever-n ew formats what univers ities want and need from the 
Commonwealth (ATNINGU). 

Society, according to several respondents, is not served by all universities doing the same thing 

and competing for the same dollar. So, 'the Commonwealth needs to make it attractive for 

universities not to compete for the same money. Many government policies are unreasonable, 

dysfunctional, and contradictory, so should be fixed ' (ATNINGU; ExecRes/Pol). 

Respondents explain that as it is today, there is no comprehensible process that enables 

universities to know what the government wants because the government does not have a process 

for knowing what universities are doing. Processes should be developed so that universities and 

government understand each other. 

In the words of a Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor, ' too often when deciding policy, the government 

looks to fads that will win votes to the detriment of the university. Fads are fickle, and all too 

often , so are Commonwealth demands' (Reg/O). A second Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor points 

out that 'the Commonwealth does not do a good job of managing universities, so it should get out 

of the business, and supply universities with the public money universities need. Fix DEST first 

before telling us how to do our business' (ATN/l\JGU). 

Ensure Peer Review has Safeguards 
Respondents are unified when discussing the RQF-they should be scrapped. Likewise, there is 

unanimity about ARC, university autonomy, and academic freedom 'the Commonwealth should 

keep their hands off (G08; DVC/PVC). Peer review is important to all respondents. One 

respondent explains that 'one way to know that public money will only go to research that is peer 

reviewed is to listen to ARC and its board ' because 'no one individual, including a politician is 

knowledgeable in every field to judge what projects should be funded and which ones should not, 

that is why we have peer review.' A second points out that 'a panel of peers can assess merit and 

ARC works pretty well with its board intact. ' Concerning the RQF , respondents state that 'the 

burden of yet another tier of reporting and compliance costs is unpalatable' and that 'we don 't 
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want the Commonwealth to be the ultimate judge of our research, instead peers should judge 

peers' work' (DYC/PYC). 

Increase Money for Certain University Needs 
Respondents have much to say about the need for more public money. One explains that the 

current Prime Minister is 'fond of saying we want to be a clever country. But if we want to be a 

clever country we have to pay for it. It 's hard to get a Nobel Prize out ofthe pittance given by 

government for research.' To be 'clever, money is needed for basic research that is outside the 

immediate political agenda of short term relevancy.' Research funding 'must not be contingent 

upon only relevancy. There must be real basic-no-strings-attached-funding.' Respondents claim 

that 'despite what they say, there is very little money for basic research-most money is for 

applied research. Almost all Commonwealth money has too many strings attached.' One 

suggestion is that the Commonwealth' get rid of funding on a competitive basis, as it leads to 

hoarding information and lack of collaboration' (Reg/O; DYC/PYC). Respondents agree that 'we 

do not have enough money' . Further suggestions from respondents relating to changes the 

Commonwealth could make that would improve research are presented in Appendix 18. 

The empires ofthefuture are the empires ofthe mind 
Sir Winston Churchill. 
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CHAPTERS DISCUSSIONS
 

GROUNDING THEORY IN THE FINDINGS: 

LAYING THE GROUNDWORK FOR DEVELOPING HYPOTHESES AND PROPOSITIONS 

This chapter develops a clearer understanding of the phenomenon of Commonwealth influence 

by preparing fertile soil for grounded theory to germinate. Germination begins by analysing the 

data from Chapter 4 as part of an iterative process for understanding the phenomenon. Once 

analysed, the data are used to form the findings into sets of interrelated concepts abstracted from 

the data (Strauss & Corbin 1998). Information from Chapters 1 and 2 is applied to add credence 

to the findings and, as recommended by Strauss & Corbin (1998), to compare, contrast, 

differentiate, elucidate, and validate data from the respondents, which is found in Chapter 4. New 

literature resources are added from time to time to augment themes that emerge during primary 

data collection and that are not already discussed in earlier chapters. Statistics and other existing 

data are used in the analysis. The most significant findings relating to the phenomena that emerge 

are paraphrased and highlighted. 

The process of germination is cultivated in the step of grounded theory known as axial coding. 

Axial coding is 'about developing hypothesis or propositions, which .. .are generally understood 

to be statements about the relationship between or among variables ' (LaRossa 2005: 848). 

Development of the hypotheses and propositions begins by analysing the findings from the 

interviews, then 'comparing it to the raw data' (Strauss & Corbin 1998:161). Statistics and other 

data sources are used to augment, contrast, validate, and contrast with the findings in the 

interviews. The analyses are carried forward to Chapter 6 as the basis for the propositions of the 

grounded theory . 

Inbrief, analysis is undertaken from the data presented in Chapter 4 with inclusions of the 

arguments from the literature and data found in the statistics and other documents. Because 

grounded theory is an iterative process, much of this section involves taking data from other parts 

ofthe dissertation and making sense out of it. Ifthere appears to be duplication, it is not 
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accidental : rather, the intention is to add value to what was presented earlier through analysis, 

comparative analysis, and by linking the analyses with the statistics. Only findings that relate 

directly to the thesis question are analysed. Findings not related directly to the question are 

discarded at this point; however, their value may be in further investigations such as those 

relating to other Commonwealth influences on research and university autonomy. 

For the most part, the way in which themes emerge is not relevant to the category of university or 

position of respondent. At the onset of this research it was thought the categories of universities 

and positions of respondents would be more relevant to the themes. However, further analysis of 

emergent themes show that this is not the case. For this reason , there is little comparison between 

these groups. 

Direct quotes from respondents that are most indicative of the overall responses are used , 

wherever practical. However, unless there is a specific purpose, the authors of the citations are 

not identified. Instead , quotes representative of all or most respondents ' statements, themes and 

patterns of themes are cited directly using quotation marks. Where relevant, accounts from the 

literature are included in discussions of each theme to compare, contrast, and add validity and 

richness to the responses. Data that launched these discussions are presented in Chapter 4, which 

is a useful reference when more specifications are needed. Refer also to Chapter 4 for the source 

of the responses by the category of the university, or the position of respondent within the 

university. To ensure reference materials are readily accessible the same six headings are used in 

both Chapter 4 and 5: 

~ Do Commonwealth policies influence university autonomy? 
~ Do Commonwealth policies influence research? 
~ How do Commonwealth policies influence university autonomy? 
~ How do Commonwealth policies influence research in universities? 
~ What are results of the influence of Commonwealth policies on university autonomy and 

research in Australian universities? 
~ What policies could the Commonwealth initiate that would improve research in 

Australian universities? 
In addition to following the format of Chapter 4, this chapter concludes with a brief summary of 

the discussions and emerging themes. 
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Do COMMONWEALTH POLICIES INFLUENCE UNIVERSITY AUTONOMY? 

To understand whether Commonwealth policies influence university autonomy, information from 

the respondents is analysed under five subheadings: 

• The relationship between universities and Commonwealth policies 
• University autonomy defined by respondents 
• How important is autonomy to respondents' universities? 
• To what degree do Commonwealth policies influence university autonomy? 
• Has the degree of government influence changed over time? 

The Relationship between Universities and Commonwealth Policies 
When asked about the relationship between university autonomy and Commonwealth policies, 

respondents indicate that the basis of the connection is primarily financial with a secondary 

connectivity extended to areas concerning ethics and setting priorities. Pressures on universities 

to comply with government policies are generated through various methods of financing. Levels 

and types of financing are both given and withdrawn depending on the degree of compliance. 

Respondents explain that some Commonwealth policies unrelated to funding impact university 

autonomy. These include provisions for legal framework, restrictions on types of behaviours that 

are contrary to legal, moral , and ethical norms , or issues of national security, public safety,and 

national priorities. Respondents express that: 

Because education is a stat e matter, the Commonwealth has really no jurisdiction over universities, exce pt pertaining to 
finance s. However, becau se universities dep end on the Commonwealth for about half of all their funding, the power of 
the government over universities is enormous. 

These findings are consistent with both the literature and the Australian Constitution, which 

stipulates that individual states have jurisdiction over education. However, because the 

Commonwealth receives and controls most public monies, it can exert influence through the 

purse strings (DEST 2002c; DEST 2002e; DEST 2004a; Nelson 2002b; Meek & Wood 1998). In 

addition, some argue that the Commonwealth has some power conferred by the Constitution 1901 

(Nelson 2005f). Although there is no consensus on the exact jurisdiction and division of power, it 

is clear that, for the most part, the relationship between universities and the Commonwealth is 

largely based on funding. 

University Autonomy Defined by Respondents 
Respondents' discussions about university autonomy reveal a number of core elements. First and 
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foremost, university autonomy is the freedom to carry out core university business without any 

external interference or obstructions, with the proviso that all activities must fall within the 

parameters of what is socially, morally, ethically, and legally acceptable. 

Elements of respondents ' definition of university autonomy include unrestricted authority to 

establish mission statements, values, beliefs, and practices, as well as the academic freedom to 

carry out research wherever truth leads , including the ability to criticise government. University 

autonomy also extends to unrestricted control over all matters pertaining to student affairs, staff 

relations, academics, scholarship, and research. To be autonomous, universities need secure 

financing for basic blue sky research, the ability to seek money from any source desired, and the 

freedom to spend money without outside interference. 

The definitions of university autonomy provided by respondents are consistent with definitions 

in the literature. For instance, the International Association of Universities (1998) defines the 

principle of academic freedom as the freedom of the academic community to follow its activities 

within a framework determined by their community with respect to international standards and 

ethics without outside influences. This implies an element of independence and great intellectual 

freedom, free from the stipulations, demands, and directives of financiers (de la Fuente 2002) . 

Accordingly, academic freedom is the right to pursue truth wherever it leads (Neave 2002). The 

principle of academic freedom is intrinsic to the very concept of a university and the defence of 

this principle is consequently the shared responsibility of all who are directly engaged in 

carrying forward the university purposes (University of Hong Kong 2003). Essential elements 

necessary for universities to function properly include direct control without, government 

interference over such matters as scholarship, research, and student and staff affairs (Murray 

1992; Rhodes 2001). 

How Important is Autonomy to Respondents' Universities? 
Concerning the necessity for university autonomy, all respondents state that it is important to 

their university. However, respondents ' experiences with university autonomy vary-so do their 

expectations and requirements for autonomy. As might be expected, respondents from the G08 

report a greater need for university autonomy and are therefore more influenced by policies that 

inhibit their autonomy than their counterparts from the other categories of universities. The G08 
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reports a higher degree of apprehension of the future as ever-increasing numbers of 

Commonwealth policies influence university autonomy. Respondents from the Go8 make 

comments that include ' my university cannot do a good job if robbed of the ability to self 

manage'; 'we cannot be fully effective and politically correct at the same time'; 'universities 

need freedom in funding'; and ' government intervention into any aspect of university affairs 

(except the obvious ones relating to legal, ethical and moral obligations) hurts universi ties.' 

Universities with the next greatest level of expectation of autonomy and have experienced losses 

are the Innovative Research Universities. In contrast to the Go8 however, they concede that there 

is nothing they can do about their decreasing autonomy: 'we would do better with less 

government interference, but that is never going to happen.' According to one respondent: 

Autonomy is a thing of the past. We might as well get used to being under the control of the government as there 
is no evidence that politicians w ill relinquish their control. It did not start with this government and will not stop 
with a new government. Once government gets control, you will never se e them give up power. 

Expectations and experiences of the Regional/Other Universities are lower than for the first two 

categories. This category of university has experienced an increase in government influence in 

recent years and anticipates more in the future. In their words' government intervention is 

creeping into more and more areas of university life . ' 

Compared with other categories of universities, the Australia Technology NetworklNew 

Generation Universities have the lowest expectations and experiences with university autonomy. 

Responses from Australia Technology Network /New Generation Universities indicate that 

although, in theory, university autonomy is desirable, their experiences are that their universities 

do not have much of it. Respondents from both categories of universities have similar 

experiences and expectations: 'we are newly established as a fully functioning university and as 

such have very little history of university autonomy. The current government is not interested in 

granting us more autonomy so we have learned to make do with the level we have, at least for the 

moment. ' The gist of the responses is summed up in two citations: ' at our university, autonomy is 

an oxymoron-it does not exist' and 'although it is frustrating to be treated like we cannot run 

our own affairs without government interference, we have found ways to cope and get on with 

business despite government interference.' 
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These respondents indicate that just because 'our universities do not have much autonomy does 

not mean that we do not believe that it is not needed. Clearly we would work better with more 

autonomy; but it is unlikely that we will ever have more autonomy, unless there are big political 

changes.' With the exception of their need for and subsequent experiences with their loss of 

autonomy, there does not appear to be any significant differences in responses by category of 

university. 

Australian universities' beliefs concerning the need for university autonomy are not different 

from other GECD universities : in fact, all universities agree that some level of university 

autonomy is necessary. According to the International Association of Uni versities (1998), 

academic freedom and university autonomy are not privileges; rather, they are the basic and 

inalienable conditions that enable universities to carry out their duties. There appears to be 

agreement across the higher education sector that university autonomy and academic freedom are 

necessary elements of universities. 

Levels of expectations for university autonomy vary in Australian universities as they do 

internationally. Expectations range from the extreme view that autonomy means no external 

interference into university affairs whatsoever, to the view that universities need autonomy that is 

regulated by the government and/or market (Chan 2001; Cutt & Dobell ; 1992; Edwards 2001; 

Kennedy 2002; Salter 2002; Seabury 1975). 

Respondents indicate that their autonomy is affected by government policies. By their nature, all 

policies influence or otherwise impact university autonomy, so the responses are predictable and 

poised as an introduction to the next question, which seeks to identify the degree of influence. 

To What Degree do Commonwealth Policies Influence University Autonomy 
Respondents maintain that the Commonwealth interferes too much in university affairs and that 

universities are becoming subservient to government wishes. They agree that' The 

Commonwealth is too involved in our university, and should let us run our own affairs without 

influence or micromanagement. ' Apparently, there are a few areas in each university that still 

enjoy autonomy; however, there is an undertone that no part of any university is safe from 

Commonwealth interference, and a fear that if the trend of Commonwealth influence continues, 

universities will not have sufficient autonomy to carry out core activities, in the very near future. 
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Respondents point out that ' in some instances the extent of the Commonwealth's involvement 

makes universities appear to be mere appendages of the Commonwealth' and that 'being part of 

my university is like being part of a university in a Stalinist State.' Both the literature and reports 

produced by the Commonwealth indicate that the Commonwealth is involved in many aspects of 

universities, including those areas expressed by respondents (DEST 2002c; Ling 2005; Nelson 

2005f). Nevertheless, the scope and possible ramifications of the Commonwealth's involvement 

as detailed by respondents is not found in the literature. Nor is the strong language used by 

respondents in describing their experiences with the Commonwealth's influences. 

Has the Degree of Government Influence Changed Over Time? 
In the past ten to thirty years, universities have experienced more influence from the 

Commonwealth than in prior years. To understand the views of respondents, a sampling of 

notable responses most indicative of the overall interviews are provided in three direct quotes : 

'the current government is more interventionist than any previous Australian government. The 

government's involvement in minor points of university affairs is unprecedented'; 'the current 

minister responsible for universities is systematically trying to get universities to toe the line'; 

and 'with the Dawkins Report in 1988, the government changed the definition of a university, 

and upset university autonomy, but the Crossroads Report in 2002 started a whole new level of 

government interventions.' 

Respondents describe the progressive, escalating loss of academic freedom from the overturning 

of the peer review board, to the government's challenge to ARC, where the Minister can and does 

directly interfere in the business of university autonomy and academic freedom. Universities 

express that they are more subservient to government and political interference than in times past: 

' since Kemp's White Papers, the government has shown a commitment to get universities to do 

what universities should do' and 'the only way to do that is to impose it on them.' 

These responses are consistent with government reports, which demonstrate that Commonwealth 

involvement in Australian universities has been progressing 'from an initial situation where its 

role was minimal to the current situation where it effectively has full public funding and policy 

responsibility' (Nelson 2005f: 1). Ling (2005) refers to Australian universities as 'nominally 
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autonomous institutions .. .[that] are increasingly held accountable for their use of state resources 

and for their performance' (2005:1). 

Do COMMONWEALTH POLICIES INFLUENCE RESEARCH? 

Data are gathered from respondents as to whether or not Commonwealth policies influence 

research in their universities. Themes flowing from the overarching question are recorded under 

three subheadings posed as questions: 

•	 Is research influenced by Commonwealth policies? 
•	 What do universities need to do good research? 
•	 Has the rate of Commonwealth influence on university research changed over 

time? 

Is Research Influenced By Commonwealth Policies? 
All respondents agree that research in their universities is influenced by Commonwealth policies. 

When asked, respondents also agree that' The Commonwealth interferes too much in affairs 

relating to research at my university, 'and that: 'Jfthe governm ent reduced the demands it makes 

ofmy university, we would be more successful in our research. ' This coincides with 

Commonwealth reports that universities feel overburdened by Commonwealth involvement in 

universities (DEST 2002c; Anderson & Johnston 1998). 

Some of the difficulties in determining the level of research productivity in any university are 

discussed in Chapter 2. It is shown that numerous agencies use a large array of measures, and in 

the end, many believe that only a small amount of research can be measured, and many aspects of 

research can never be measured or at least not with the measurements currently available. To 

understand how research productivity is influenced by the Commonwealth, this dissertation relies 

on what respondents have said in interviews and surveys. Perceptions of Australian universities 

are key to this research. However, to understand where Australian research productivity fits in 

relationship to some of the measures presented in Chapter 2, a few illustrations are provided 

below. While this dissertation does not present a comprehensive understanding of research 

productivity in Australian universities, it does present a soupcon of available measures used to 

gauge research productivity in Australian universities, specifically patents, inputs, benchmarking, 

national economic indicators, and rankings. 
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The Commonwealth chronicles invention disclosures by universities and records the numbers in a 

government website on an annual basis (DEST 2004c). Disclosures for the years 2001 and 2002 

are provided in Table 5-1. The apparent success of university research varies year-by-year. It is 

apparent from the large fluctuations between the years, that more than quantitative numbers are 

needed to discern the success of research in any university. Notice for example the drop from 

fifty-nine to zero by the University of South Australia, the drop in Monash University from forty 

three to zero and the increase from twelve to thirty-nine in Queensland University of Technology. 

TABLE 5-1 RESEARCH PRODUCTIVITY RANKED BY INVENTION DISCLOSURES 

UNIVERSITY 2001 2002 
The University of Sydney 104 84 
The University of Queensland 85 95 
The University of New South Wales 76 70 
University of South Austral ia 59 0 
Monash University 43 0 
The University of Adelaide 30 35 
Univers ity of Wollongong 25 14 
Swinburne University of Technology 20 26 
The Flinders University of South Australia 18 21 
The University of Western Australia 18 27 
The Australian National University 14 13 
Queensland University of Technology 12 39 
Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology 10 11 
The University of Newcastle 8 16 
The University of Melbourne 7 3 
University of Technology, Sydney 7 1 
University of Tasmania 5 10 
Charles Darwin University 3 2 
Griffith University 3 3 
La Trobe Univers ity 3 2 
James Cook University 2 6 
Southern Cross University 2 2 
The University of New England 2 0 
Victoria University of Technology 2 1 
Central Queensland University 1 2 
Charles Sturt University 1 0 
Austral ian Catholic Univers ity 0 0 
Deakin University 0 0 
Edith Cowan University 0 3 
Murdoch University 0 3 
The University of Notre Dame Australia 0 0 
University of Ballarat 0 0 
University of Canberra 0 0 
University of Southern Queensland 0 0 
University of the Sunshine Coast 0 0 
Univers ity of Western Sydney - 10 
Curtain University of Technology . 12 
Macquarie University - 10 

Total 560 521 
TOTAL UNIVERSITIES: 35 38 

(Adapted from DEST 2004c). 
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Some, including the OECD (Marginson 2002) , have found that the amount of expenditures on 

research is a good indication of research productivity of a country. Consequently, inputs into 

research are sometimes used as a proxy for the outputs of research. A graph in Table 5-II is used 

to illustrate Australia's investments in research over a time period from 1996 to 2006. Table 5-III 

provides the percentage of the GDP invested in research for a one year period. 

TABLE 5-11 AUSTRALIA'S GROSS EXPENDITURE ON RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT (GERD) 
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(Projections from the Group of Eight Universities 2002) 

TABLE 5-111 RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT AS INVESTMENT OF GROSS EXPENDITURE PER GDP 

Sweden (1999) 3.78% Austria (2001) 1.86% 

Finland (2000) 3.37% Norway (200 I) 1.70% 

Japan (2000) 2.98% AUSTRALIA (2000) 1.53% 

United States (2000) 2.70% Cze ch Republic (2000) 1.35% 

Korea (2000) 2.68% Ireland (1999) 1.21% 

Swit zerland (2000) 2.64% New Zealand (1997) 1.1 1% 

Germany (200 I) 2.52% Italy (1999) 1.04% 

Iceland (1999) 2.33% Spain (2001) 0.96% 

France (2000) 2.J5 % Hun gary (2000) 0.81% 

Denmark (1999) 2.09% Portugal (1999) 0.75% 

Netherl and s (1999) 2.02% Poland (2000) 0.70% 

Belgium (1999) 1.96% Slovak Republic (2000) 0.69% 

Canada (200 I) 1.93% Gre ece (1999) 0.67% 

Singapore (2000) 1.88% Turkey ( 1999) 0.63% 
United Kingdom (2000) 1.86% Mexico (1999) 0040% 
OECD weighed average 2.21% (Adapted from the Group of Eight Universities 2002). 

In Australia, as elsewhere, benchmarking is often used to compare elements of research between 

universities and/or over time periods. One example of benchmarking research productivity is 
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illustrated in Table 5- IV where the income per staff and student is tabulated along with the 

number of publications per staff and the research income per student and tabulated per year, over 

a five year period, along with the number of publications per staff and the research income per 

student. Observations based on data in the table are that over the 1999 to 2003 period, income 

levels have averaged five percent of operating grant. In 2003 income fell as a percentage of its 

operating grant to below 1999 levels. Donations and bequests research income is significantly 

higher than the sector average (Angus 2004). 

T ABLE 5-I V N ATIONAL BENCHMARKING IN AUSTRALIA 

Quality measures: research productivity 
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(Adapted from Angus 2004: 8). 

Indications are that the economic health of a country is often tied to research. Table 5-V uses 

statistics from 2003 that list countri es that have Purch asing Power Parity (PPP ) greater than 

Australia (OECD 2005) . 
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TABLE 5 - V PURCHASING POWER P ARlTY 2003 
Atlas method and PPP Purchasing Power Parity 2003 (International Ranking Economy (US dol/an) 
Luxembourg 54,430 
United States 37,500 
Norway 37,300 
Switzerland 32,030 
Denmark 3 1,210 
Ireland 30,450 
Iceland 30,140 
Canada 29,740 
Austria 29,610 
Belgium 28,930 
Hong Kon g 28,810 
Japan 28,620 
Australia 28,290 

(World Development Indicators Database, World Bank quoted in Nationmaster.com 2004) 

A common method to evaluate university research employs ranking: the Shanghai Jiao Tong 

University Institute of Higher Education ranks universities by several indicators of academic or 

research performance, including Nobel laureates, highly cited researchers, articles published in 

Nature and Science, articles in Science Citation Index-expanded and Social Science Citation 

Index, and academic performance per facuIty (Academic Ranking of World Universities 2003). 

Based on these criteria, Australian universities are ranked by the Shanghai Jiao Tong University 

Institute of Higher Education at an international level and also at the Asian/Pacific level as 

presented in Table 5-VI. 

Examples of measures are provided in this chapter to illustrate some of the challenges that 

evaluators face when trying to determine the level of productivity in a university, and as a caution 

to those using these and other measures as the predominate factor in deciding where public 

money is spent. The apparent success of any university is in the eyes ofthe beholder-what is 

measured, by whom , and over what time period. Notice that the University of Sydney appears to 

have the highest ranking for two years based on invention disclosures, while the Australian 

National University and the University of Melbourne are ranked much higher by the Shanghai 

Jiao Tong University Institute one year later. Similarly, Australia 's gross expenditure on research 

per GOP is lower that most other GECD countries and considerably lower than the average. Yet 

Australia has universities that are ranked higher than some countries which provide a higher rate 

of income per capita than Australia, including Hong Kong. 
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TABLE 5-VI 2003 Top ASIAN/PACIFIC UNIVERSITIES 

Rank. University Country World Rank 

1 Tokyo Univ Japan 19 

2 Kyoto Univ Japan 30 

3 Australian Natl Dniv Australia 50 

4 Osaka Univ Japan 53 

5 Tohoku Univ Japan 64 

6 Nagoya Univ Japan 68 

7 Univ Melbourne Australia 92 

8 Hebrew Univ Jerusalem Israel 94 

9-17 Hokkaido Univ Japan 102-151 

9-17 Kyushu Univ Japan 102-151 

9-17 Nat! Univ Singapore Singapore 102-151 

9-17 Tel Aviv Univ Israel 102-151 

9-17 Tokyo Inst Tech Japan 102-151 

9-17 Tsukuba Univ Japan 102-151 

9-17 Univ Qpeensland Australia 102-151 

9-17 DnivSydney Australia 102-151 

9-17 Weizmann Inst Sci Israel 102-151 

18-22 Monash Univ Australia 152-200 

18-22 Nat! Taiwan Univ China-tw 152-200 

18-2L Seoul Natl Univ South Korea 152-200 

18-22 Univ New South Wales Australia 152-200 

18-22Univ Western Australia Australia 152-200 
..

(Acaderruc Ranking of World Universities 2003). 
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Anyone, or combination of measures could be use to gauge research productivity in Australian 

universities. Instead, this dissertation has chosen to accentuate respondents' positions as they 

appear to be as likely as any to accurately assess the situation in Australian university. 

What do Universities Need to do Good Research? 
Respondents report that universities need freedom to choose research topics , publish findings, 

and access peer review in an environment of respect and trust, unobstructed working conditions, 

and sufficient money to carry out research. Irrespective of these needs, respondents find that the 

Commonwealth is too involved in universities and confounds research in several ways. For 

instance, high compliance costs mean that resources are diverted from research. Table 5-VII 

illustrates the gap between universities' needs and their experiences in two columns. The column 

on the left contains responses to the question: What do universities need to do good research ? 

The column on the right contains responses to the question: What do universities experience 

from Commonwealth policies? 

Indications from the literature in Chapter 2 are that universities with more academic freedom and 

university autonomy tend to produce more (Anderson & Johnson 1998; Dearlove 1998a; 

Shattock 1999). Dearlove (2002) summarises some of the literature relating to research when he 

argues that in order to go beyond the frontier of established understanding, researchers cannot be 

told what to do. Rather, they defy control-creative imagination cannot be commanded or 

delivered on order because much depends on serendipity. Accordingly, researchers must be self

motivated. Similarly Aitken observes that 'the academic mind does not produce its best 

performance to order' (Aitken quoted in Shattock 1999: 271). It is apparent from government 

reports (See for instance, Anderson & Johnson 1998; Meek & Wood 1998) that the 

Commonwealth possess information showing that academic freedom and university autonomy 

enhance research. Nevertheless, government policies and actions indicate that either the 

government does not believe its own reports or that the Commonwealth believes it actions and 

policies are different from those in its reports (Meek & Wood 1997; Meek & Wood 1998). 
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TABLE S-VII REQUIREMENTS FOR GOOD RESEARCH COMPARED WITH EXPERIENCES 

(As expressed by University Respondents) 
What do universities need for research 
performance? 

What do universities experience from Commonwealth policies? 

Unconstrained freedom to publish results Commonwealth policies do not restrict publishing research results 

Instead the Commonwealth strongly advocates for increased publishing in what 
respondents phrased as 'publish or die ' 

Unlimited access to peer review 

Peer review as a guide to funding allotment 

No external interference in the peer review process 

Peer review board members chosen by peers 

It used to be that in theory only the minister could direct funding for university 
research, now the minister overtly directs research through funding 

The minister occasionally reject s ARC (peer reviewed) decisions for funding 
grants 

The minister has appointed members to the peer review board (ARC) 
Sufficient money to carry out research 

Funding must not be unduly difficult to obtain 

The Commonwealth used to give money to universities and trust them to do 
appropriate research, now the government is involved in telling universities how 
and what to research 

The Commonwealth 's compliance costs are prohibitive in terms of time and 
resources 

Excessive compliance costs coupled with a reduction in financing means that 
there are less resources do research than in years past 

Ability to define research within context of their 
own university 

The Commonwealth interferes too much in affairs relating to research, including 
telling universities what research is and what research is not 

Unobstructed working conditions 

If the Commonwealth reduced its demands, 
universities would be more successful in research. 

The degree of Commonwealth influence and demands is overwhelming 

Although the government does not usually directly tell researchers what and how 
to research, the Commonwealth's impact on research is profound 

For the most part, universities still have ultimate responsibility for what they 
research 

Full freedom for universities to prioritise own 
areas of research 

More than ever before, the government is confounding research in universities 
with policies even creeping into research 

The minister has too much influence on what universities research 
Respect and trust from government and society Since Dawkins, the Commonwealth is more involved in university research than 

before 

The Commonwealth does not appear to trust universities; instead, it is actively 
changing policies to ensure that it has increasing levels of contro l in university 
matters that would have previously been left to each university 

Knowledge of national priorities National research priorities impact the kind of research done at all universities 

Priorities are often not well understood by universities, DEST or politicians 
Guidelines on expectations pertaining to legal , 
moral and ethical norms of society 

Universities are not overburdened in this area 

HAS THE RATE OF COMMONWEALTH INFLUENCE ON RESEARCH CHANGED OVER
 

TIME?
 

Data from respondents concerning the changing Commonwealth influence on research show that 

the government used to trust universities to do research with public monies but that is no longer 

the case. Recently, the Commonwealth has been dictating and influencing how money is spent on 

research in Australia with the Minister of Education, Science and Training overtly directing 
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research funding. Compliance costs have been increasing so that excessive resources are now 

used to satisfy Commonwealth requirements. At times, costs are so high that research is 

confounded. 

Responses are consistent with government reports that affirm that the Commonwealth is 

becoming progressively more involved in university affairs than in the past and that the costs of 

compliance are excessive and arduous (DEST 2002c; DEST 2002e; Nelson May 2005f; Nelson 

2002a). According to reports from the Minister of Education, the history of the Commonwealth's 

involvement in universities 'is one of continuing greater involvement by the Australian 

Government from an initial situation where its role was minimal to the current situation where it 

effectively has full public funding and policy responsibility' (Nelson 2005f). 

How Do COMMONWEALTH POLICIES INFLUENCE UNIVERSITY AUTONOMY? 

Four theme headings are used to organise the data from respondents as to how Commonwealth 

policies influence university autonomy: Micromanagement; Government-Given Structure; 

Excessive Reporting and Compliance Requirements; and Academic Freedom. 

Micromanagement 
Respondents agree that the Commonwealth is inclined to micromanage many aspects of their 

universities. Indeed, findings are that the government influences nearly every area of Australian 

universities and, although no respondent provides an exhaustive list of all areas, two responses 

are indicative of the general position that 'there is practically no part of an Australian university 

that is sacred from the Commonwealth 's all-encompassing policies' and 'there is not much left 

for universities to decide for themselves.' Further examples of micromanagement provided by 

respondents include the Commonwealth's involvement in: 

... The tiniest details of universities 

... What courses can be added and which ones removed from university curriculum 

... Student enrolment 

... Student union voluntarism 

... Numerous matters pertaining to staff 

... Course definition, contents, standards and tuition 

... Health and welfare 

... Anti-discrimination matters 

... A host of industrial demands 
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According to respondents, 'Commonwealth policies are creeping into every area of our 

university.' These responses are consistent with government reports indicating that the 

Commonwealth influence has been increasing progressively, over time, with new policies and 

pieces of legislation being enacted on a regular basis (Nelson 2005f). To further understand the 

degree of the impact of Commonwealth policies on university autonomy, respondents are asked 

whether the amount of influence the government has over universities should be reduced. All 

agree. 

Government-Given Structure 
Respondents discuss the influences of Commonwealth policies on providing a framework for 

their university. Most agree that the Commonwealth was instrumental in establishing or defining 

a framework and providing more structure for their university. Universities, according to many 

respondents, were forced to become more strategic, prioritise, and otherwise make better use of 

their limited resources. Strategic planning had initially been good, but according to the same 

respondents, universities are now strategic enough, and have already cut all the fat, so further 

Commonwealth direction is not warranted. Here are specific comments about how the 

Commonwealth has influenced university framework: 

Commonwealth-inspired framework was good to a point, but there is too much repetition between one government body and 
another with their demands for universities to show that they are strategic. In an effort to make us more strategic, transparent, 
and accountable, the Commonwealth has gone too far. The government provided a framework that gave some structure and 
made us do more strategic planning. Now we are strategic and do not need the level of Commonwealth involvement. 

Conversely, government reports indicate that more, not less, Commonwealth influence is 

necessary to ensure universities meet governmental and societal needs and expectations. It is the 

position of the minister's office that more than ever, universities are at an important crossroads 

where the Commonwealth needs to be the chief force in deciding how to make what the office 

perceives as needed changes in Australian universities (DEST 2002c; DEST 2002g; Nelson 

2002a) . 

Excessive Reporting and Compliance Requirements 
Respondents agree with the statement that 'government demands for audits, budget projections, 

key performance indicators, and a myriad of other accountabilities are onerous.' Similarly, they 

agree with an excerpt from a Commonwealth report that states 'universities feel frustrated and 

over-burdened by the welter of profiling and reporting' (DEST 2002e: ix). Further, respondents 
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indicate that "govemment accountability requirements tend to be' somewhere between 'onerous' 

and ' somewhat burdensome.' 

When respondents are asked to explain their positions on reporting requirements, they state that 

'excessive reporting is not adding any value while using valuable resources' and that 'universities 

spend loads of time chasing money.' This means that 'we are not free to follow our own pursuits 

when we have to spend so much time reporting and justifying to the Commonwealth what we are 

doing. Govenunent demands in terms of reporting are out of control.' In addition, 'there is too 

much repetition between one govenunent body and another-yet we can't use the same reports 

because format and dates differ.' According to one respondent 'we give away so much data that 

are useless and that no one needs or uses, including the govenunent. So it is a total waste from 

any angle .' Universities articulate that compliance costs now amount to millions of dollars every 

year so resources are redirected away from teaching and research to huge compliance and 

reporting exercises (Maiden 2006b). 

It appears that the Commonwealth also agrees. Many govenunent reports recognise that 

universities are overburdened with excessive reporting and accountability demands from the 

Commonwealth (DEST 2002c; DEST 2002e). The Commonwealth repeatedly acknowledges the 

onerous burden of excessive, redundant, and frustrating reporting (DEST 2002c; Nelson 2002a). 

In fact, all sources of information, including Commonwealth reports, the general literature, and 

responses from interviews agree on the issue of reporting burdens. Curiously, despite this 

agreement from every sector on the burden of reporting, the Commonwealth has not sought to 

reduce the burden. Paradoxically, the same reports that acknowledge the heavy burden often 

introduce policies that add further administrative duties to universities (DEST 2002c; Nelson 

2002a; Steele 2006). 

One aspect of the reporting that particularly exasperates respondents is that most of the reporting 

details required are not even used by the Commonwealth: 

DEST gets loads of informat ion but does not know what to do with it. Yet they keep making ever-more demands. We have to 
do so many reports. Often we don't understand what the reporting is for, or why it needs to be done . So much of it does not 
make sense, is not useful , and duplicates other s imilar report s. The govem ment collec ts more data than it will ever use. It 
must also be frustrating for govem ment offic ials who collect the data as most are aware that the data is useless and a waste of 
time. 
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Incongruously, respondents believe that the Commonwealth is giving universities less money 

than in the past, but is demanding more accountability as, in the words of a respondent 'less than 

fifty percent of university's money now comes from the Commonwealth, yet we have to do more 

to get Commonwealth money than in the past when it represented more than fifty percent of our 

funding.' Despite this decreased funding, all respondents state that their compliance is 'high' 

when asked: 'How would you rate the level ofuniversity compliance with government requests?' 

Comments about compliance are that 'costs are very high,' but 'full compliance is not an option' 

because 'if we don't comply, we will not be funded , and without Commonwealth funding we 

cannot survive.' For example, 'if the Commonwealth says something is not viable we cut it out.' 

Every university expresses that they have to comply with the Commonwealth's requests. For 

instance, respondents articulate that 'we just have to just swallow it-whatever the 

Commonwealth doles out-there is no other way' and that 'universities must comply with 

everything-right from size of their government council , to human resources, and public health, 

to what courses can and cannot be offered. ' Similarly, Ling (2005) explains that although 

government funding as a percentage of university revenues has fallen dramatically in the past few 

years, accountability requirements have moved in the opposite direction. Even so, no university 

can afford to forfeit the revenue through non-compliance. 

In efforts to ensure that the community and university are included in government decisions, the 

government puts out discussion papers welcoming comments from the universities and others . 

The requests for comments are so frequent that a deputy vice chancellor explains that: 

There are so many of these discu ssion papers and invitations to attend meetings and other events that will 
affect what we do, that we spend huge amounts of time reading and sifting through these documents so that 
we can prep are reports, feedb ack papers and presentations. Instead, we ought to be tending to our own 
business of running our university. We spend so much of our time pleasing and appeas ing the 
Commonwealth! They act like universities were usele ss until their reign and unable to function without their 
strict control. 

Academic Freedom 
Overall , most respondents indicate that their university still enjoys a level of academic freedom . 

However, most respondents appear conflicted when speaking about their level of academic 

freedom . On one hand, they specify that because they have some discretionary funding, research 

that they deem important can be carried out. They also indicate that they are free to publish their 

findings . On the other hand, these same respondents state that 'Commonwealth demands makes 

Australian University look like a Stalinist state' and that 'universities can no longer speak openly 
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on many topics . We feel muzzled by Commonwealth policies.' Similarly, another respondent 

who indicates that his university has sufficient autonomy to carry out its core mission, also states 

that 'university autonomy does not exist. In this Stalinist State academic freedom does not exist.' 

One respondent sums up the situation by saying that 'there are some areas with high levels of 

university autonomy and other areas oflow or non-existent levels of university autonomy.' 

Consequently, according to respondents, universities have learned to function with and work 

around constraints. 

The Commonwealth controls and directs research in part by the way money is allocated. 

Respondents point out that pressures are for universities to satisfy government priorities, even 

when the priorities are obscure and capricious. For instance, 'politicians are vocal, if they don't 

like an aspect of our university, even without all the facts , they will smear us or otherwise change 

what we are doing through policies or threats to withdraw funding.' Another respondent 

articulates that 'the government is very contradictory. They say they value university autonomy 

and research within Australian universities, yet they continually interfere in our affairs and scoff 

at anything that a university does that may seem, on the surface, to be questionable.' Similarly, 

respondents specify that the Commonwealth 'suffers from policy disjunction.. . saying it likes 

Australian universities to be free to follow intellectual pursuits, but acting in a way that prohibits 

free pursuits.' 

Responses concerning academic freedom seem incongruous, even within interviews. For 

instance, many respondents state that they enjoy academic freedom, yet the same respondents say 

something to the effect that 'the government acts like they own us. Our university has rules 

similar to those living in a totalitarian state. ' The discrepancies are interesting to note, and 

titillating to pursue : however, to avoid excessive digression from the topic, they are not pursued 

further in this dissertation. 

Respondents make a number of points about their experiences with academic freedom. The most 

noteworthy are listed here: 

a We are free to seek funding from any source we want. 
a We are free to do any research that we want-maybe there will be no money for the 

research, but legally we are free to carry out our research and publish our findings. 
a We have to be sensitive to the government, so we work within their parameters. 
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o	 Generally, in the last ten years Commonwealth policies have more impact in most areas 
of the university, including the area of academic freedom. But all and all, we still have a 
lot of latitude. 

o	 University research is dictated by government and industry. 

It is clear from the Australian literature that universities think the Commonwealth takes liberties 

with their academic freedom: 

Despite policy statements to the contrary, there have been a number of reports indicating that many in the academic 
community believe that Australian higher education institut ions have lost autonomy and the freedom to determine their 
own dire cti ons (Meek & Wood 1997 chapter 3:4) . 

Despite their verbal commitment to do otherwise, the Commonwealth impedes university 

autonomy and academic freedom , as evidenced in the article entitled The Commonwealth High er 

Education Service conducted studi es ofuniversities in 12 Commonwealth Countries (Anderson & 

Johnson 1998). Compared to other OECD countries, Australia reports 'considerable involvement 

of governments ' (Richardson & Fielden quoted in Anderson & Johnson 1998:3). When Anderson 

and Johnson's (1998) respondents were questioned concerning the level ofgovernment 

intervention and institution autonomy, New Zealand and Australia, were the two countries 

reporting the highest degree of government interventions of all the English speaking OECD 

countries. While these and other studies (Anderson & Johnson 1998; Richardson & Fielden in 

Anderson & Johnson 1998) determine that Australian universities perceive that the 

Commonwealth intervenes too much in their affairs, this dissertation goes one step further. It 

begins by collaborating earlier findings, but then uncovers universities' perceptions on how the 

Commonwealth influences their autonomy and research. 

How DO COMMONWEALTH POLICIES INFLUENCE RESEARCH IN 

UNIVERSITIES? 

Nine theme headings are used to analyse responses that answer the question: How do 

Commonwealth policies influence research? 

•	 Choosing research topics 
•	 Publishing 
•	 Peer review 
•	 Funding university research 
•	 Research: By whose definition? 
•	 Obstructions in Research 
•	 Prioritising areas of research 
•	 Respect and trust 
•	 Knowledge of national priorities 
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Choosing Research Topics 
When asked about the ability to choose research topics, there are two lines of responses: 

theoretical and actual. All respondents state that, in theory, they are rarely ever barred from 

carrying out research; however, without funding, most research is not feasible because almost all 

research requires money. The majority of respondents indicate that most research is initiated by 

government or other funding schemes because 'research goes where the money is.' And the 

Commonwealth is a key funder which 'leads universities down a research path ,' where, according 

to respondents, 'researchers are expected to toe the line .' But, respondents go on to say, 'we can 't 

be innovative and toe the line at the same time. Unfortunately, not much research stems from 

passion anymore.' 

Although individual researchers decide what and when to research, their decisions are, for the 

large part, dependent on financing. For instance, researchers in a certain area will look to find out 

where there is money and fit their research around the money. One respondent states that: 'even 

though there are many researchers at our university who believe their research is important, very 

few actually carry out research without some funding. This is because the cost to do research is 

usually very high, so without a source of funding research is rarely possible.' Nevertheless, 

respondents are explicit that they are never forced to do research they do not wish to do. 

The Commonwealth's position is that its expertise is needed to ensure that universities ' research 

will positively impact national economic competitiveness, social problem solving, and 

community well-being (Kemp 1999a; DEST 2002g). Researchers 'must be harnessed to 

knowledge creation to support national economic ends ' (McWilliam 2002 : 21) . Consequently, 

Commonwealth funding schemes are attached to national priorities which in tum direct research 

topics (Nelson 2005f). 

When it comes to deciding research topics there is a rift where on one side respondents believe 

that universities should make decisions about what to research, and where on the other side the 

Commonwealth believes that its expertise is needed to guide universities on what to research 

(DEST 2002g; Kemp 1999a; McWilliam 2002 ; Commonwealth 2002). Opinions expressed in the 

literature tend to favour the universities' beliefs by stressing that universities left to make their 
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own decisions tend to be more productive (Anderson & Jolmson 1998; Dearlove 1998a; Shattock 

1999). 

Publishing 
Respondents indicate that the Commonwealth never censors universities from publishing their 

results. According to one respondent, 'the Commonwealth does not dictate what we publish-so 

at this level , our academic freedom is still intact. ' Similarly ' the Commonwealth never influences 

the results of research.' 

Pressures from the Commonwealth are for researchers and universities to publish more, 

according to most respondents. The most frequent term used by respondents concerning 

publishing is that there are pressures to 'publish or die,' meaning that if an individual researcher, 

department, or university does not publish or otherwise produce enough, the funding from the 

Commonwealth will stop, or diminish, jeopardising further research. Respondents explain the 

'funding from publications makes us "pump-out" articles, so that money drives our publishing 

behaviours.' As such, universities are free to publish their findings without government 

interference-conversely, the Commonwealth pressures universities to publish more than they 

might otherwise (DEST 2000b). The Commonwealth acknowledges that academic workloads are 

reported to be rising as pressures to publish and otherwise fulfil Commonwealth criteria reduce 

time for other activities (DEST 2000b; DEST 2002e). 

Peer Review 
Traditionally, according to some respondents, one of most important peer reviews is part of the 

Commonwealth funding process by ARC and NHMRC. Applications are judged for merit by 

academics within the two agencies. One respondent's statement is echoed by most others: ' the 

government has recently put themselves above the board and refused funding for some research 

approved by the board. This is a terrible precedent and will likely be repeated in the future.' 

Another respondent is concerned that: 

Although pol iticians have always had the right to not accept recommendat ions from the board , board decisions had not 
being challenged until recently. It is a very worrisome situation when ministe rs can and do veto the peer review process. 
It is especially bad in light of the new Commonwealth policies. Thi s has very serious consequences for research in this 
country! Politicians are becoming dictators. Public funding is needed , and there is no other way for universities to 
surv ive without large amounts of public money. There needs to be funding without inte rferen ce from the funders-but 
we are quickly losing the right to unfettered research -through dire ct political interference. 

This sentiment is expressed by nearly all of the respondents, although some are more direct, such 

as a respondent who says 'the current government has shown that it is not above directly 
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interfering in university matters. Its actions are Stalinistic and unprecedented in this country.'
 

According to respondents' reports, the Commonwealth is 'setting itself up above the university,'
 

and 'wants to scrap the board of ARC and have funding requests go straight to the minister.
 

Areas that are not popular with the current government will eventually disappear. '
 

Respondents' general apprehension is clearly articulated in the response, 'there is a fear that ARC
 

board will be scrapped which means that the minister will become even more invasive. It is not
 

good to get rid of peer review. The minister has no expertise to do what he is doing; he is totally
 

out of control, and getting worse. ' Further comments include 'without ARC board, how can the
 

Commonwealth decide what are the best research projects?' and 'the whole country will suffer if
 

education and research is dictated through government, rather than through the long history of
 

peer review . The government 's desire for power is very costly for a society that relishes
 

freedoms.' A respondent asserts that ' the government is now taking more control by usurping
 

ARC's decisions, which is a very worrisome situation for us all. We are losing our peer review.
 

The minister thinks nothing of overriding university peer review. This is terrible. '
 

The words of one respondent are reflective of the general responses of others:
 

We already have peer review , but the government want s to get rid of it so that the minister will have direct control over 
universities. The control started with Dawkins, when he got rid ofTAFES [Technical and Further Education] and opted 
for forced unification. Th at was bad for everyone and the government cont inue s with more interferences. In the USA, or 
any other GECD country for that matter, there is not as much interference as in Australia. 

In a recent signal of possible change, Bishop, the new Minster of Education, Science and 

Training." promises that she will not veto ARC research grants nor will she appoint 'lay people to 

ARC's quality and scrutiny committee to provide community input into the approvals process' as 

was the case of her predecessor. Her ' view is that if the peer review process has the independence 

and integrity to ensure that it's robust, then I would see no need for me to second-guess that 

process' (Illing 2006c). Until change actually occurs, there is no real evidence as to whether or 

not the new minister will depart from the path of her predecessor, as media releases do not 

always reflect actual policy initiatives. Nevertheless, there are indications that the minister is 

interested in pursuing the RQF (Bishop 2006b ; 2006c ; Bishop 2006d), which according to 

respondents, threatens to undermine academic freedom in Australia. In fact, respondents are 

17 Composit ion of this dissert at ion spanned the period of two Minsters of Education, Science and Training. Brendan Nelson 
was repl aced by Julie Bishop in Dec 2005. 
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concerned that if the RQF continues as planned, there will be very serious consequences for all 

universities. 

Funding University Research 
Respondents agree with the two statements: 'All universities need public money to survive ' and 

'Without government money university research cannot thrive.' When asked where they receive 

most of their research funding, each response includes the Commonwealth as either the primary 

financier or as part of a combination of primary financiers. Funding is not without restrictions. 

Respondents talk about funding directed to 'only the best universities, researchers, or 

departments' so that 'universities are forced to excel or perish,' whereby the Commonwealth is 

' only interested in top producers, not in second rate or mediocrity.' The Minister of Education 

confirms that there are 'no more incentives for mediocrity. The funding must follow excellence 

and relevance' (Bishop 2006a). 

In the words of respondents 'no performance means no Commonwealth money,' which gives rise 

to competition between universities, each vying for the same government money. It also means 

that small, new universities are hardest hit by government restraints because funding schemes 

often depend on past performance, so large, well-established universities have a great advantage. 

For the most part , the Commonwealth expects that competitive funding will increase 

productivity; however, respondents' experiences are that when universities compete for the same 

research dollar, hoarding information is a natural result. Instead of generously sharing 

information across universities, as per tradition, researchers are now more likely to protect their 

findings. In the end, respondents agree, there is less productivity in the country as a whole. 

Policy decisions about who and what research gets funding is, according to respondents, 

' intensively political ' with a tendency towards research that is relevant, producing 'immediate 

results ' with 'less tolerance for research that will not likely produce tangible results in the short 

run.' This means that 'non-applied areas of research suffer the most.' 

Respondents explain that 'no incentives are provided for engagement in innovative policy' and 

that 'priority research funding means other things of importance to universities get ignored at 

times because there is no money.' Because there is now very little discretionary money, few 
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projects that are not sanctioned by the Commonwealth can be undertaken, whereas according to a 

respondent: 

The government used to give money to each university and let each university decide what to research . Now the 
government is involved in telling universities how and what to research. Humanities and social sciences are not high on 
national priorities and not included in most financing schemes. If your research happens to be high on the ministers ' list 
of what they like in univers ity research, there is loads of money, otherwise there is nothing. 

Respondents also specify that the amount of money the Commonwealth gives for research has 

decreased greatly in the last ten to fifteen years and' although less than half of uni versities' 

money comes from the Commonwealth, in most cases the Commonwealth demands much more 

reporting than any other single or combinations of financiers.' Respondents find it ironic that 'the 

less money the Commonwealth gives, the more accounting it demands. It is almost a reverse ratio 

for reduced funding to amount of reporting required.' Detailed reports that examine the reduced 

Commonwealth funding to universities are found within Commonwealth publications (DEST 

2005a). 

The funding situation is referred to as 'autonomy within a funding straitjacket' (Senate 

Committee 2001 s.4:101). The Commonwealth acknowledges in their reports that academic 

workloads 'are reported to be rising as pressures to publish, teach, undertake new administrative 

tasks and raise funds all reduce time for quality thinking' (DEST 2000b: 47). Government 

sources state that 'funding increases tied to Commonwealth Grant Scheme encourages adherence 

to a set of National Governance Protocols' (Nelson 2005±). Consequently, all universities 

implement the necessary recommendations to ensure compliance with the protocols and thereby 

ensure funding. 

Concerning the scarcity of research funding, one respondent remarks that 'it is hard to get a 

Nobel Prize out of the pittance given by government for research.' Government reports indicate 

that the amount of Commonwealth funding has been decreasing over the years, at least as an 

overall percentage of university revenues (AVCC 2006; DEST 2003a). 

It is a number of respondents' position that: 

The Minister wants to scrap the board of ARC and have funding requests go right to him . This gives him a huge amount 
of power and is a big threat to university autonomy. In one or two years there will be no money in areas that are not 
popular to the government, so universities will be forced to stop research in the unfunded areas. I have great fear for the 
very near future. We will Jose more university autonomy. We are now on a slippery slope and it looks like more 
government interventions and less university autonomy. 
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Defining Research: Whose Definition? 
Discussions from respondents reveal that the government tries to tell universities what research is 

and what it is not. In the words of one respondent, ' research is being defined by government who 

does not have the expertise or background to re-define, nor any idea of the ramifications of re

defining research.' Therefore, to keep the standard of any university intact, respondents suggest 

ignoring the Commonwealth's definition in favour of the definition provided through the 

channels and traditions of the university, disciplines, and departments . Another respondent 

similarly discusses how the government is limiting areas of research by suggesting, for instance, 

that areas such as fine arts are not rigorous enough as disciplines to be able to carry out research. 

He states that his university does not recognise the government's limitations. In attempts to 

ignore the government's narrow definition of research, the respondent's university defines 

research by the standards of the discipline, university, and peer review, irrespective of the 

government's views. 

Apparently 'Nelson 's predecessors were instrumental in setting the stage for the 

Commonwealth's control of universities, but Nelson has gone further than any before him, and it 

is likely that those that follow will continue in the same direction' (DeputylPro Vice Chancellor 

from Regional/Other Universities) . A number of respondents express that they are already treated 

like a government department while others think that if things continue as they have been they 

will 'become appendages of the government.' 

In one year alone, the Minster of Education, Science and Training vetoed seven peer-reviewed 

grants after they had been accepted by ARC. This is a sore spot for all respondents who consider 

it an affront to academic freedom and a slippery slope towards censorship of free thought and 

exploration in universities. In addition to vetoing the grants, the Minster also appointed lay 

members to ARC's board in an effort to 'ensure community input ' (llling 2006c) into grant 

applications in an unprecedented and controversial move (Lane 2006b). Although Nelson's 

successor, Bishop, expresses that she does not intend to intervene in universities as much as her 

predecessors: at the point of writing, there is no evidence one way or the other. 

Conversely, as outlined in Chapter 2, Anderson and Johnson (1998: 9) argue that although 

governments have occasionally used their financial influence to introduce or reduce some broad 
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fields of study, such influence 'has been at the macro level and there are very few, if any 

examples, in Anglo-American and European systems at least, of government attempting to 

influence the content of curriculum' (Anderson & Johnson 1998: 9). Their position is that 

'governments influence broad priorities-with carrots rather than sticks-but not the priorities of 

an institution, let alone an individual academic 's research topics' Anderson and Johnson (1998: 

9). This, however, has not been the respondents' experience. Respondents' positions are more in 

line with Considine (2001) who found the 'only way to change culture in the university is to link 

budget in with it.. ..then you get a reaction the first year it 's introduced ' (152). 

There is a notion in government reports that the Corrunonwealth is best at defining and directing 

research (Kemp 1999a; Nelson 2005f). Whether it has the expertise to define research is not 

apparent. However, it is clear from Chapters 1, 2 and from earlier in this chapter, that university 

autonomy is preferable to government control in terms of research productivity. 

Obstructions in Research 
Two areas emerge as presenting the greatest obstructions to university research: excessive 

reporting and lack of funding. Of the two, the one that continually surfaces as the most persistent 

and bothersome is excessi ve reporting. Respondents are clear that onerous reporting requirements 

are a drain on research resources. No one considers that the amount of reporting is low, or even 

acceptable. Four corrunents heard at almost every interview are : 'we all have to divert money to 

reporting instead of using it for research'; ' too much of our time is spent on the required 

reporting which takes away from resources that could otherwise go to research'; 'administration 

duties tend to crush research' ; and 'regulatory requirements are increasing to such a point where 

universities find it hard to function and a huge part of our resources goes into paperwork, instead 

of research.' According to one respondent, reporting and other administrative chores demanded 

by the Commonwealth take between ten and thirty percent of all research funding. Consequently, 

'it seems that more time is given to writing proposals, preparing for audit s, and undertaking 

accountability procedures than actually doing the research.' Although excessive reporting 

requirements draw resources from all sectors within the university, it also draws from research. 

Whether the strain on research is more or less than on the other parts of the university is 

irrelevant. It is sufficient that respondents identify reporting as a major detraction from their 
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research. Details of excessive reporting requirements fall under the subheading Excessive 

reporting and compliance requirements. 

Prioritising Areas of Research 
According to respondents, the Commonwealth uses funding to direct research in two ways. First, 

it defines research and only directly funds research that fits within its fiat. Second, it encourages 

universities to focus their research on government priorities. Despite Commonwealth efforts, 

universities have ways to ensure their definition of research stays intact. According to 

respondents, 'the government tries to dictate what research is, but universities have their own 

ideas, and will not, at this point, go with government demands.' Universities are able to use some 

of their discretionary funding to ensure the areas not recognised as research, such as fine arts , 

have access to some monies. 

However, because discretionary funding is limited, respondents indicate that some 'areas of 

importance to universities get ignored.' And the areas of most importance to the Commonwealth 

are those areas with the highest and fastest rate of return, so, in the words of a respondent, 

'research has to be necessary, utilitarian, economic, socially driven, and relevant.' Usually 

Commonwealth priorities are attached to economic return on investments. To respondents, 

priority funding means 'more ties established between researchers and the Commonwealth' so 

that 'basic research is driven by relevancy where even the most blue sky financing has strings 

attached.' Consequently, 'there is little money for non-applied research. Money is becoming 

scarcer in many fields, particularly the humanities and fine arts. ' Impacts of money-driven 

research are also discussed under the subheading Funding university research. 

Commonwealth policies encourage universities to be more strategic and focused in their research. 

Respondents explain that the government tells universities to do only what they do best and drop 

other activities : 'the government is interested in winning the gold , but not the bronze. They want 

universities to be the best or be nothing at all. But this is not in the best interest of society or the 

university. Universities are gone if they are not the best in the field.' 

Most of these responses seem consistent with the government reports that there will be ' no more 

incentives for mediocrity. The funding must follow excellence and relevance ' (Bishop 2006a: 1). 

The Commonwealth has very clear expectations, both economically and otherwise, that 
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universities ' generate new ideas, solve problems, improve products or processes' (DEST 2002c: 

2) and add value to society. Respondents understand that 'research is a high risk industry

perform or get out. ' 

Respect and Trust of Universities 
Respondents speak of a lack of trust and respect shown by the Commonwealth to Australian 

universities. One respondent opens the interview by saying 'we have a Minister of Education, 

Science and Training'{ who hates universities' and provides further details throughout the 

interview, such as : ' because the Commonwealth has control in both the senate and cabinet, the 

minister does as he pleases and it pleases him to hurt universities, university autonomy and 

academic freedom' (Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor). Others indicate that the cabinet is not fond of 

universities or university staff. There are a few comments that seem to captivate some of most 

commonly held opinions vis-a-vis the Commonwealth's lack of respect towards its universities. 

One is: 'as a general rule, the Commonwealth does not show universities the respect and trust we 

have earned and deserve.' A second is: 'universities were doing a very good job without 

government intervention, but now the government wants to step in "politically" to gain votes. 

This jeopardises universities' work.' A third comment is: the Commonwealth 'treats universities 

as "pesky" necessities.' 

Most respondents describe government-initiated ridicule and demoralisation as aimed at 

enhancing political popularity by undermining universities ' morale. Two such initiated ridicule 

relate to the minister coining phrases like'cappuccino courses ' and 'make-up classes for drag 

queens' (Maiden 2006a) in an effort to mock universities. A respondent describes these phrases 

as sounding 'clever in a bar atmosphere, but show the underlining stupidity of the minister who 

does not bother to find out details and merits of the so-called "capp uccino courses" before 

publicly degrading universities.' In the words of a Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor: 

The Govemmentlikes to dem oralise universities. But when you look at what they say, it doe s not add up. On the one hand , the 
government is saying that universities are bad and wasteful , yet on the other hand they are continually boasting that Australia 
produces more than other countries in proportion to the population base, and that their research is world class, with rarely 
giving any credit to a university. This is even though the government is aware that universities produce most of the wonderful 
stuff it likes to boast abou t. Clearly the government ought to be prai sing universities, rather than continually dem orali sing 
them . 

18 The referen ce was to Nel son, the Minister for DEST at the time . 
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Although there are a variety of comments made by respondents that indicate universities are 

treated as political fodder , many have similar contents such as 'ironically, politicians like to brag 

about how much research goes on in Australia, yet they rarely give us credit, they prefer to just 

mock us. How do we produce such great results, yet never do anything right according to 

politicians?' Apparently the Commonwealth 'is always the first to take credit when there is a big 

new finding , and just as quick to point blame at a university when a problem arises' (Deputy/Pro 

Vice Chancellor). 

Respondents point out that researcher morale and confidence is not supported; instead , low public 

opinion of universities is spread by the Commonwealth. Consequently, researchers have to be, in 

the words of a respondent, ' overly sensitive to ensure that they use jargon that is acceptable to the 

public. A wrong word or phrase could make them laughing stocks. ' Respondents explain that 

researchers who are not sensitive to government fads and whims and who do no avoid 

researching politically incorrect topics jeopardise their funding. 

Knowledge of National Priorities 
National priorities are not always clear 'nor do DEST staff always know what it is that the 

politicians want,' according to a number of respondents. Concerns are expressed that there are 

problems with DEST, often due to the lack of corporate memory resulting from constant staff 

turnover: 'it's hard to get consistency from government officials, when the officials don't know 

what is going on' (Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor). Other respondents state that 'there are lots of 

problems in DEST. DEST does not do a good job. Consistent changeover of staff causes 

problems when new staff provide and act on inconsistent information that wastes time and 

resources of universities. ' This, according to respondents, means that ' university staff spend a 

great amount of time explaining DEST policies to DEST personnel,' especially because 'the 

government expects universities to act according to national priorities: however, priorities are not 

always clear to anyone, especially government personnel. ' 

Respondents indicate that ' there is a group in the government, who pretend to know all about 

universities, but they don't and they don't have any idea about the importance of universities, or 

how they work.' The lack of expertise results in an absence of 'official science policies at the 

federal level,' according to one respondent who also infers that national research priorities 
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confound researchers because 'they are vague and do not increase collaboration between 

universities. ' 

RESULTS OF THE INFLUENCE OF POLICIES ON AUTONOMY AND RESEARCH 

Respondents discuss consequences of Commonwealth policies in terms of how they have already 

influenced research and university autonomy and what current and future consequences will 

likely occur. Data that address the consequences of policy influences are organised under three 

theme headings: Consequences of Commonwealth policies on university autonomy; Impacts of 

policies on research; and Government involvement in university structure. 

Consequences of Commonwealth Policies on University Autonomy 
Respondents express that the Commonwealth is influencing their autonomy and the degree of 

influence and control has been increasing over the past ten to twenty years. Sentiments are that 

the current government is doing more to undermine and control universities than ever before, and 

in the words of a respondent, 'we fear that the Commonwealth already controls and directs our 

behaviour too much. We are losing our autonomy and becoming subservient to the government.' 

Respondents report that the undermining started about fifteen years ago and is growing 

precipitously. According to respondents, if the Commonwealth 's undermining and control 

continues to increase at the same rate, eventually universities will not have enough autonomy to 

perform adequately. Undermining is seen to occur in two distinct areas : direct micromanagement 

and control of funding. 

Direct micromanagement 

Information from respondents is that the Commonwealth micromanages all universities to some 

degree. The impact of micromanagement varies from a level of interference, whereby universities 

cannot fully function, to experiences more at the level of a pesky nuisance with minimal impact. 

Those who experience a high level of interference provide examples of departments being 

closed, courses amended, students selected, and research topics chosen based on Commonwealth 

wishes. A Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor explains that 'it looks like the Commonwealth is moving 

towards managing universities the same way high schools are micromanaged! We cannot do 

anything without the blessing of the Commonwealth.' Other respondents who do not experience 
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the extreme impact of Commonwealth micromanagement suggest: 'the government likes to put 

an oar in university management as a publicity stunt to get more votes. Although the results tend 

to undermine parts of the university, the consequences are only minor and limited to isolated 

instances so that the whole university is not overly affected.' Still others find micromanagement 

irritating and inconvenient, but think that the government neither wants nor is able to 

micromanage universities 'because universities are too big with too many researchers. 

Micromanagement is not right, but it is not a huge deal either.' 

Irrespective of the degree of micromanagement, respondents agree that the reason for the 

Commonwealth treating universities like high schools or technical institutions is because 'the 

government does not understand universities or their purpose,' nor do they 'have the expertise to 

understand the workings of universities. This is very dangerous, not just to universities but to 

society.' Fears expressed by many respondents are summarised in one citation: 'Nelson is 

intrusive, probably more than Kemp, but don't think that when he leaves, a newcomer will be 

less intrusive. Once a political position enjoys power, the power will not likely be relinquished by 

subsequent politicians. There is inertia towards less autonomy which will continue until we have 

a big shake up.' This may prove true as Bishop, the most recent minister responsible for higher 

education, appears to take Commonwealth 's micromanagement of universities for granted in her 

statement to the press 'All I have asked them to do is come up with a way to ensure that student 

participation and attendance can be accounted for. . .They have gone completely over the top on 

this one' (Armitage & O'Keefe 2006). Apparently from her reaction, Bishop does not think it 

inappropriate for the Commonwealth to be involved in student participation and attendance. 

Desire for autonomy within universities is clearly a matter of self-interest, but it is much more 

than that. The literature supports the position that university autonomy is the most effective 

means ofhamessing knowledge for the public good (Anderson & Johnson 1998 ; Glassick 1997; 

Glion 2000; Meek & Wood 1998). Bickel (1975) writes that clearly knowledge and insight: 

are the produ cts of independent minds following each its own bent, and will not often be attained otherwise .. .That 
universities are places where professionals of many disciplines can follow line s of inquiry determined by themselves, 
individually and colleg ially, and not be dictated by anyone else, on either ideolo gical or pract ical grounds (1975 : 3). 

Notwithstanding the preferred situation of full autonomy, Dearlove (1998a) writes that 'The 

ability of academics to resist managerial control, and the capacity of departments to block 

changes that challenge their fiefdoms, means that universities tend to be deeply conservative 
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when it comes to organisational change' (l998a: 119). He further explains that universities 

function according to their traditions and will rarely be moved , despite clear government policies 

to do otherwise. This means that, despite government efforts, universities have control over the 

type and level of change within their university, at least to some degree. It appears that the ability 

and degree that governments can influence universities is not fully understood (Anderson & 

Jolmson 1998). Nor are the impacts of the progressive wearing away of university autonomy 

known. 

Control of funding 
The Commonwealth's control of funding and demands for high compliance costs encompass a 

broad range of demands, from onerous reporting, to Australian Quality Framework, to profiling, 

to the RQF, to all manner of public accountability (Nelson 2005h; DEST 2001a; DEST 2002e) . 

Compliance costs, as expressed by respondents, detract from research and other university 

activities, waste resources and generally lower the level of university productivity. Respondents 

indicate that currently the most threatening of all compliance measures is the RQF, which 

threatens to upset the way research is carried out in Australian universities . A Deputy Director of 

Research's view that 'the new RQF will undo all the good that peer review has done over 

countless years' is shared by others. Regardless of respondents' opinions, the Commonwealth is 

committed to further develop the RQF so that they are in line with international trends of research 

assessment as benchmarks against international standards (Bishop 2006b). 

Respondents warn that the RQF will drive top researchers away from universities. This may be 

the case, as in March 2006, a leading expert in biomedical sciences and his fifteen staff left an 

Australian university for a non-university research institution, citing the RQF as 'unquestionably 

a factor in my decis ion' (Quoted in Macnamara 2006). Respondents express opinions that: 

We are already losing good staff as universities compete with each other. We are also losing disciplines. At the mom ent 
onl y minor disciplines have been clo sed but it looks like it is the start of something larger. Although the loss is not 
rampant we are being forced to close disciplines now, so it is not j us t a fear in the futur e, it is here now! 

Impacts of Policies on Research 
Commonwealth policies do impact research, according to respondents. Critical impacts that 

emerge from the discussions are clustered under eight subheadings: Sharing information; 

Maintaining researchers while attracting new researchers ; Survival of the fittest ; Narrow view of 
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research; Loss of passion for research; Morale and the power of ridicule; Compliance; and Waste 

of resources. 

Sharing Information 
Collaboration, and the lack thereof, is discussed during interviews. The general consensus on the 

state of information sharing in Australian universities is a paraphrased below: 

Th ere is now very little collaboration between universities as a result of the competitive basis on which universities are 
financed . Collaborations are between universities and corporations, and universities and government. The historical 
collaboration betw een universities and disciplines is becoming extinct. Universities no longer share information like 
the y used to. If they share with other universit ies, they reduce their chances of government mon ey . In fact , the larger 
un iversities are going to be getting money at the expense of the smaller universities , so there are no incentives for 
smaller universities to share any information whatsoever! 

Apparently universities 'don't even like to share what they have with AVCC anymore, because 

funding is based on relative performances and everyone in the field is a direct competitor.' 

However, respondents acknowledge the importance of the Commonwealth in helping 

'universities collaborate and partner with businesses and government, because without it 

universities cannot succeed.' 

Maintaining researchers while attracting new researchers 
Discussions on researcher attrition indicate that the Commonwealth 'changes the way we do 

business which has caused dissatisfaction amongst researchers. Although we have not yet lost 

any top researchers, we fear we may in the very near future.' The views of a number of 

respondents are summarised by one: 'we already have problems attracting a new generation of 

researchers. Australia tends to have poor research environments, compared to say, California for 

instance, which has all the right conditions.' However, discussions reveal that: 

It is unlikely that we will lose many researchers at this point because people do not like to change. Researchers have to 
grit their teeth and do everyth ing the Commonwealth asks. They would be more fruitful in their research if they did not 
waste so much time and energy fretting over the poor conditions stemming from Commonwealth poli cies. The big 
problem will be attracting new researchers. It is not a great field to enter in Australia. The morale is low , pay is poor, 
and there is a ge nera l lack of respect for the industry . 

Respondents identify problems in attracting new researchers in the current environment 'but 

predict more down the road. New researchers are not coming in. In reality, it is not likely that 

many existing researchers will actually leave the university.' Apparently 'researchers stay in 

because of fulfilment, money is not the main motivator and salary is not the biggest driver of 

researchers.' However, researchers do not want to be inundated with unreasonable amounts of 
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administrative duties, nor are they interested in pursuing 'a tough life with no respect' 

(Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor). 

Survival of the fittest 
Respondents speak about ' anxiety in universities and in research departments whereby some may 

have to merge with other departments or universities to survive. Only the best will survive, at 

least those that produce the most in the short run.' They say this is because the 'Commonwealth 

does not appear to be interested in the "long-run." If there is not instant performance, then the 

researcher is a risk. This is a very short sighted way to run a university.' 

Although the motivation for advocating survival ofthe fittest is to make universities excel in 

select areas while exchanging mediocrity for excellence, the results, according to respondents, 

have been otherwise. One Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor reports that 'competition is the 

predominate result which directly leads to lack of collaboration within and between universities.' 

Competing for the same money means that researchers hoard information instead of sharing. 

There is also a marked tendency for universities and researchers to emulate each other in teaching 

and research as they find it safer than venturing into new territory in the highly competitive 

environment (Meek & Wood 1997; Meek & Wood 1998; Shattock 1999) . 

Instances where government intentions seem to backfire relate to government policies aimed at 

increasing diversity in universities through competition with market-like policies. When such 

policies were introduced in Australia (Meek & Wood 1997; Meek & Wood 1998) and in the UK 

(Shattock 1999), there is evidence that government policies lead to poorer universities emulating 

their richer counterparts, decreasing rather that increasing diversity. Australia's higher education 

reform in 1987 (Dawkins Report 1988) developed a competitive marketplace setting that was 

expected to improve universities' responsiveness, flexibility, and ability to innovate, and result in 

more efficiency and diversity. The policy intention was that 'competition would encourage 

institutions to find their own particular "market niche. " However, it seems that institutions have 

been more prone to copy each others' teaching and research profiles than to self-consciously 

diversify'(Meek & Wood 1997: chapter 3: 5). 

Narrow view of research 
Respondents believe that the Commonwealth's definition of research is too narrow and does not 
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encompass a range of areas that universities consider vital, so 'unless we subsidise research in 

these areas, they cannot survive. ' Respondents attest that despite what the Commonwealth 

claims, 'not all good research ends up with publications, for instance, visual arts and performing 

arts do not necessarily lead to publications, but the Commonwealth does not consider what is 

done in the arts as bona fide research.' 

According to respondents, the Commonwealth 'expects to be able to control research through 

policy. Control means that in the future there will be less people doing research, but doing it 

better.' To these ends, 'policies are aimed at forcing universities to focus on strengths and 

become more strategic with their limited funds' (Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor). According to 

respondents, 'if we don't do well we will have no more funding, this means we focus on our 

strengths, and discontinue areas of research that are not our strength. The govenunent believes 

that it can't afford to take care ofnon-perfonners so will get rid of them .' Subsequently, 

universities that have traditionally been less active in research are now focusing on a few areas of 

research and becoming better in a few focused areas. While on the surface, excellence seems to 

be a worthy goal, there are indications that it is not. A number of respondents point out, for 

example, that excellence is subjective, fickle, transient, and prone to political interference. What 

is considered excellent today may be mediocre tomorrow. Likewise, the mediocre research of 

today might make a breakthrough and be the most excellent the following year. Depending on 

when the measure of excellence is calibrated, partially for long-term latitude research studies, 

ratings can vary from excellent to below par. 

Scholars argue that societies do well to entrust universities with finding solutions for problems in 

numerous areas , including economic, cultural , social , human developmental, environmental, 

legal, and technical. And universities best serve the national interest when 'to pursue Truth where 

so ever it shall lead' (International Association of Universities quoted in Neave 2002), without 

the constraints of having to fit into govenunent fiat (Bargh 2000; Cutt & Dobell 1992; 

International Association of Universities April 1998; Neave 2002). 

It is a number of respondents' position that in a very short time there will be no money for 

research in areas that are not popular with the current government, as universities enter a time of 

high government intervention and low university autonomy. Respondents express that 'Nelson's 
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predecessors were instrumental in setting the stage for the Commonwealth's control of 

universities, but Nelson has gone further than any before him, and it is likely that those that 

follow will continue in the same direction.' In their opinion, 'we are already treated like a 

department' or a 'mere appendage of the government.' 

Loss of passion for research 
Nearly all respondents express that the government intervenes more in research now than in the 

past: 'we are rapidly becoming subservient-under the direction of the government. The 

government tells us what to do, and we do it, or lose our funding. Research is now more strategic 

and controlled and less serendipitous.' As a result , an executive officer of research policy reasons 

that 'universities have to pay more attention to publishing, performance management and 

reporting. This takes the edge off passionate research. ' 

According to other respondents, researchers in their universities believe that there is no protection 

of basic research. As a result, they need to have short , medium, or long-term significant goals , 

which preclude most serendipitous types of research. Correspondingly a DeputylPro Vice 

Chancellor states that: 

Although the Commonwealth says it encourages basic research, it expects all research to be strategic. We can give them 
strategic research and we can give them basic research, but they are two separate things. Of course we can occasionally 
get lucky and find some interesting unintended results from our strategic research, but it is not usual. 

Respondents emphasise that unless there are changes in how the Commonwealth treats research, 

it is likely that research productivity will diminish. Researchers' need for autonomy is recognised 

by Dearlove (2002) , who argues that even though much scientific research has become team 

based and centrally led, research remains a self-regulated craft. Academics as 'knowledge-craft 

workers, claim rights to individual autonomy at work, making them as hard to herd as cats ' 

(Dearlove 2002 : 268). 

Morale and the power of ridicule 
A common theme that emerges from the first interview and is evident in subsequent interviews 

relates to low morale stemming from Commonwealth ridicule of universities. Respondents 

discuss the impact of government ridicule on their universities: 

the small populous gain s that politicians make when closing down cappuccino courses , and/or mocking universities for 
offering make-up classes fo r drag queens, or vetoing ARC's fundin g decision, does not warr ant the inevitable harm to 
universities, and ultimately to society as a whole. As such , undermining universities is a great price to pay for a small 
political gain . 
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Ridicule is blamed for ' demoralising staff which makes universities less effective' (Deputy/Pro 

Vice Chancellor). One response indicative of views often heard from respondents is that 

Commonwealth ' comments that demean universities have really brought university morale very 

low. This translates directly into low performance. Commonwealth criticism of the university is 

very counter-productive, meaning that research levels are not what they could be in a better 

setting. ' Respondents are asked if 'the Commonwealth government tends to ridicule universities.' 

All agree, and also express that ridicule has an impact on their morale. 

There is a sense from respondents that undeserved general criticism of universities tends to quash 

research efforts and that 'public ridicule like that which is usually initiated or encouraged by our 

government causes researchers to want to hide what they are doing.' One Deputy/Pro Vice 

Chancellor claims that 'we always feel like we have to justify what we do, or we will be open to 

all kinds of ridicule. Government ridicule is very bad and hurtful. The level of morale is low in 

our university because of it.' There was an overall opinion that 'the government ought to be 

praising universities, rather than continually demoralizing them ' . 

Compliance 
Compliance, a theme that emerges in the first interview, is also observed in each interview 

thereafter. To respondents, compliance means that instead of being fearless, as it ought to be, 

research 'is clearly under the thumb of the Commonwealth. We are muzzled more than ever 

before, at least in recent times . We are unable to speak freely on many topics because of the 

Commonwealth.' Rather than enhancing research and university productivity, respondents 

explain that Commonwealth 'policies tell us what to do and how to do it. . .are not good and tend 

to frustrate universities and worsen performance-so there is a full circle with a downward 

spiral. ' 

The outfall of compliance is complex. Respondents observe that 'forced compliance makes 

universities the same, thereby reducing diversity' and reducing productivity 'when we are so 

busy doing what funders, particularly the Commonwealth wants , that we hardly have time for 

anything else.' 

A journalist for The Australian Newspap er writes that compliance costs amount to millions of 

dollars every year : 'it means directing resources to huge compliance and reporting exercises and 
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away from teaching research' (Maiden 2006b). The same journalist quotes a Vice Chancellor as 

saying, 'the explosion in fine-grained information demands by government and the ever more 

prescriptive policy environment is limiting our ability to be innovative and responsive to 

students' (Reid quoted in Maiden 2006b). 

Waste of resources 
All respondents say something to the effect that: 'reporting wastes our time with busy work, the 

type of work that is non-productive.' To offset these effects, one Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor 

suggests that 'we can often ignore government micromanagement but on the whole, we expend 

too many of our resources trying to counter what the government does to undermine our 

autonomy.' In the long run, according to a Head of School/Department, 'the Commonwealth 

causes frustration in universities-which leads to bad performance' while 'administration duties 

tend to crush research.' Respondents find that the Commonwealth is too involved in universities 

and confounds research in several ways. For instance, high compliance costs means that 

resources are diverted from research. Wasted resources include limiting ' universities' capacity to 

seize opportunities, and for Australia to project an international image of a high quality system' 

(Nelson 2005f: 1). Ironically, as the government gives less money to universities, it makes more 

demands, even demanding accountability for money it does not give. 

Government Involvement in University Structure 
Respondents indicate that certain Commonwealth policies provide some structure for 

universities. Consequently, in some areas, universities tend to use their limited resources more 

sparingly and more thoughtfully. However, the re-structuring and curtailing of resources has gone 

too far. One Head of Schoo11 Department maintains that 'at the bequest of the Commonwealth we 

have cut all the fat, we now are so lean that we do not have anything else to cut' which has 

resulted in 'some university personnel leaving universities. Amongst those that left are good 

researchers.' Others, such as one Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor, report that 'any advantage we 

received by being more strategic has been lost by all the excessive cost of erroneous reporting 

required by the government.' In other words, structure and framework is good to a point but there 

is now too much repetition between one government body and another-yet in the words of one 

respondent 'we can't use the same reports for both governments because the requirements are 
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different and the time line for accountability is disjointed.' Therefore, respondents want the 

Commonwealth 'to do a better job of providing a framework for universities.' 

Apparently, an executive officer of research policy believes that DEST is often 'unable to deal 

with or understand their own policies' so that 'universities repeatedly find themselves explaining 

government policies to government officials.' In addition, a Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor points 

out that the Commonwealth is: 

so confused about all the new policies meant to improve universities that universities waste loads of time explaining DEST 
policies to DEST. This is partly because of the huge changeover of staff in DEST; partly because the policies are so 
convoluted; partly because the policies just don't make sense; and partly because many of DEST staff recognise that 
universities are already doing a good job, and implementing new policies will counter the good universities are already 
doing. Therefore the Commonwealth needs to organise itself before it looks to organise us. In fact, we are doing a very good 
job without government help . Now we have to try to continue to do a good job in spite of it. 

Notwithstanding these comments, respondents acknowledge that the Commonwealth has been 

preparing universities for change: 'universities will not be the same as they are or as they have 

been, and the government has been driving change with money and incentives. Any university 

that is good enough will survive, others won't.' The government has been preparing those who 

have been paying attention by 'forcing universities to get ready for change, and if any university 

has not been heeding the message and is not in the process of changing, they will not be able to 

survive. Universities need to adapt to survive.' Adaptation means, in part, complying with 

Commonwealth demands. 

COMMONWEALTH POLICIES THAT WOULD IMPROVE RESEARCH 
When asked, respondents suggest a number of changes that may increase research at their 

universities. For organisational purposes, responses are presented under five theme headings. 

• Reduce administrative requirements 
• Respect and trust universities 
• Raise the level of government expertise 
• Ensure peer review safeguards 
• Increase money for certain university needs 

Each response is weighed against the literature to assess whether it is likely to result in better 

research at universities. 

Reduce Administrative Requirements 
Respondents indicate that the burdensome, repetitious, and superfluous reporting required by the 

Commonwealth is a major waste of resources. Consequently, they make recommendations to 
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reduce administrative requirements and increase research. Their recommendations are itemised in 

two categories: reporting burdens and micromanagement. 

Reporting Burdens 
Respondents want the Commonwealth to have fewer and clearer reporting policies. Accordingly, 

they are not opposed to reporting, as long as it makes sense and is consistent, relevant, and 

efficient. Respondents want a ' massive reduction in the amount and types of reporting.' They 

recommend streamlining reporting requirements with 'a timeline for accountability that is not 

disjointed but is in sync with other natural and government initiated time-lines.' To bring 

reporting requirements to a reasonable level, they further recommend that, 'the Commonwealth 

get rid of duplication and reduce the amount of non-productive paper work' and that 'only 

information that is valuable ought to be collected. If it is not valuable, then don't collect it! And if 

it is valuable, then share it with others. According to respondents, the Commonwealth has an 

abundance ofinfonnation from university reports that would be helpful to other universities, but 

has no way to make most of the information useful to anyone. 

To improve the burdensome reporting requirements, respondents suggest that before asking 

universities to provide information, the Commonwealth should know what it wants, why it wants 

it, and what it will do with it. Respondents also want the Commonwealth to recognise that there 

are already good mechanisms in universities-so the Commonwealth should not develop new 

mechanisms, especially when the existing ones already work. If reporting requirements are 

reduced, respondents agree that they will have more success in their research. 

Respondents stress the importance of the Commonwealth using' actions instead of rhetoric! 

Despite promises to reduce the amount of paperwork, the Commonwealth has continually added 

to the burden by asking for new reports without reducing previous requirements ' (DVC/PVC). 

Additionally, ifthe government knew what it was doing 'it would not keep asking for more and 

more reporting. Government officials have to learn what they want, why they want it, then 

explain what they want to universities, and do something with it once they collect it' (DDR/ 

DRS). In one respondent's words: 

If government had any idea what they were doing , they would not expect us to dedi cate so much time putting out 
discussion papers and waiting for publi c consultation. The amount of work to respond to a discu ssion paper is reall y 
high. But we dare not ignore offe rs for input from the government, or we may be in a worse situation than before. 
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The literature and govenunent documents confirm that universities feel stifled and overburdened 

by govenunent reporting requirements. It also suggests that excess administrative duties detract 

from other university work, including research (DEST 2002e). Govenunent demands for 

accounting, although not new, are no less troubling that in years gone-by: 

When Lord Wellington was hotly pursuing Napoleon ... an allegation aro se that certain accountable item s had been lost 
Or misplaced. Word of thes e indis cretions was fanned to a fever pitch in London newspapers, which provoked a 
predictable inquiry from accountant s in Whitehall, the Pentagon of its day . 

Wellington replied, "We have enumerated our saddles, bridles, tents and tent poles, and all manner of sundry items for 
which His Majesty's Government holds me accountable .. . with two regrettable exceptions of wh ich I beg your 
indulgence. Unfortunately, the sum of one shilling and nine pence remains unaccounted for in one infantry battalion's 
petty cash, and there has been a hideous confusion as to the number of jars of raspberry jam issued to one cavalry 
regiment during a sandstorm in western Spain. 
This reprehensive carelessness may be related to the pressure of circumstance, since we are at war with France, a fact 
which may come as a bit of a surprise to you gentlemen in Whitehall. T his brings me to my present purpose, which is to 
request elucidation of my instructions from His Majesty's Government, so that [ may better understand why I am 
dra gging an army over these barren plains. I construe that . . . it must be one of two alternative dut ies . . . and I shall 
pursue either of the two with the best of my ability. I will either train an army of uniformed British sold iers in Spain to 
be clerks for the benefit of the accountant and copy boys in London or, perchance, I will see to it that the forces of 
Napoleon are driven out of Spain. Since I cannot do both, please ad vise (A viation Week & Space Technology Editorial 
2004: 66). 

Micromanagement 
Respondents reason that if the Commonwealth 'trusts us, they will not be as likely to try to 

micromanage us. Then both the govenunent and universities will save resources .' When the 

govenunent intervenes less, universities produce more; therefore, 'the govenunent should get out 

of university management.' Quite plainly, universities agree that they would be in a better 

position if the Commonwealth removed itself from universities' internal affairs . The literature 

shows that universities left to their own devices produce more (Shattock, 1999). 

Respect and Trust Universities 
Evidence of the Commonwealth's systemic distrust and lack of respect for Australian universities 

is expressed by respondents in three categories: lack of trust; ridicule; and demoralisation as a 

source of control. 

LA CK OF TRUST 

According to respondents, the Commonwealth needs to respect and trust universities. In their 

opinion, 'we were doing a good job before they were in power and will continue to do a good 

job, but we could do a better job if the govenunent trusted us and let us get on with our work.' 

Lack of respect for and trust of universities is unfounded because 'universities have not earned 

the Commonwealth's mistrust. It is not our fault that the govenunent scorns us publicly. All this 
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distrust dates back to Kemp but it is getting worse.' Apparently, 'this distrust did not start with 

the current govenunent, but the situation is not helped by it either.' 

When asked : 'What can the Commonwealth do to increase research at your university?' 

respondents recommend that the Commonwealth 'trust universities to do their job.' They also 

proffer that 'the govenunent ought to be an advocate of research and of universities and 

demonstrate its respect by publicly praising and defending universities.' To do this, 'the 

Commonwealth has to tell universities that they are important, and trust that universities are 

capable ofdoing their job , uninterrupted or interfered with by govenunent. ' The literature 

indicates that trust is an essential ingredient and is necessary for the success of a university 

(Piquet 1998 in Kennedy 2002) . Giving universities 'the respect they deserve' will, according to 

respondents, 'benefit both the universities and the govenunent. Moreover, a lack of respect 

spawns ridicule' (DDRI DRS). There is some evidence that Commonwealth 's trust in universities 

has decreased in recent years (Kennedy 2002; Meek & Wood 1997). The relationship between 

universities and their govenunents has been 'referred to as the lack of trust that now exists 

between the govenunent and universities' (De Groof et al quoted in Kennedy 2002: 10). 

RIDICULE 

Respondents explain their views on the Commonwealth's use of ridicule and how it impacts 

universities: 'low public opinion of universities is spread by govenunent ' through public ridicule. 

Ridicule is an inappropriate technique to achieve objectives, and according to respondents 

'politicians should not be anti-university, making political hay with "gender issues," "cappuccino 

courses" and the like.' This is because 'piling abuse on universities hurts us. So does taking credit 

for research discoveries without recognising the efforts of the university community ' 

(DYC/PYC) . As it is now, respondents report that 'individual politicians do not do society a 

favour by actively looking to openly humiliate researchers.' 

As a result, respondents make three recommendations in hopes that the Commonwealth will first 

stop the ridicule then become an advocate of universities. To start , they recommend that the 

Commonwealth 'stop using universities as whipping posts to gain votes.' Recommendations for a 

good second step are 'to have govenunent trust universities and say so publicly.' A third 

recommendation is that 'both universities and govenunent tell society the value of universities, 

overtly recognise their successes, and quit beating up on them.' 
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Respondents argue that comparatively, Australian universities are doing a good job but are not as 

highly regarded as their counterparts in other OECD countries and that this should change-and 

change can begin with the Commonwealth's attitude towards Australian universities. 

DEMORALISATION AS A SOURCE OF CONTROL 

Along this same line, respondents note that 'despite the Commonwealth's continuous call for 

universities to cut the fat, there is nothing to cut, so continual cuts impact on productivity. The 

perception of lazy university staff is a myth from years gone-by.' But it is a myth propagated by 

the Commonwealth, and it is not good for universities, according to respondents. Emphasising 

that embarrassment may be a technique to force some universities to adhere to a government line, 

respondents argue that 'in the long run universities will lose productivity and no one will benefit.' 

Instead, the Commonwealth should be universities greatest ally, 'praising accomplishments 

publicly. A new strategy is needed.' 

Raise the Level of Government Expertise 
Respondents indicate that a higher level of government expertise will increase research 

productivity. Their belief is that the Commonwealth does not have sufficient expertise in matters 

pertaining to universities . Discussions of where the Commonwealth exhibits an insufficient level 

of expertise, according to respondents, are summarised in five categories: lack of corporate 

memory, lack of expertise in DEST, not practicing what they preach, unreasonable demands, and 

unclear directives. 

LACK OF CORPORATE MEMORY 

Respondents discuss problems that arise from lack of corporate memory in DEST: 'we have to 

repeatedly explain DEST's reporting requirements to DEST personnel. This takes up a lot of our 

time, and does not help us. So not only do we have to do the insane amount of paperwork to 

satisfy DEST, we have to explain to DEST what we are doing and why we are doing it.' 

According to respondents, 'the primary culprit of the continual corporate memory loss in DEST 

is the high attrition rate in DEST. And we are stuck having to explain DEST policies to DEST, a 

task for which we are never compensated!' Overall, the Commonwealth does not do a good job 

of 'implementing its own policies, often because it does not know what they are doing.' IfDEST 

does not know what it is doing then it 'should not offload its problems to universities.' 
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LACK OF EXPERTISE IN DEST 
Respondents explain that the Commonwealth 'has enough problems running its own affairs 

without meddling into ours' and certainly 'does not have the expertise to manage universities.' 

Therefore, the Commonwealth should focus on hiring and training more qualified government 

staff. In their opinion, the Commonwealth demands and expects more from universities than is 

feasible. This is because the Commonwealth does not have the expertise to know what it is doing, 

or the maturity to understand the impact of its demands. Commonwealth policies are often 

disjunctive and riddled with contradictions. Respondents provide three examples ofDEST's lack 

of expertise. In one example, the government says it wants universities to collaborate, then sets 

up funding schemes that encourage competition, whereby universities compete with each other 

for the same money. 

In a second example, the Commonwealth considers separating teaching from research by making 

teaching-only and research-only universities in order to enhance research. The separation would 

detract from research because, in the words of respondents, 'teaching and research are 

interconnected- you can 't have teaching without research and vice versa.' In a third example, 

the Commonwealth wants to improve overall productivity so it 'fixates on excellence, whereby it 

wants universities to focus only on excellence. Well, that will get rid of diversity in a hurry! And 

the concept of excellence is fickle.' Respondents caution that this approach means new and 

budding fields will be shunned. To avoid these and other consequences, respondents emphasise 

that policies need to be consistent. 

Due to a lack of expertise, the Commonwealth is, according to respondents, amiss in some of its 

obligations. For instance, 'there is no federal science policy and there should be. DEST needs 

more scientists and other experts to address national interests, especially relating to university 

research. ' In addition, the Commonwealth ' has obligations to define broad areas where it wants 

research but it lacks the expertise to do it.' There are other areas, such as assisting universities 'to 

stay internationally connected' that would benefit from an expert government. 

Respondents contend that if the Commonwealth 'was more knowledgeable, it would see that 

universities have a long history of doing a good job ' then leave 'universities to tend to 

universities ' business. ' Respondents suggest that the Commonwealth ought to have more 

knowledgeable staff and not venture into areas , including university affairs, in which they do not 
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possess expertise. Respondents are candid in their responses: the Commonwealth 'does not do a 

good job of managing universities, so it should get out of the business and supply universities 

with the public money universities need. Fix DEST first before telling universities how to do our 

business. ' In short, respondents argue that 'many government policies are unreasonable, 

dysfunctional and contradictory so should be fixed.' 

NOT PRACTICING WHAT THEY PREACH 

Respondents point out that the Commonwealth 'needs to practice what it preaches. For example, 

the Commonwealth itself needs to be transparent, rather than just requiring transparency from 

universities .' Likewise Commonwealth 'policies tend to be inconsistent and confusing, yet 

expectations are that universities will be consistent and unambiguous. ' To be equitable, the 

Commonwealth 'ought to use the same standard for itselfthat it requires from universities.' 

Respondents also submit that: 

The go vernment is not doing enough in some areas: Although we are expe cted to have strategic plans, the 
Commonwealth does not have one of its own. It is not doing enough to prepare for the future . For this reason the 
government should focus on strategies that address: characteristics of the country in ten yea rs; needs of the country in 
ten years; how to foster change in ten years; and how the country will learn in ten years. 

UNREASONABLE DEMANDS 

As presented earlier in this chapter, all respondents report that the Commonwealth makes 

unreasonable demands of their time and resources, mostly relating to administrative duties. Two 

respondents explain that the unreasonable demands relate to the inexperience of DEST personal 

and politicians who 'do not have a clue as to what is involved.' 

When asked, respondents said that the best thing the Commonwealth can give universities is 

more time : 'it can do this by making fewer demands on their time and/or providing more 

resources to fulfil Commonwealth requirements. If the Commonwealth wants things from 

Australian universities then it should pay for them.' 

In other instances: 

Because this government does not know what it is doing, it regularly goes to the public and wants more and more input 
through community consult ations . Although community consultation and discussion papers sound nice on a political 
platform, it adds heaps of work on universities. Sifting through government reports and discussion papers is time 
consuming, so is consistently telling government in ever-new formats what uni versities want and need from the 
Commonwealth. 

For these reasons, respondents think that the Commonwealth should only make demands that are 

reasonable, and provide the resources necessary to carry out its demands. 
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UNCLEAR DIRECTIVES 

According to respondents, good regulations are needed from all levels of govenunent, 

particularly 'in areas of public safety. Ethical and moral framework is also necessary' 

(DYC/PYC). Respondents report that as it is today, there is no comprehensible process that 

enables universities to know what the govenunent wants. Similarly, the govenunent does not 

have a process for knowing what universities are doing. Therefore, respondents suggest that 

processes should be developed so that universities and govenunent understand each other. 

For example, without an established process in place, ' too often when deciding policy, the 

govenunent looks to fads that will win votes to the detriment of the university. Fads are fickle, 

and all too often, so is the Commonwealth.' Recommendations are that the Commonwealth 'have 

fewer but clearer policies ' that include 'a clearer set of goals and instructions. ' The 

Commonwealth needs to clearly articulate congruent national research priorities in a manner that 

enhances camaraderie within the Australian research community. 

Ensure Peer Review has Safeguards 
Respondents explain that 'no one individual, including a politician is knowledgeable in every 

field to judge what projects should be funded and which ones should not , that is why we have 

peer review. A panel of peers can assess merit and the existing ARC works pretty well with its 

board intact.' So, ARC and NHMRC is important and 'one way to know that public money will 

only go to research that is peer reviewed.' Respondents agree that the Commonwealth ' should 

keep their hands off ARC and NHMRC. 

Respondents also express concerns over the way ' funding schemes cause universities to compete 

with and copy each other, rather than diversify. This eliminates innovation and reduces regional 

diversity. It also contributes to information hoarding.' They suggest that implementing funding 

schemes not based on competition would improve collaboration and information sharing. 

Similarly, respondents are concerned about the implications of the Commonwealth's newly 

established measures of research quality and impact, known as RQF. Nelson, the Minister of the 

day , explains that once established, the RQF will provide the Commonwealth with the basis for 

redistributing research funding (Nelson 2005d). The Commonwealth is convinced of the value of, 

and need for the RQF (Bishop 2006b). 
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Conversely, respondents who speak about the RQF say 'they should be scrapped.' Some 

respondents express that the RQF is the largest single threat to research in Australian universities. 

The reasons for the dislike of these specific measures are too numerous to cite here, however, the 

top three reasons identified are, first, 'we don't want the Commonwealth to be the ultimate judge 

of our research; instead peers should judge peers ' work .' Second, 'the cost of implementing RQF 

would be better spent on actual research'. The burden of 'yet another tier of reporting and 

compliance costs is unpalatable. ' And finally , the over-regulation will encourage top researchers 

to find alternatives to Australian universities. 

About a year after the interviews in which respondents predicted the enormous power of the 

RQF, their predictions were validated in a speech by the new Minister who is quoted as saying 

'no-one should underestimate the effect the RQF will have on Australia's research activity' 

(Bishop 2006a). Concerns over the potential impacts on research are raised by many in Australia 

(Shewan & Coats 2006). Australia's RQF is based largely on the Research Assessment Exercise 

in the UK which has also received sharp criticism (Bassnett 2002 ; MacLeod 2005) , especially 

pertaining to the large personal and financial cost and its susceptibility to manipulation by 

departments and institutions (Angus 2004), and on New Zealand's Performance Based Research 

Fund which is also widely disparaged (Association of University Staff New Zealand 2004; 

Shewan & Coats 2006). 

Increase Money for Certain University Needs 
Respondents have many things to say about the need for more public money. Highlights are 

arranged under three subheadings: Reporting/compliance costs; Basic research; and 

Infrastructure. 

REpORTING/COMPLIANCE COSTS 

Respondents are explicit: if the Commonwealth want reports and compliance, it should pay for 

them. When asked, respondents said that the best thing the Commonwealth can give universities 

is more time. 'It can do this by making fewer demands on their time and/or providing more 

resources to fulfil Commonwealth requirements. If the Commonwealth wants things from 

Australian universities then it should provide the necessary resources.' 
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Rather than increasing money to offset these costs, respondents propose that the Commonwealth 

drastically reduce spending with a change of policies-'the Commonwealth must reduce 

compliance costs: they are too high.' 

BASIC RESEARCH 

Respondents are clear that more money is needed for basic research. There is a perception among 

respondents that without more money, universities will eventually not be able to compete 

internationally. Australia 'puts low investment in research compared to other GECD countries. 

Lack of investment in research impacts economic stability in Australia' (ExecRes/Pol). 

Information from respondents is that'Australian universities receive less money for research than 

universities in any other first world or GECD country. We are not being greedy when we say we 

need money . Just look at how little we receive compared to other universities.' Therefore, 

respondents recommend that the Commonwealth 'commit to and invest in university research at 

the same rate as other countries in GECD.' 

Respondents suggest that the Prime Minister is 'fond of saying we want to be a clever country. 

But if we want to be a clever country we have to pay for it. It's hard to get a Nobel Prize out of 

the pittance given by government for research.' To be 'clever, money is needed for basic research 

that is outside the immediate political agenda of short term relevancy. ' Research funding 'must 

not be contingent upon only relevancy. There must be real basic-no-strings-attached-funding.' 

Respondents claim that ' despite what they say, there is very little money for basic research

most money is for applied research. Almost all Commonwealth money has too many strings 

attached. ' 

Another recommendation on funding relates to competition: ' society is not served by all 

universities doing the same thing and competing for the same dollar.' In other words, the 

government needs to make it attractive for universities'not to compete for the same money.' 

Respondents suggest that the Commonwealth 'get rid of funding on a competitive basis, as it 

leads to hoarding information and lack of collaboration.' 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

More money is needed for infrastructure on two levels, according to respondents. First, 'there are 

so many Commonwealth reporting requirements that universities need separate infrastructures to 
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ensure full adherence. This infrastructure ought to be paid for by the Commonwealth.' Second, 'it 

has been so long since universities received a big dose of money that we are falling behind in 

many areas. For example, the massification of university over the last twenty years or so means 

we need more of everything, including teachers and teaching assistants.' 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSIONS-EMERGING THEMES 

The most significant emergent themes relating to the phenomenon are paraphrased as a backdrop 

for proposition development in Chapter 6. Three headings are used to summarise discussions: 

overview of Commonwealth influence, impacts on universities, and respondents' 

recommendations. 

Overview of Commonwealth Influence 
Because the state has sole legislative authority for education, the basis of the 

Commonwealth/university relationship is largely financial. However, the great dependence 

universities have on Commonwealth financing means the amount of influence the 

Commonwealth has over universities is enormous. And, the Commonwealth uses its influence to 

ensure universities behave in ways that it believes fit the political fiat and are in the best interest 

of society (DEST 2002c; DEST 2002e; Nelson 2005d). 

Universities need autonomy. Autonomy includes having the freedom and finances to carry out 

core university business without external interferences or obstructions. To function properly, 

universities need direct, uninterrupted control over such matters as: scholarship, research, student, 

and staff affairs (Meek & Wood 1997; Murray 1992; Rhodes 2001). Respondents report that 

autonomy is critical to their performance and success and without more, Australian universities 

will not be as productive or effective as they otherwise could be. Nevertheless, due to 

Commonwealth policies that impact all universities, there is a progressive decline in university 

autonomy (Meek & Wood; Nelson 2005£). 

Although respondents associate the recent decrease in autonomy with decreased productivity, 

this loss of autonomy impacts universities to various degrees because the level of need for 

autonomy varies depending on the university. Experiences of respondents are consistent with the 

literature that suggests some universities have greater need for and higher expectations of 

240 



CHAPTER 5 

unrestricted university autonomy than others (Chan 2001; Cutt and Dobell 1992; Edwards 2001 ; 

Kennedy 2002; Salter 2002; Seabury 1975). Also, decreased productivity is somewhat tempered 

by coping mechanisms that universities use to reduce the impact, of Commonwealth 

interference. Even though universities still enjoy a minimal level of autonomy at present, and can 

carry out core activities for the most part, there are clear articulations that if the trend of 

Commonwealth influence continues, even core activities will be threatened . 

According to respondents, the Commonwealth is systematically trying to get universities to toe 

the line, more than ever before. Universities are experiencing an escalating force of govenunent 

intervention, as the Commonwealth is progressively becoming involved in new areas of 

university affairs. These responses coincide with Australian documents, which specify the 

progressive nature of the Commonwealth involvement from a minimal role to one of full policy 

expectation (DEST 2002c; Nelson 2005f; Ling 2005). Information from the Commonwealth 

shows that it is involved in many aspects of universities, including those areas outlined by 

respondents. The Commonwealth explains that its involvement ensures that through govenunent 

policies, universities are able to meet government expectations (DEST 2002c; Nelson 2005f; 

Ling 2005). By overtly controlling university funding, the Minister steers research in ways 

consistent with govenunent expectations (Respondents 2006; DEST 2002e; Nelson 2005f). 

Commonwealth funding steers research in two ways. First, it defines research and only directly 

funds research that fits within its fiat. Second, it encourages universities to focus their research on 

govenunent priorities. Responses seem consistent with the literature, where the Commonwealth 

is shown to seek more tangible economic returns from universities and to direct research funding 

accordingly (DEST 2002c; DEST 2002i). 

Respondents indicate that the Commonwealth's micromanagement of universities has progressed 

to the point that even minute details are influenced or potentially influenced by policies. The 

literature gives examples of the progressive rate of Commonwealth involvement and demands 

(Nelson 2005f; DEST 2002e). Through micromanagement, the Commonwealth is also costing 

universities more in terms of time and resources. 

Onerous accountability demands by the Commonwealth overburden universities. Excessive 

reporting requirements use resources without providing value so that universities must use a large 
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amount of their resources on compliance. Although the Commonwealth recognises that 

compliance costs are excessive, they have made no real strides to reduce the burden. This is 

confirmed in government reports (DEST 2002c; DEST 2002e). 

The Conunonwealth was instrumental in providing structure for universities and forcing them to 

become more strategic, but now that universities are structured and strategic, respondents find 

that Commonwealth demands have become counterproductive. Conversely, government reports 

indicate that more Commonwealth influence is necessary to ensure that universities meet 

governmental and societal needs and expectations (Nelson 2002a; DEST 2002c; DEST 2002g). 

There are discrepancies in responses, whereby universities, by and large, still enjoy a level of 

academic freedom, in which, at least from a legal point of view, they can publish and research 

what they want. Yet most respondents indicate they are muzzled by the Conunonwealth and feel 

they are living in a Stalinist state, especially relating to which research areas are financed . Part of 

this muzzling relates to endless government demands that keep universities so busy that they 

often cannot carry out research that is not sanctioned by the Commonwealth. The literature 

reveals that the Conunonwealth interferes with academic freedom (Anderson & Johnson 1998; 

Meek & Wood 1997). 

Although universities have the ability to choose their research topics, without funding most 

research is not feasible. Respondents report that there is very little money for basic, blue sky 

research, so 'research goes where the money is.' This means that ' there is a potential for 

government to rule out creative research' where 'researchers are expected to toe the line ' even 

though 'we can't be innovative and toe the line at the same time' (Respondent from G08). 

With respect to publishing, universities are free to publish their findings without Conunonwealth 

interference. Actually, the Commonwealth pressures universities to publish more than they might 

otherwise (DEST 2000b). The Commonwealth's position is that its expertise is needed to ensure 

research fits with national priorities. As a result, the Conunonwealth strives to finance research 

that will, in its opinion, positively impact national economic competitiveness, social problem 

solving and community well-being (Kemp 1999a; DEST 2002g). 
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Until recently, one of most important peer reviews was part of the Commonwealth funding 

process by ARC and NHMRC. According to respondents, ' the government has recently put 

themselves above the board and refused funding for research approved by the board.' These 

findings mirror Billing's (2006c) writings that explain how in 2005 the minister rejected seven 

projects after they had been recommended by ARC board for funding. In addition, he also 

appointed three non-academics to ARC's quality and scrutiny committee to provide community 

input into the approval process. 

Respondents state that university researchers need and depend on financial backing from the 

Commonwealth. Furthermore, research that is not considered valuable by the government will 

not likely be funded. They point out that Commonwealth financing has been decreasing over the 

years while the contingencies for funding have been increasing. The Commonwealth tends to 

fund research that is 'relevant,' producing 'immediate results,' or is undertaken by 'only the best' 

'top producers,' not 'second rate or mediocre' according to respondents . The funding situation is 

referred to as ' autonomy within a funding straitjacket' (Senate Committee 2001 sA.101). 

Respondents state that 'research is being re-defined by a government who does not have the 

expertise or capability to do so, nor any idea of the ramifications of re-defining research.' The 

literature confirms that the Commonwealth does define research and spells out the specifications 

of good research (Kemp 1999a); however, the Commonwealth's level of expertise to do so is not 

apparent from the literature. 

Impact on Universities 
Excessive reporting requirements and lack of funding present the greatest obstructions to 

university research. As seen earlier, these obstructions are substantial factors in research. 

Ministers are quoted acknowledging excessive reporting requirements in this and similar 

statements: 'universities feel frustrated and overburdened by the welter of profiling and 

reporting' (DEST 2002e: ix). Commonwealth funding has not kept pace proportionally with other 

sources of revenue for Australian universities (Nelson 2005d). Respondents report that, 'we 

spend so much of our time pleasing and appeasing the Commonwealth! They act like universities 

were useless until their reign and unable to function without their strict control.' 
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Despite all the influencing and reporting between the Commonwealth and universities, 

respondents are unsure of national priorities. Respondents argue that national priorities are 

unclear because Commonwealth staff does not always know what the politicians want. 

Subsequently, they cannot in tum give universities information they do not have. 

While government reports do not mention ridicule as a form of control or overt measures used to 

demoralise universities, media releases quote ministers using disparaging phrases such as 'make

up courses for drag queens' (Maiden 2006a) that respondents describe as embarrassing and 

demoralising. These and other activities are described by respondents as government-initiated 

ridicule that is aimed at enhancing political popularity by undermining morale and controlling 

universities. Respondents speak of the lack of trust and respect the Commonwealth shows 

universities, and the ensuing embarrassment and demoralisation. 

Respondents argue that if the Commonwealth's undermining and control continues to increase at 

the same rate, eventually universities will not have enough autonomy to perform adequately. 

According to respondents 'we are now on a slippery slope and it looks like more government 

interventions and less university autonomy. We are already losing good staff and disciplines.' 

Some respondents express that they are treated like government departments, while others think 

that if things continue as they have been they will 'become appendages of the 

government.. .which is a great price to pay for a small political gain.' 

Respondents' positions are that researchers cannot 'be fully effective and politically correct at the 

same time ' and that academic freedom and university autonomy are necessary for high research 

productivity. The literature supports the position that university autonomy is the most effective 

means ofhamessing knowledge to the public good (Anderson & Johnson 1998; Karmel 1998; 

Meek & Wood 1998; Rhodes 2000). Bickel (1975) writes that there is a large and growing body 

ofliterature that supports the position that university autonomy is the most effective means to 

ensure knowledge production because 'knowledge and insight are the products of independent 

minds following each its own bent, and will not often be attained otherwise' (1975: 3). 

Researchers are more productive when they can follow lines of inquiry that are determined by 

themselves, individually and collectively, and that are not dictated by anyone else , on either 

ideological or practical grounds (Anderson & Johnson 1998; Glion 2000; Karmel 1998; Meek & 
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Wood 1998). As such, universities best serve the national interest when freedom to be creative 

and innovative is granted without the constraints of having to fit into government fiat (Bargh 

2000; International Association of Universities April 1998) . Academics as ' knowledge-craft 

workers, claim rights to individual autonomy at work, making them as hard to herd as cats' 

(DearIove 2002 : 268). 

Respondents'Recommendations 
Respondents suggest that research productivity would increase if the Commonwealth made 

changes in certain areas where policies strongly influence research. As such , they recommend 

that the Commonwealth undertake a number of initiatives. Six of the recommendations described 

by respondents as being the most critical to improving research in Australian universities are 

listed and explained below using respondents ' explanations. 

First , respondents stress that the Commonwealth should immediately reduce its requirements for 

onerous and other reporting and administrative burdens. All requirements that do not make sense 

or are irrelevant, unreasonable, useless, or superfluous should be dropped. Furthermore, reporting 

requirements should be streamlined, valuable, and take advantage of the good mechanisms that 

already exist in universities . Compliance costs should not include frivolous activities . 

Second, according to respondents, the Commonwealth should remove itself from university 

internal affairs. This means no more meddling in, or micromanaging universities. Universities in 

control of their own affairs produce more, according to respondents. 

Third, respondents want respect and trust. The Commonwealth needs to recognise that 

universities have a long history of doing a good job that precedes recent governments. If trusted, 

universities will continue to do a good job. Ridicule and demoralisation stemming from lack of 

respect is both unmerited and counterproductive. Instead of ridicule, the Commonwealth should 

be an advocate of universities by publicly recognising universities' accomplishments while 

explicitly and openly expressing its trust in universities. Humiliated, demoralised, and ridiculed 

universities are not top innovators . 

Fourth, respondents recommend that the government should improve its own internal 

proficiency. Deficiencies are noted in areas of corporate memory, experience, understanding of 
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Commonwealth policies, and familiarity of political directives. These deficiencies directly impact 

universities and consume their resources. Governments with appropriate expertise can be assets 

to their universities. 

Fifth, respondents suggest that peer review safeguards are imperative and therefore should not be 

undermined. Accordingly, the Commonwealth should not tamper with ARC, NHMRC or any 

peer reviewed funding schemes. This includes vetoing grant approvals after they have passed 

ARC 's screening. It also means not appointing members to peer review boards. 

But most importantly, the Commonwealth should also scrap its RQF because, according to 

respondents, it is designed to undermine and supersede all peer review safeguards. In addition the 

RQF sets government, rather than peer review, as the deciding element for research in Australia. 

Historically, government control of university research is not known for sustainability, especially 

of a wide spectrum of innovation. 

Sixth , respondents propose that the Commonwealth increase funding for compliance costs, basic 

research, and infrastructure. Specifically, if the government wants something, such as costly 

administrative measures, then it should pay for them. Respondents reason that more money for 

basic research is needed if universities are expected to excel in research innovations because 

impoverished universities are never high producers. Purportedly, Australian universities do not 

receive as much government funding as other universities in GECD countries. So, if the 

government wants Australia to be a clever county, universities need more research money. If this 

happens, respondents claim that the Commonwealth will be repaid with long-term dividends in 

innovation and productivity. 

Chapter 6 uses themes emerging from these discussions to set out a series of hypotheses and 

propositions, then presents the central proposition in a narrative and as a visual conceptual 

illustration. 
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CHAPTER 6 HYPOTHESIS/PROPOSITION DEVELOPMENT: 

NARRATION & ILLUSTRATION 

WHAT RESEARCHERS WANT-WHAT RESEARCHERS GET 

This chapter shows the progression of the hypotheses and propositions development in the final 

step of grounded theory known as selective coding. Selective coding 'takes the central 

phenomenon and systematically relates it to the other categories, validating those relationships 

and developments' (Creswell 1998: 242). It is the process of integrating and refining the theory 

derived from a set of interrelated concepts which form relational statements abstracted from the 

data (Strauss & Corbin 1998). 

There are several ways to express relational statements; this chapter uses three headings to 

organise central concepts which are expressed as relational statements. The first, entitled 

Distinguishing Interrelated Hypotheses/Propositions presents sets of interrelated hypotheses 

and propositions linked to the phenomena that are initiated and developed in the analysis of 

Chapter 5 (LaRossa 2005). The second, entitled Merging the Hypotheses/Propositions, uses 

Strauss & Corbin's (1998) teachings where the relationships are 'woven innocuously into the 

narrative' (Strauss & Corbin 1998: 145) as an overarching theory by systematically 

demonstrating the interrelationships of the central concepts (Creswell 1998). The third, entitled 

The Overarching Proposition, simplifies, and crystallises the core elements of the proposition 

using Creswell's (1998) model of narration to demonstrate the interrelationships of key emergent 

factors. Together, the central concepts are designed to provide a thorough theoretical explanation 

and description of the phenomena, 

Since the findings of this dissertation are conceptual, they cannot be extended to other 

populations in anything but an academic or hypothetical form. Generalisations are therefore on a 

conceptual level only or, in the words of Strauss and Corbin (1990) can be 'generalizable insofar 

as it specifies conditions that are linked through action/interaction with definite consequences' 
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(1990: 15). Hypotheses and propositions are presented to provide insights into the phenomena 

and to provoke thought and further investigation. 

DISTINGUISHING INTERRELATED HYPOTHESES/PROPOSITIONS 

As expressed earlier, this dissertation uses the methodological approach known as grounded 

theory to answer the research question: 'How do Commonwealth policies influence research and 

autonomy in Australian universities?' Factors that lead to the hypotheses and propositions are 

presented in Chapters 1, 2, and 4 and are further developed in Chapter 5. This chapter identifies 

the hypotheses and propositions that emerge from the preceding chapters in a manner that 

approximates the selective coding step of grounded theory by setting out a series of hypotheses 

and propositions of relationships between Commonwealth policies and research productivity in 

Australian universities. Emergent hypotheses and propositions are arranged in a progressive 

manner under this heading, which leads to a central proposition as presented under the 

subsequent heading. 

Eight hypotheses and propositions that emerge from the data are a reflection of the viewpoints of 

the participants of this dissertation. The hypotheses and propositions are identified, critiqued, and 

summarised-then, when warranted, simplified with visual aids. 

1.	 There is a positive relationship between university autonomy and research 
productivity. 

2.	 Due to Commonwealth policies, Australian universities are experiencing a 
progressive decline in autonomy, which is negatively impacting their research 
productivity. 

3.	 There is an inverse relationship between severely restrictive and/or inadequate 
funding and research productivity in universities. 

4.	 Australian universities perceive that they receive less money and more restrictions 
and contingencies on money than in the past, which is negatively impacting their 
research productivity. 

5.	 Compliance costs and onerous administrative requirements of the Commonwealth 
place unreasonable burdens on Australian universities, which deplete resources 
and prevent universities from being as productive as they otherwise could be. 

6.	 The Commonwealth 's lack of expertise in areas relating to universities-their 
needs , history, purpose, missions, and how they best relate to and contribute to 
society-is negatively influencing universities ' research productivity from the 
perspectives of the universities. 

7.	 The Commonwealth 's escalating involvement in universities is viewed as a 
consequence of the Commonwealth 's mistrust of Australian universities. 
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8.	 The Commonwealth's mistrust of universities leads to ridicule, which brings about 
demoralisation and directly impacts productivity. 

HYPOTHESIS/PROPOSITION #1 

There is a positive relationship between university autonomy and research productivity'". This is 

because autonomy is an essential part of all universities that enjoy consistent, positive, long- term 

research productivity with direct, uninterrupted control over such matters as scholarship, 

research, and student and staff affairs (Bickel 1975; Respondents of this Research 2005; Shattock 

1998). The idea that autonomy is linked to research productivity is not new. Rather, the idea is 

established frequently in the literature and reconfirmed by respondents in this dissertation (Bickel 

1975; Shattock 1998). 

National interest is best served when research productivity is at its peak. And researchers are 

more productive when they can follow lines of inquiry determined by themselves, individually 

and collectively, and are not dictated by anyone else, on either ideological or practical grounds 

(Anderson & Johnson 1998; Glassick 1997; Glion 2000; Karmel 1998; Meek & Wood 1998). As 

such, universities best serve the national interest when freedom to be creative and innovative is 

granted without the constraints of having to fit into government fiat (Bargh 2000; International 

Association of Universities 1998). Academics as 'knowledge-craft workers claim rights to 

individual autonomy at work, making them as hard to herd as cats' (Dearlove 2002 : 268). This 

link between autonomy and productivity is depicted in Figure 6-1. 

FIGURE 6-1 THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN UNIVERSITY AUTONOMY AND RESEARCH PRODUCTIVITY 

Increase 

• IncreaseUnivers ity 
ResearchAutonomy 

Productivity

•
 

19 It is not the purpose of this dissertation to determine whether research productivity does indeed increase or decrease. 
This is for another research. It is the purpose of this dissertation to present the findings based on the respondents' 
perspectives validated against external data, includ ing statistics. More on research and research productivity is found in 
Chapter 2 and Chapter 5. 
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HYPOTHESIS/PROPOSITION #2 

Due to Commonwealth policies, Australian universities are experiencing a progressive decline in 

autonomy, which is negatively impacting their research productivity (Johnson & Anderson; 

Meek & Wood 1997; Respondents of this Research 2005). According to respondents, decreased 

autonomy corresponds with decreased productivity. Based on the first hypothesis and 

proposition, this is to be expected. A simple illustration of the relationship is depicted in Figure 

6-11. 

FIGURE 6-11 THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN COMMONWEALTH INFLUENCE & RESEARCH PRODUCTIVITY 
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But it is not that simple. For instance, university respondents maintain that decreased 

productivity is not always congruent with decreased autonomy because universities have coping 

mechanisms to reduce the impacts of Commonwealth influence. In addi tion, there are still 

minimal levels of autonomy whereby universities can carry out core activities. However, 

respondents are clear their productivity would increase if autonomy increased. They are also 

convinced that if the progressive trend of Commonwealth influence continues, productivity will 

decrease even more. Although the literature acknowledges the Commonwealth's increasing 

involvement in uni versities (Bargh et al 2000; Marginson 2002; Nelson 2005£), the extent and 

the impact of the involvement are not apparent. This study uncovers details of Commonwealth 

involvement that are not readily available in current literature, whereby these findings not only 

corroborate the literature but show that according to respondents, in many instances, 

Commonwealth policies are more invasive than indicated elsewhere. 

Government reports highlight examples of the progressively increasing rate of Commonwealth 

invol vement and demands (DEST 2002e; Nelson 2005£). Instances of restrictions on university 

independence are referenced throughout the literature and Commonwealth reports. They include 
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documents indicating that , compared to other GECD countries, Australia reports considerably 

higher levels of govenunent interventions in university affairs (Anderson & Johnson 1998) and 

that Australian universities experience 'autonomy within a funding straitjacket' (Senate 

Committee 2001 s.4.1 01). Moreover, new findings of this dissertation illustrate that the 

restrictions are even more pronounced than previously thought. For example, to describe their 

experiences with Commonwealth interference, respondents use terms such as ' Stalinist,' 

'totalitarian regime' and 'university autonomy as an oxymoron.' These new findings go further 

than what is expressed in the mainstream literature and Commonwealth reports. 

Notwithstanding the above, the big picture of Australian universities is that they function at a 

level that is expected in any GECD country. Furthermore, Australian universities operate within a 

legal framework that provides at least a minimum level of independence, financing, and structure. 

Analyses, hypotheses, and propositions in this dissertation are created to address points within 

the university framework that need reinforcement, are deficient, or appear to be weakened by 

recent circumstances. As discussed in Chapter 5, respondents are vocal about their impressions 

that the Commonwealth is systematically trying to get universities to toe the line in an escalating 

series of interventions. These impressions coincide, in part, with the literature and govenunent 

reports, which specify the expanding nature of the Commonwealth's involvement from a minimal 

role to one of full policy expectation (DEST 2002c; Ling 2005; Nelson 2005f). However, there 

are great disparities between universities' experiences and govenunent expectations. For 

example, from the Commonwealth's perspective, by controlling university funding, the 

govenunent steers research in ways that are consistent with the minister's expectations for certain 

results, such as tangible economic productivity (DEST 2002e; Nelson 2005f). Respondents' 

perspectives differ. They experience waste of resources and see signs of decreased productivity. 

In their view, politicians seek 'short term gain for long-term pain' where, in some instances, 

universities have closed courses and disciplines to meet Commonwealth demands; the upshot is 

that these courses and disciplines will not be available when needed in the future or will be very 

expensive to reinstate. Respondents view these and other Commonwealth activities as short

sighted. 

Respondents claim that one of the factors that impacts autonomy is the Commonwealth 's 

micromanagement of universities. Whereas the intention of the micromanagement is to enhance 
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university efficiency, some findings indicate otherwise. For instance, respondents distinctly 

express that Commonwealth micromanagement makes them less effective and therefore less 

productive in research and other activities. Likewise the Commonwealth recognises that 

'universities feel frustrated and overburdened by the welter of profiling and reporting' (DEST 

2002e: ix). Similarly, Commonwealth reports (DEST 2002e) and the literature shows that 

excessive government involvement hinders university research (AVCC 2003a; Dearlove 1998a; 

Gornitzka 2000). 

HYPOTHESIS/PROPOSITION #3 

There is an inverse relationship between severely restrictive and/or inadequate funding and 

research productivity in universities. Although occasional break-throughs and serendipities occur 

in a variety of settings, usually the large discoveries and eurekas come from research institutes 

with large amounts of money because research is expensive. Findings from the research 

conducted for this dissertation are consistent with the information in the general literature, which 

indicates that impoverished universities are never world class producers (Bessant 2002). When 

money is non-existent, research cannot occur. When money is limited, researchers must compete 

more to obtain funding than when money is abundant. This is partly why universities with money 

to support research are also those that produce more-they are able to hire researchers who are 

driven to passionately pursue 'Truth where so ever it shall lead' (Neave 2002:331). Conversely, 

universities with limited money to support research produce less because their researchers must 

follow the money rather than their passions. Shattock (2002) and others argue that researchers 

who are free to follow their passions tend to produce more. This means that unobstructed access 

to sufficient money to carry out university business as a necessary component of autonomy 

(Murray 1992; Rhodes 2001). 

Respondents state that when they are given more free access to research funding their 

productivity increases, because their energies are focused on their research rather than on 

navigating the purse strings. However, respondents whose research experiences are only with 

universities that do not receive liberal funding are limited to hypothetical responses . Irrespective 

of whether their responses are based on theory or personal experience, respondents are confident 

that in order to maximise productivity there must be sufficient funding. Figure 6-111 simplifies 

the relationships between funding and productivity. 
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FIGURE 6-III RELATIONSI-IIPS BETWEEN FUNDING AND RESEARCH PRODUCTIVITY 

Increased funding fosters Decreased funding discourages
 
productivity productivity
 

There is apositive relationship between sufficient funding and research productivity in universities.
 
When universities are provided with sufficient funding, productivity increases. Conversely, when funding is insufficient, research
 

productivity decreases .
 

Increased funding restrictions 
discourage productivity 

Decreased funding restrictions 
foster productivity 

Respondents further clarify that even though funding decisions must be justified, they also need 

to be based on peer review rather than political whims. According to respondents, 'the 

government interferes with ARC decisions and research in Australian universities. The RQF 

could be the biggest threat to university autonomy and academic freedom Australia has ever 

faced .' The Commonwealth agrees that ' no-one should underestimate the effect the RQF will 

have on Australia 's research activity' (Bishop 2006a). While these findings are not dissimilar to 

those in the literature and tend to substantiate rather than add to the body of knowledge, they are 

also useful in developing the fourth hypothesis and proposition (Bassnett 2002 ; Shewan & Coats 

2006). 

HYPOTHESIS/PROPOSITION #4 

Australian universities perceive that they receive less money and more restrictions and 

contingencies on money than in the past , which is negatively impacting their research 
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productivity. Respondents provide evidence that the amount of money they receive from the 

Commonwealth is steadily decreasing-at least in proportion to the universities' overall 

budget-while the restrictions and contingencies on the money is steadily increasing. They are 

often in a position where funding is overly restrictive and insufficient for the necessary research. 

These research findings are consistent with the literature and government reports whereby 

funding is proportionately decreasing while at the same time contingencies are increasing (AVCC 

2003a; AVCC 2006; Bargh et al 2000; Bessant 2002; Considine 2000; Marginson 2002; Nelson 

2005g). 

The logical conclusion based on Hypothesis and Proposition #3 is that the decrease in funding, 

coupled with the increase in restrictions, result in Australian universities that are less productive. 

This conclusion is confirmed by respondents. However, the decrease in productivity is not clear

cut. Respondents explain why. First, although many respondents believe that their overall 

research productivity is decreasing, there does not appear to be an accepted universal definition, 

understanding, or measure of research productivity" (Bassnett 2002; Marginson 2002). Second, 

some researchers have found techniques to manipulate production by artificially augmenting its 

appearance. One technique used to augment productivity consists of subdividing what would 

have formerly been one journal article into several. Whereas in past years the discovery would be 

submitted in its entirety and counted as one journal publication, it is now submitted and counted 

as several, thereby augmenting the productivity count, but not the actual productivity. In efforts 

to maintain or increase funding, some researchers find other ingenious ways to show productivity 

that otherwise would not be counted, or have adapted methods that hide decreases. This is 

especially true in cases where outcomes of research are not easy to measure or will not be 

realised for several years. In these cases, and in others, where there are not instant, tangible, or 

economic outcomes, funding is often difficult or impossible to obtain. Reporting ingenuity may 

distort the productivity count, so that those who are better reporters may also be erroneously 

considered better producers (Bessant 2002; Deputy Vice Chancellor; Research of this Research; 

Tapper & Salter 2002 ; Shewan & Coates 2006). 

Although the consequences of decreased funding and increased restrictions on productivity are 

20 Although previous notes suggest that it is outside the realm of this dissertation to clearly define research productivity, 
there appears to be a general consensus that research productivity includes the number of publications and citations 
achieved. But it is much more . So much more that further research is needed. 
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not always obvious, respondents report that decreased productivity in their universities is already 

the case, and not an obscure notion of something that might happen in the future. 

The literature provides evidence that decreased funding combined with increased restrictions on 

Australian universities is possibly linked to decreased productivity (Bessant 2002; Shattock 

1999). However, the links described in the literature are not as evident as the links that are 

uncovered by this dissertation. Respondents report that there is less money and more restrictions 

and contingencies on money than in the past and that these funding criteria are impacting their 

productivity. Respondents testify that there are several ways that funding criteria impact their 

productivity. Three are provided. 

The first funding criterion is the contingency of competitive funding, whereby researchers have 

to compete with each other to receive funding. Energies wasted on competing and opportunities 

wasted while researchers hoard their findings detract from research while reducing productivity. 

The upshot is that while competing, researchers are detracted from the historical collegiality of 

open sharing within disciplines and across universities. 

Financial restrictions are the second funding criterion that impact productivity. These restrictions 

impact productivity because funding is allocated based upon the preferences ofthe 

Commonwealth, which often involves research that will likely result in instant economic gain or 

will increase prestige or includes a high profile topic. This hinders research in areas universities 

deem to be necessary but are not popular with the Commonwealth. Another way these 

restrictions impact productivity is exemplified by respondents who point out that 'research goes 

where the money is.' This means that research topics are frequently tailored to Commonwealth 

preferences rather than that of the researcher or the university . 

A third funding criterion arising from the Commonwealth's expectation is that universities toe 

the line, which, according to respondents, usually rules out creative research . Respondents 

contest the incongruity of the Commonwealth 's expectation that researchers be innovative and 

toe the line at the same time. 

And there are other impacts-impacts that will have long-term consequences for society. 

Although details of areas overlooked in funding and their impacts have not been delved into in 
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this dissertation, it is worthy to note that respondents express that their experiences are such that 

they fear worsening repercussions ahead unless the situation is reversed. To be a clever country, 

according to respondents, more money for and fewer restrictions on research is needed. 

Otherwise, there will eventually be a marked decrease in university productivity. 

Without increased, sufficient, and unobstructed funding, productivity in universities will, in 

respondents ' opinion, diminish to the point that society will suffer. Because there is very little 

information available on this topic, further research would be useful. 

HYPOTHESIS/PROPOSITION #5 

Compliance costs and onerous administrative requirements place unreasonable burdens on 

Australian universities, which deplete resources and prevent universities from being as 

productive as they otherwise could be. This is nothing new. Onerous accountability demands by 

the Commonwealth that overburden universities are confirmed in the literature and government 

reports. So is the Commonwealth's recognition that compliance costs are excessive. For years 

government reports acknowledge that arduous reporting demands and other administrative 

requirements place burdens on universities. In fact, all primary and secondary sources of data 

consulted are unanimous on these points (See for example, AVCC 2003a; Dearlove 1998a; DEST 

2002e). Despite all this agreement, the Commonwealth appears to have made no real strides to 

reduce these burdens (DEST 2002c; DEST 2002e). 

What is new is the discovery of the extent of these and other hidden compliance costs. For 

example, universities are invited to attend and provide input in a wide range of Commonwealth

initiated community consultation processes. While respondents fear that ignoring invitations 

could adversely affect universities, they also fear that accepting invitations is tantamount to 

kowtowing, which diverts resources and frustrates universities who repeatedly have to convince 

the Commonwealth of their value and purpose. This uses scarce university resources. From the 

Commonwealth's perspective, however, the consultation processes are wonderful opportunities 

for the government, community, and university to work in harmony (See for instance, Australian 

Government 2004; DEST 2002c). 

What is also new is the information that these onerous burdens are felt throughout all university 

ranks, which directly impacts productivity. There are huge strains on both university and 
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govenunent resources, which result in lost opportunities as universities are compelled to use large 

amounts of resources on compliance and by the Commonwealth, on ensuring that universities 

comply. 

According to respondents, ' sometimes it seems that we spend more time doing reports and 

satisfying the govenunent than the actual research at hand! It is a waste from any angle.' 

Furthermore, they assert that compliance costs are significantly higher than indicated in the 

literature and govenunent reports. Future studies are needed to investigate the true nature of 

compliance costs. 

HYPOTHESIS/PROPOSITION #6 

The Commonwealth's lack of expertise in areas relating to universities-their needs, history, 

purpose, missions, and how they best relate to and contribute to society-is negatively 

influencing universities' research productivity from the perspectives of the universities. Indeed, 

with respect to managing universities, respondents vividly explain that the Commonwealth lacks 

expertise. Accordingly, Commonwealth activities that are counterproductive to university 

purposes are described as evidence of this lack of expertise. So are testimonies of respondents, 

such as, 'the govenunent does not know what it is doing' and 'politicians know almost nothing 

about running universities so provide their staff with unclear and contradictory directives that 

pressure university research. The results are catastrophic'. Universities' experiences with 

Commonwealth policies include: 

.:. Inconsistent directives; 

.:. DEST staff unaware of Commonwealth policies pertaining to universities; 

.:. High compliance costs that have no value to universities or anyone else; and 

.:. Insufficient funding to adequately carry out core university business. 

Respondents also express that the Commonwealth lacks an understanding of university purposes. 

In the words of respondents, 'research is being re-defined by the govenunent, who does not have 

the expertise or background to do so. Nor does the govenunent understand the implications or 

ramifications of re-defining research. ' Together the Commonwealth 's lack of expertise and 

misunderstanding of universities leads to policies that pressure universities to undertake activities 

that detract from research productivity, according to respondents. 
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Information about the level of Conunonwealth expertise is not readily available in either the 

literature or govenunent reports. Neither are the implications of the impacts of the perceived lack 

of expertise on universities. These are new, emerging, and provocative discoveries which appear 

to provide sufficient evidence on which to base a hypothesis and proposition. Based on these new 

discoveries, a hypothesis and proposition is proposed that the lack of expertise'! within the 

Conunonwealth is negatively influencing universities' research productivity. This hypothesis and 

proposition needs to be explored later date . 

HYPOTHESIS/PROPOSITION #7 

The Conunonwealth's escalating involvement in universities is viewed by respondents as a 

consequence of the Commonwealth's mistrust of Australian universities. Commonwealth 

involvement includes: the micromanagement of universities; development and implementation 

of the RQF; intervention in ARC appointments and decisions; increasing demands for 

accountability; and unrealistic amounts of reporting. Respondents list these involvements and 

other policies as products and proof of the Commonwealth's mistrust. According to respondents, 

there is a rampant yet unwarranted mistrust of universities displayed by the Commonwealth that 

is growing precipitously. This mistrust is construed by respondents as a basis for the 

Commonwealth's intervention into university affairs. 

Conversely, the Conunonwealth's position is that its expertise is needed to ensure that research 

is both efficient and effective--a position that provides credence to the respondents' notion of 

mistrust. As one respondent candidly explains, 'if the govenunent would just trust us, we would 

do a better job. And if they continue to treat us as incapable, our productivity will decrease.' A 

second respondent points out that ' to do the good job we have been doing for generations (even 

before they were in powerl), we need to be trusted. Then we will do a better job today and 

tomorrow.' Commonwealth documents support respondents' positions that Australian 

universities are already high producers, producing 'well above its proportion of the population 

base' (Kemp 1999a: 4). 

21 Despite respondent's views that DEST lacks expertise, it might be that DEST does in fact have the needed expertise but 
politicians and policy maker s choose to not heed advice from their own staff of experts. 
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Respondents fear that if the Commonwealth 's involvement and control continue to increase at the 

same rate , universities will eventually not have enough autonomy to perform adequately: 'We are 

now on a slippery slope with government interventions and less university autonomy.' Some 

respondents express concern that they are being treated like government departments while others 

think that they are 'becoming appendages of the government.' According to one respondent, 

'undermining universities is a high price to pay for a small political gain.' Results of the 

undermining include loss of good staff and disciplines. 

Mistrust, according to respondents, is at the root of the Commonwealth's intervention into 

university affairs because it wastes resources, reduces productivity, and spawns ridicule. 

Respondents further point out that if the Commonwealth trusted universities, there would be 

more research productivity. Figure 6-IV delineates the hypothesis and proposition 's 

interrelationship of mistrust, control, and productivity. 

The lack of trust that the Commonwealth exhibits towards universities is identified and 

recognised in the literature (Anderson & Johnson 1998; Bessant 2002; Nelson 2003b). 

Additionally, a Commonwealth document acknowledges that in 'Australia and elsewhere, it is 

often maintained that government no longer trusts universities to perform in the national interest' 

(Meek & Wood 1997 Chapter 3: 19). Although this mistrust is documented in the literature and 

in government reports , there does not appear to be documentation that purposely substantiates the 

basis for this mistrust. While there is merit to this hypothesis/proposition, more exploration, 

testing, and investigation is required for further validation. 
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FIGURE 6-IV MISTRUST, CONTROL & PRODUCTIVITY: THEIR RELATIONSHIPS 

The Commonwealth's 

Mistrust 
of universities 

~7
 
Precipitates 

Micromanagement 
in the form of Research Quality Framework and 

other government controls over universities 

~7
 
That wastes resources and thereby 

Decreases Productivity 

HYPOTHESIS/PROPOSITION #8 

The Commonwealth's mistrust of universities leads to ridicule, which brings about 

embarrassment and demoralisation, thereby directly impacting productivity. Respondents explain 

that Australian universities face disrespect and lack of trust from the Commonwealth in the form 

of public ridicule. This lack of trust for universities is also reflected by society, which is fuelled, 

in part , by the Commonwealth. Ridicule and demoralisation hurt universities and dampen 

researchers ' passion in what a respondent describe as a 'deluge of disrespect and lack of trust 

showered on universities by the Commonwealth.' Disrespect spawns ridicule, and lack of trust 

demoralises universi ties. 

These and other activities are described by respondents as government-initiated ridicule that is 

aimed at enhancing political popularity by undermining morale and controlling universities. 

Respondents speak of the lack of trust and respect that the Commonwealth shows universities, 

which leads to embarrassment and demoralisation. One of the offshoots of ridicule and 

demoralisation is reduced productivity, particularly relating to research. Respondents reckon that 

if the Commonwealth would trust them , there would be benefits in terms of innovations and 

overall university productivity. What emerges from the interviews is that mistrust and ridicule 

unquestionably impact universities and their research. However, there is limited literature on how 

government policies impact university productivity (Huisman & Morphew 1998). 
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Although there is some evidence that trust is an essential ingredient in university/government 

relationships in successful universities, specific ramifications oflack of trust are not well 

documented (Paquet 1998 in Kennedy 2002). Furthermore, there is almost no literature on how 

government ridicule influences university productivity. Of course, if the respondents consulted 

for this dissertation are accurate, then the impact of government policies and ridicule is indeed 

significant, at least in Australia. Although the Commonwealth's ridicule of universities is 

frequently cited in media reports and occasionally in the literature (See for instance, Bessant 

2002; Meek & Wood 1997; Nelson 2003b; Maiden 2006a), events that flow from the ridicule are 

not. The connection between mistrust, ridicule, and productivity is constructed from the findings 

in the form of this hypothesis and proposition. The academic connection of mistrust, ridicule, and 

productivity as set out in Hypothesis and Proposition #4 is depicted in Figure 6-V. Further 

investigation and testing of the hypothesis and proposition is warranted. 

FIGURE 6-V CONNECTING MISTRUST, RIDICULE AND PRODUCTIVITY 

The Commonwealth's 

Mistrust 
of universities 

~7
 
Spawns 

Ridicule 
of universities, causing demoralisation 

~7
 
Which directly contributes to 

Decreased Productivity 

MERGING THE HYPOTHESES/PROPOSITIONS 

First the hypotheses and propositions are combined and presented in one central overarching 

proposition that presents a theoretical relationship between Commonwealth policies and 

university research productivity. Next, the central proposition is encapsulated in a visual 

illustration, Figure 6-VI, which demonstrates the interrelationships of the central concepts. 
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Indications from the findings are that Commonwealth influences directly relate to research 

productivity in Australian universities. Policies that tend to decrease productivity commonly 

include factors that restrict funding; encourage researchers to follow the money instead of their 

passions; use political interference to determine research activities; advance mistrust of 

universities in the form of decreased university autonomy; micromanage universities; demand 

onerous reporting and other compliance burdens; force compliance; promote disrespect for 

universities through public ridicule; and provide confusing or contradictory frameworks whether 

intentional of otherwise. 

Conversely, policies that tend to increase productivity commonly include factors that: encourage 

researchers to passionately follow 'truth where so ever it shall lead ' (International Association of 

Universities quoted in Neave 2002: 331) under the guidance of peer review; advance trust of 

universities; facilitate access to funding; increase university autonomy; eschew burdensome 

compliance costs; support innovation; advocate respect for universities through praise and 

acknowledgement; and provide clear consistent frameworks . When all the factors are assembled, 

two scenarios emerge. Both have high productivity at one end and minimal productivity at the 

other. The middle of one scenario has the variables of mistrust, micromanagement, non

collaboration, competitive and restrictive funding, ridicule, unclear frameworks, and onerous 

reporting requirements which impact productivity. Conversely, the middle of the other scenario 

has the variables of clear framework, government expertise, respect, trust , funding allocated by 

peer review , and national priorities that trigger productivity. 

Figure 6-VI depicts the two scenarios in a visual illustration of the overarching proposition from 

the respondent's perceptive. The up escalator on the right side of the figure represents increased 

university autonomy, government expertise, and trust. The down escalator on the left side ofthe 

figure represents decreased university autonomy, government inexperience (or failure to follow 

expert' s advice) and mistrust. 
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FIGURE 6-VI Two SCENARIOS FROM THE CENTRAL EMERGENT CONCEPTS 
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THE OVERARCHING PROPOSITION
 

The Commonwealth's mistrust of universities and lack of expertise in university affairs are two 

central factors that emerge from the findings relating to the Commonwealth's influence over 

university autonomy and research. These two factors form the foundation of the central 

proposition.r' The first factor, the Commonwealth's mistrust of universities, leads the 

Commonwealth to control universities through such interventions as micromanagement, onerous 

reporting requirements, the RQF, high compliance costs, ARC interferences, and other policies 

and directives. These and other Commonwealth-initiated impediments waste university 

resources, which directly influence research productivity. Mistrust also spawns ridicule, which 

contributes to demoralisation, dampens researcher passions, and ultimately leads to decreased 

productivity. Combined, the results of the Commonwealth 's mistrust of universities strongly 

influence and undermine university productivity. Figure 6-VII conceptualises the links between 

mistrust, micromanagement, ridicule, and productivity. 

FIGURE 6-VII MISTRUST, MICROMANAGEMENT, RIDICULE, AND PRODUCTIVITY: THE LINKS 

The Commonwealth's 

Mistrust 
of universities 

Leads to 

Micromanagement 
i.e. demands for onerous
 

reporting,
 
Research Quality Framework, and
 

Spawns 

Ridicule 
of universities causing demoralisation 

and dampened passions 

Triggers 

Decreased Research
 
Productivity
 

The second factor that contributes to the Commonwealth's impact on university autonomy and 

research is lack of expertise in areas relating to universities, including how universities best 

interact with and contribute to society. Evidence of this lack of expertise is found in 

Commonwealth activities that are counterproductive to university purposes. Respondents 

22 It should be noted that not all Commonwealth policies that influence universities are considered in the proposition: only those that 
respondents describe as relating to mistrust and lack of expertise. 
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describe the Commonwealth as having 'no idea of what it is doing or the ramifications on 

universities and society as a whole.' Without more knowledge of the nature of universities and a 

greater level of competence, respondents believe that the Commonwealth will not have the desire, 

trust, or ability to create policies that affect long-term productivity in Australian universities. One 

result is decreased productivity, which feeds into further mistrust, in a cycle respondents fear 

might be self-propagating. Figure 6-VIII simplifies the complexities of the hypothetical 

relationships between: 

~ The lack of expertise and the Commonwealth 's inconsistent and unclear directives and 

framework ; 

~ The lack of expertise and the Commonwealth's predilection for micromanaging and 

otherwise controlling universities; 

~ The lack of expertise and mistrust of universities; and 

~ Interrelationship among all the components of the relationships stemming from the lack of 

expertise. 

FIGURE 6-VIII THE COMMONWEALTH'S LACK OF EXPERTISE & ITS RELATIONSHIPS 

TheCommonwealth's 

Lack of Expertise 

Leads to 
Inconsistent and unclear 

Directives and 
Frameworks 

& insufficient funding 

Convinces the Commonwealth that 
universities need 

Micromanagement & Other 
Controls 

that result in onerous reporting & 
compliance costs& wasteresources 

Generates 
Mistrust of 

Universities 

Is related to 
Decreased Research Productivity 

Notice that the top box, Lack ofExpertise, feeds into the Commonwealth's Inconsistent and Unclear
 
Directives and Frameworks ; the Commonwealth's Micromanagement and Other Controls ; and the
 
Commonwealth's Mistrust of Universities . In addition, the Commonwealth's Micromanagement and
 

Other Controls feeds into both Inconsistent and Unclear Directives and Frameworks; and the
 
Commonwealth's Mistrust of Universities. Notice also that Mistrust of Universities also feeds into
 

Micromanaqement and Other Controls. Subsequently all boxes feed into and contribute to Decreased
 
Research Productivity.
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Two factors-mistrust and lack of Commonwealth expertise-provide the basis for the central 

proposition. This central proposition is exploratory, enters new territory, and as such, is meant to 

be provocative, requiring follow-up research. Figure 6-IX summarises and conceptualises the 

central proposition, whereby when the Commonwealth mistrusts its universities and does not 

have the expertise to work with them, then productivity in universities suffers. The central 

proposition of this dissertation is: policies built on the Commonwealth's mistrust and lack of 

expertise in university matters negatively impact autonomy and research productivity in 

Australian universities. 

The theoretical framework is presented in Figure 6-IX to help understand how Commonwealth 

policies influence research and university autonomy. Evidence points towards connections 

between Commonwealth policies that negatively influence university autonomy and research 

productivity and mistrust, lack of expertise in university matters, ridicule, micromanagement, 

unclear directives, and productivity. Notice that the box on the far right deflects all factors 

outside the scope of this dissertation away from the central proposition. 

Implications from the eight hypotheses and propositions, as well as implications from the central 

proposition, add value to the literature; have practical value for people working in the field; are 

useful for academics; and give direction for further research. These implications are discussed in 

the Chapter 7. 
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FIGURE 6-IX 

COMMONWEALTH POLICIES THAT INFLUENCE UNIVERSIlY AUTONOMY & RESEARCH PRODUcrIVIlY 

Commonwealth Policies that negatively Other Commonwealth Policies that 
influence university autonomy and research productivity influence university autonomy and research productivity 
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CHAPTER 7 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
 

HYPOTHESES/PROPOSITIONS - WHAT Do THEY MEAN? 

This dissertation explores how Conunonwealth policies influence university autonomy and 

research from the perspectives of the universities. A solid foundation of the phenomenon is 

presented, first through a review of Commonwealth reports, then through a review of relevant 

literature. Next, interviews are used to elicit responses from respondents in the offices of the 

deputy vice chancellors of research in twelve Australian universities. Interviews are conducted 

until the topic reaches saturation and subsequent data do not contribute anything new to the topic. 

Data are then analysed and key emergent themes identified, which form the groundwork for 

developing sets of hypotheses and propositions. These hypotheses and propositions, based on 

data from university respondents, are compared and contrasted with the findings from the 

literature, statistics, and government reports. 

Combined, the hypotheses and propositions are snapshots of the Australian situation where, 

under specific conditions of policies based on mistrust and lack of government expertise, 

university research productivity is hindered. Hypothesising constructs an explanatory scheme 

from data that systematically integrates various concepts through statements of relationships. 

Hypotheses and propositions, such as these, offer explanations about the phenomena that enable 

users to understand and predict events, thereby providing guidelines for action (Strauss & Corbin 

1998). They are to be understood within the context of time and place in the continuum of 

knowledge building. Because of the lack of research in this area, this dissertation aims at 

producing sets of hypotheses and propositions that would provide insights into the phenomena 

while at the same time providing a platform that would be useful for further research. 

At its inception, this dissertation set out to discover if and how Commonwealth policies change 

universities and focused on how policies influence autonomy and research in Australian 

universities. Initial discoveries made in this dissertation are that Commonwealth policies do 

change universities and influence autonomy and research. Details of the influence are provided in 
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eight sets of hypotheses and propositions and one overarching proposition as well as in nine 

findings that support and add to the literature. Through these discoveries and their implications, 

the aims of the dissertation were achieved. 

To demonstrate the relevance of these hypotheses and propositions, implications are presented 

under the following four headings: 

•	 Implications for the Literature: Findings that Support, Refute, and Add to the Body of 

Literature 

•	 Implications for Scholars, Practitioners and Policymakers: What to Do Next 

•	 Implications for Further Research: Where to Go From Here 

•	 Relating the Findings to the Dominant Paradigms in Higher Education Policy 

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE LITERATURE: 

FINDINGS THAT SUPPORT, REFUTE AND ADD TO THE BODY OF LITERATURE 

Part of this dissertation investigates the literature to see what others say about the influence of 

government policies on university autonomy and research productivity. Comparisons are made 

between findings in the literature and findings in this dissertation as measures to help determine 

if, based on current knowledge, the findings in this dissertation are likely. Two subheadings are 

used to show how this dissertation corroborates the literature and adds to the overall body of 

information: Supporting and Refuting the Literature: Corroborating the Literature and Shedding 

New Light on the Phenomenon. 

Supporting and Refuting the Literature: Corroborating the Literature 
Most findings in this dissertation generally support and add to what is already written in the 

literature. By and large, the findings do not refute the literature per se; rather, in most instances 

they either corroborate the literature or add credence and insight from a somewhat different 

angle. As such, for the most part, new findings are not outside of what would be expected based 

on the current literature available, and are in sync with the position that building knowledge 

usually is progressive, incremental, and iterative in nature (Sikora 2002). However, some of the 

new findings are beyond what is indicated in the current literature. Nine key areas that add to the 

literature are listed in Table 7-1. While the first three merely support the literature, the next five 

both support the literature and go somewhat further by indicating that the situation is even more 
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pronounced than what the wider literature reveals. The final area goes further by presenting new, 

unique findings . 

TABLE 7-1 NINE FINDINGS THAT SUPPORT AND ADD TO THE LITERATURE 

First, the positive relationship between university autonomy and research productivity, 
although already well established in the literature, is reconfirmed in this dissertation. 

Second, the inverse relationship between unrestricted funding and research productivity in 
universities is well documented elsewhere and reiterated here . 

Third, the growing competition and lack of collaboration among Australian universities are, 
based , in part, on competitive funding of research. This recent phenomenon, although neither 
well documented nor well understood, is discussed in the literature, and is also indicated in 
this research. 

Fourth, this thesis substantiates that Australian universities receive less money and more 
restrictions and contingencies on money than in the past, but new findings indicate that these 
restrictions are already negatively impacting university productivity. More research is needed 
to verify and quantify the extent of this impact. 

Fifth, it may be obvious from the literature that unreasonable burdens that deplete Australian 
university resources also reduce productivity; however, this dissertation more clearly 
articulates the obvious deduction than other sources do. 

Sixth, while much is written on the progressive nature of Commonwealth policies in 
universities, there is no significant body ofliterature that discusses their impact on research 
productivity. This dissertation presents the negative relationship between the two as described 
by university respondents. 

Seventh, this study uncovers details of the degree of Commonwealth involvement in its 
universities that are not readily available in the current literature, whereby these findings not 
only corroborate the literature, but also show that in many instances Commonwealth policies 
appear to be more invasive than indicated elsewhere. Validation is necessary to discover if 
this is indeed the case. 

Eighth, the literature describes universities' concerns about the excessive involvement of the 
Commonwealth in matters pertaining to research. However, findings raised in this 
dissertation are more specific, pointing to concerns over the likely impacts of the RQF. Based 
on the concerns of respondents, more research is warranted in this area. 

Ninth, perspectives of the offices of the deputy vice chancellors of research in Australian 
universities are offered in this research. This research is unique inasmuch as it looks at the 
phenomena from the point of view of the university research offices by asking open ended 
questions. Findings not available in the wider literature are uncovered in this dissertation
central discoveries are itemised under the next heading. 
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Shedding New Light on the Phenomenon 
Commonwealth policies that lead to excessive involvement in university affairs, from 

micromanagement to student union voluntarism; setting course criteria to tuitions; involvement in 

ARC's funding to establishment of the RQF; requirements for onerous amounts of reporting to 

high compliance costs; and so forth, are well documented (AVCC 2003a; Dearlove 1998a; 

DEST 2002e; Gomitzka 2000). What is not well documented is how universities perceive the 

impacts of these policies. This dissertation offers some new insights into the perspectives. 

According to respondents, research productivity is already decreasing due to Commonwealth 

pressures for excessive administrative work, escalating compliance costs, and the progressive 

decline in autonomy. Australian universities perceive that they receive less money and more 

restrictions and contingencies on money than in the past, which is also negatively impacting their 

research productivity. From the perspectives of the universities, the Commonwealth's lack of 

expertise in areas relating to universities-their needs, history, purpose, missions, and how they 

best relate to and contribute to society-is negatively influencing universities' research 

productivity. Further, the Commonwealth's escalating involvement in universities is viewed by 

respondents as a consequence of the Commonwealth's mistrust of Australian universi ties. 

Respondents perceive this mistrust as leading to ridicule, which they say brings about 

demoralisation and directly impacts productivity. 

This dissertation goes one step further by offering some explanations for the Commonwealth's 

micromanagement and progressive involvement in university affairs. This dissertation offers two 

key explanations towards understanding the phenomenon of the excessive involvement-mistrust 

and lack of expertise.v' It also suggests one result-reduced research productivity. 

The first explanation arises from the universities' perception that the Commonwealth does not 

trust them. Preliminary findings show that government policies based on mistrust of universities 

have negative impacts on research productivity through a series of interrelated events. 

For instance, respondents explain that the Commonwealth's mistrust of universities leads to 

disrespect in the form of public ridicule, which demoralises and dampens researchers' passion in 

what respondents describe as a 'deluge of disrespect and lack of trust showered on universities by 

23 A third explanation for excessive involvement was discussed in earlier chapters and relates to New Public Management. 
Although worthy of its own dissertation, it is too vast and encompassing to be explored further in this dissertation . 
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the govemment' (008; DYC/PYC). Mistrust of universities might be one explanation for the 

Commonwealth's predilection for controlling universities through such interventions as 

micromanagement, onerous reporting requirements, and other policies and directives. These 

controls waste university resources which directly influence research productivity; however, their 

implementation can be rationalized if the Commonwealth indeed does not trust universities to 

tend to university affairs. 

Universities perceive the Commonwealth as lacking expertise in matters relating to universities 

such as the history, purpose, missions, and how universities best relate to and contribute to 

society, as well as their need for autonomy. This is the second explanation that contributes to the 

Commonwealth's excessive control of universities. The lack of expertise is evidenced by 

Commonwealth activities that are counterproductive to university purposes and as well as in 

respondents' comments such as: the Commonwealth has 'no idea of what it is doing or the 

ramifications to universities and to society as a whole' (008; DYC/PYC). Without knowledge of 

the nature of universities or a high level of expertise, the Commonwealth will not have the desire 

or ability to create policies that positively affect long-term productivity in Australian universities. 

This research points to two areas where there is evidence that the Commonwealth lacks expertise: 

first, the Commonwealth's inconsistent and unclear directives and framework; and second, the 

demands for excessive reporting, administrative duties, and overall high compliance costs. The 

results appear to be decreased productivity, which leads to further mistrust that appears to 

decrease productivity even more-a cycle respondents fear might be a self-propelling downward 

spiral. 

These two explanations-mistrust and lack of Commonwealth expertise-make up the basis of 

the central proposition whereby, when the Commonwealth mistrusts its universities and does not 

have the expertise to work with universities, then productivity in universities suffers. Policies 

built on the Commonwealth's mistrust and lack of expertise in university matters have a negative 

impact on autonomy and research productivity in Australian universities. Figure 7-1 simplifies 

these new findings. 
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FIGURE 7-1 POLICIES BUILT ON LACK OF EXPERTISE AND MISTRUST- LINKS TO UNIVERSITY 

AUTONOMY AND RESEARCH PRODUCTIVITY 
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IMPLICATIONS FOR SCHOLARS, PRACTITIONERS AND POLICYMAKERS:
 

WHAT TO Do NEXT
 

While adding to the general body of knowledge and producing sets of hypotheses and 

propositions, this dissertation may have practical implications for those in the fields of academia, 

research, scholarship, university management, or public administration of higher education 

institutions. Implications relevant to these practitioners can be identified in five categories: 

Change, Trust, Expertise, Liberal Funding, and University Initiation. 

Change 
Without a change to Commonwealth policies, it is likely that research productively will continue 

to be impacted. The by-product of business as usual means that university productivity, 

especially in certain areas, may decrease significantly. Findings reveal that if the Commonwealth 

wants to increase research productivity in Australian universities, the status quo is not a viable 

option. 
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For policymakers, awareness of a problem is the first step in policy development (Anderson 

1979; Bardoch 2000; Brooks 1993; Pal 1997; Wildavsky 1979). While this dissertation points to 

a number of problem areas, more research in a follow-up paper is needed to validate and ensure 

the problems identified are bona fide. 

Trust 
The flip side of the trust hypothesis and proposition shown in Chapter 6, Figures 6-V and 6-VII , 

is that respect spawns public praise and recognition and leads to increased productivity. If this 

proves to be the case, then increases in the level of trust the Commonwealth has for universities 

will be revealed in increased research productivity. Practically speaking, increasing trust may be 

a challenge for both scholars and university administrators. 

Expertise 
Similarly, the inverse of the expertise hypothesis and proposition shown in Figure 6-VIII is that if 

the Commonwealth increases its expertise in university matters, then there is an expectation of 

increased productivity. Indications from respondents are that if the Commonwealth knows more 

about the nature of universities, then its micromanagement will decrease, trust will increase, and 

research productivity will strengthen. If the indications are shown to be correct, then increasing 

the Commonwealth's expertise would be valuable, albeit logistically very difficult. 

Liberal Funding 
The method by which Australian universities receive Commonwealth funding for research has 

consequences for society. Although details of areas overlooked in Commonwealth funding 

schemes and their subsequent effects have not been examined in this dissertation, it is sagacious 

to note that respondents have expressed their experiences and warn of worsening conditions 

unless the situation is reversed . Research productivity is expected to increase if universities 

receive more liberal funding. Potentially, this category has significant outcomes for universities, 

government, and society, and therefore should be studied from the point of view that change is 

needed. 

University Initiation 
If there is confirmation that the Commonwealth does indeed lack expertise, then universities may 

need to take initiatives to reverse the situation. It follows, then, that unless universities take on 
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the task of educating the Commonwealth with the purpose of building trust and expertise in the 

Commonwealth, it is unlikely that the current situation will be reversed, so more of the same is to 

be expected. Practitioners involved in the governance of universities may want to tackle this 

Issue . 

IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH: WHERE TO Go FROM HERE 

Seven areas identified in this dissertation as good candidates for further research are discussed in 

this section. First, indications exist that research does not flourish without relatively liberal 

funding. So if the current trend for more restrictive funding continues, research productivity in 

Australian universities will likely diminish, especially in certain areas. Respondents are 

convinced that to be a 'clever country ' more money and fewer restrictions are needed. Otherwise 

there will eventually be a marked decrease in university productivity. Although indications in the 

literature suggest that impoverished universities are never world-class producers and that the 

world 's top universities are also those with ample money, there is very little direct information 

available on whether increasing or decreasing overall funding to universities within Australia 

actually corresponds directly with productivity (Bargh et al 2000; Huisman & Morphew 1998; 

Shattock 1999). To understand the relationship, if any, further research is desirable, especially 

research that is quantitative rather than qualitative in nature. 

Second, Commonwealth policies that restrict and obstruct funding adversely influence university 

research. Respondents report that decreased productivity in their universities is already the case 

and not just some obscure notion of a future problem. However, the consequences of decreased 

funding and increased restrictions on productivity are not always apparent, because in some 

instances researchers have found ingenious ways to hide decreases (Lane 2006a). To understand 

this phenomenon, more research is warranted, particularly that of a quantitative nature. On a 

similar topic, the direct results of competitive funding on research productivity needs further 

research, especially in light of the findings that point to a decrease in inter-university 

collaboration. 

Third, the influence of government policies on university productivity is not well documented 

and there is almost no literature on how government ridicule influences university productivity. 
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The ability and degree that govenunents can influence universities is not fully understood 

(Huisman & Morphew 1998). Indications from this research are that govenunent ridicule of 

universities negatively affects productivity in universities and that policies underscored by 

ridicule have impacts on research productivity. It would be useful to understand if and how 

govenunent ridicule influences research productivity and other areas of universities. Further 

research and investigation on this topic would be valuable. 

Fourth, although much has been written on the progressive nature of Commonwealth policies in 

universities, there is no readily accessible body of literature that discusses their impact on 

productivity. Indications from this research are that if the progressive trend of the 

Commonwealth to influence universities continues, productivity in individual Australian 

universities will decrease. Respondents are convinced that this progressive trend has already 

impacted research productivity and that if the trend continues, productivity will decrease even 

more. Impacts from certain policies that heavily influence universities, such as those relating to 

micromanagement and the RQF may be better understood through a longitudinal-type research. 

Gauging the overall impact of Commonwealth policies on productivity would also be 

worthwhile. 

Fifth, more research is needed to understand the likely outcomes if Commonweal th inclinations 

to micromanage universities are not reduced. The issues and questions presented in this research 

are still relevant and not well known; this dissertation merely scratches the surface of a huge and 

important area. Therefore, more research is needed to understand how Commonwealth policies 

influence university autonomy and research productivity. 

Sixth, how govenunent trust and respect influences universities is neither well known nor well 

documented. Respondents reckon that if the Commonwealth would trust them , there would be 

benefits in terms of an overall increase in university research productivity and innovation. What 

emerges from the interviews suggests that mistrust and ridicule clearly influence universities and 

their research. However, there is limited literature on how govenunent policies influence 

university productivity (Huisman & Morphew 1998) and there is almost no literature on how 

govenunent ridicule influences research productivity. Of course, if the information provided by 
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the respondents is accurate, then the impact of government policies and ridicule is great, at least 

in Australia. Further research and investigations on this topic would be useful. 

Seventh, although it is clear from both the literature and Commonwealth reports that the 

Commonwealth does micromanage and otherwise involve itself in university affairs, it is not 

clear whether the Commonwealth has the expertise to do so effectively. 

The discovery of respondents' perceptions that the Commonwealth does not have adequate 

expertise is new, and needs further research for validation or negation. The government's level of 

expertise to manage and influence universities is not well developed in government reports or the 

wider literature. Consequently, further investigation on this theme is warranted, especially 

investigations that use tests that are both objective and subjective, rather than just subjective, as is 

the case in this research. 

The proposed hypotheses and propositions and their implications for universities and the spill

over to society are significant. Based on the recent and current Australian political situation they 

are also timely. These two factors indicate that further attention and exploration are worthwhile. 

RELATING THE FINDINGS TO THE DOMINANT PARADIGMS IN HIGHER EDUCATION 

POLICY 

Eight areas-management, expertise, trust , ridicule, funding, research, university autonomy, and 

policy-are identified as key findings of this research. This section relates the dominant 

paradigms in higher education policy analysis to the findings. 

Perceptions of respondents that the Commonwealth 's management of universities has progressed 

to the point where even minute details are influenced or potentially influenced by policies are 

confirmed by others. Indeed, findings are that this management influences nearly every area of 

Australian universities. These findings corroborate Commonwealth documents and Australian 

literature (Bargh et a12000; DEST 2002c; Harman 2006; Marginson 2002; Meek & Wood 1998; 

Mullarvey 2005). Further findings from respondents, along this same line, show that the 

Commonwealth lacks the expertise to manage universities effectively. Although it is clear from 
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both the literature and Commonwealth reports that the Commonwealth does micromanage and 

otherwise involve itselfin university affairs, it is not clear whether the Commonwealth has the 

expertise to do so effectively. This increased management is happening at a time when, in other 

parts of the world, governments are getting out of the business of managing universities (Cerych 

1985; Ulrich 2004). From the perspectives of the respondents, the Commonwealth lacks 

expertise in areas relating to universities, which, coupled with its micromanagement of 

universities, results in poor policy and decisions relating to universities. However, these areas are 

not well documented in the literature. 

From the respondents' point of view , this micromanagement has already impacted research 

productivity. If the trend continues, productivity will further decrease. The Commonwealth 

rationfalizes that it manages universities to stimulate innovative behaviour and make universities 

more responsive to economic and social needs (Anderson & Johnston 1998; Cerych 1985). This 

rationalization is out-of-step with the most prevalent literature, which argues that universities 

produce better when left to their own devices (Bessant 2002; Bickel 1975; Harman 2006; 

Shattock 1999; Trow 1998). There is very little research on the direct effects of Commonwealth 

policies on Australian universities or how these universities perceive the influence of the policies. 

Work by Harman (2006) and others (Harman & Stone 2006) indicate that productivity will 

decrease in Australian universities unless there are changes. Other evidence in the literature is 

that excessive government involvement hinders university research (AVCC 2003a; Dearlove 

1998a; Gornitzka 2000). 

Respondents are clear that unless there is change, their research productivity will be negatively 

impacted-but changes may have to be at the university level , as there does not appear to be an 

abatement in the Commonwealth's position (Harman 2006) . Adapting to change is not new to 

universities; throughout history universities have always needed to respond to the changing 

context of external society, whereby 'much of the history of higher education is written by the 

confrontations of internal logical versus external pressures' (Kerr et al 1994: xvi). 

One of the most significant findings is that respondents view the Commonwealth 's increasing 

involvement in universities as a consequence of the Commonwealth 's mistrust of Australian 
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universities. A decreasing level of trust in universities is confirmed by others (Bessant 2002; 

Meek & Wood 1997; Nelson 2003b; Maiden 2006a). While there is very little literature on the 

consequences of this trust, what is available seems to substantiate perceptions (Bessant 2000; 

Kennedy 2002; Meek & Wood 1997), although to a lesser degree than what is found in this 

research. Similarly, the larger literature suggests that, internationally, governments no longer trust 

universities (Meek & Wood 1997). In general, governments want assurances that the actions of 

publicly financed universities are consistent with social values, laws and morals, and are 

reflective of the principles of efficiency and equity, while at the same time maintaining academic 

quality (Dill 2001; Gornitzka & Maassen 2000; van Ginkel 2002) . 

Further indications from respondents show that there is a systemic mistrust and lack of respect 

for Australian universities which leads to ridicule and demoralisation. These findings are unique; 

similar findings are not well documented in the literature. Although there is some evidence that 

trust is an essential ingredient in university/government relationships in successful universities, 

specific ramifications oflack of trust are not well documented (Paquet 1998 in Kennedy 2002). 

What emerges from the interviews suggests that mistrust and ridicule clearly influence 

universities and their research. While there is limited literature on how government policies 

influence university productivity, (Huisman & Morphew 1998) there is almost no literature on 

how government ridicule influences research productivity. Arguments from the literature are that 

universities are resilient, able to resist managerial control and guard their activities, and that 

heritage is a great insulator against change, particularly for older established universities. 

Nevertheless it is neither fully understood, nor estimated how , and to what degree, government 

policies impact universities (DearloveI998; Huisman & Morphew 1998; Karmel 1998; Kennedy 

2002; Kerr et al 1994; Readings 1996; Scott 2000) . 

Find ings in this research are that Australian universities do not have adequate financing to sustain 

and increase research because contingencies for funding are too restrictive. These findings are 

corroborated in reports (AYCC 2006; DEST 2003a; Senate Committee 2001). The Australian 

situation is similar to that of other countries, where, although governments are still the major 

funders of universities, current funding tends to be less forth-coming than in the past and under a 

more competitive banner. Additionally, expectations are that universities will provide public 
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accounting of expenditures, with a link between funding and direct, measurable benefits to 

society. Generally, universities are expected to do more with less, under the increasing scrutiny of 

government-set standards (Bargh 2000; Bessant 2002; Bok 2003; Craft 1993; Harman 2006; 

International Association of Universities April 1998; Kennedy 2002; Marginson 2002; Ulrich 

2004). The Commonwealth is not alone in using funding to direct its universities; this is a 

common practice amongst benefactors (Anderson & Johnson 1998; Cherych 1985; Ulrich 2004). 

There is some literature that argues that decreased funding, combined with increased restrictions 

is possibly linked to decreased productivity (Bessant 2002; Shattock 1999). 

Current trends in Australia that require a higher level of accountability from its universities are 

common elsewhere, as governments try to control their universities indirectly through funding 

schemes (Cherych 1985, Ulrich 2004). Government financing impacts universities; sets the 

direction of research, and regularly restricts or limits autonomy (Bessant 2002; Considine 2001; 

Marginson 1997b; Marginson 2002; Meek & Wood 1997; Shattock 1999). 

Predominate themes in the literature are that universities need public money to survive and 

without it research cannot thrive. Universities also need more than erratic funding from their 

governments; they need assurance through legislation guaranteeing that they have enough money 

to function properly and that the money is not contingent upon the political inklings of the current 

government (Bessant 2002; Bickel 1975; Harman 2006; Shattock 1999; Trow 1998). Information 

from the literature suggests that impoverished universities are never world-class producers and 

that the world's top universities are also those with ample money (Bargh et al 2000; Bessant 

2002; Huisman & Morphew 1998; Shattock 1999). 

Traditionally, university research was considered a public good; it is now more often considered 

a private good, which justifies, in part, the decrease in governments' generosity (Harman & Ollif 

2004; Marginson 2002; Meek & Wood 1998). This means that universities must find new sources 

of support from industry, government and the business community (Harman & Ollif 2004: 440). 

Universities have been subject to cuts in government funding during a time ofmassification. 

Combined, reduced funding and increased student population have overstretched diminishing 

resources, whereby the autonomous status of the university is collapsing as the institution 
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increasingly mergers or competes with private capital for funding (Cooper 2002 in Harman 

2006). More and more universities are taking the entrepreneurial route, driven by commerce and 

the bottom-line, as government and university management alike become more interested in 

profit margins than in the traditional values of universities (Bok 2003; Harman 2006; Reading 

1996). 

This research shows that respondents believe that Commonwealth policies too often do not 

consider university perspectives and frequently implement policies that are counter-productive to 

university research. A brief review of the literature shows that government policies must promote 

and defend effective university autonomy, academic freedom, and the ability to undertake 

unobstructed research. Accordingly, these three components are needed for universities to operate 

effectively, but are not apparent in the forefront of current Commonwealth policies (Bessant 

2002; Bok 2003; Karmel 1998; Lowenthal 1975; Meek & Wood 1998; Murray 1992; Rhodes 

2000; Shattock 1999; Ulrich 2004). 

It is the governments' role to ensure that universities adhere to legal, moral, and ethical 

requirements, have a legal framework to work within, and have sufficient funding to carry out 

their business, but are otherwise left alone (Dearlove 1998b). Although it is unclear how 

government policies impact universities, impacts are felt, but not always as intended. Therefore, 

it is critical that policymakers pay attention to feedback so that unintended consequences can be 

minimised (Bardoch 2000; Brooks 1993; Pal 1997). Arguments in the literature show that 

governments design policies with the intention of effectively balancing the needs of the 

university with the public interest, which, according to its critics, actually forces universities into 

commercial, competitive industries causing universities to take on a corporate appearance and 

abandon core university missions in favour of commercial values (Dill 2001; Harman 2006; 

Harman & Stone 2006; Marginson 1997b; Marginson 2002; Ulrich 2004). 

Situated in the general field of the literature on higher education policy, this research shows that 

whilst attention has been paid to analysing policies, funding, management, and measuring 

productivity, very little attention has been paid to the impact of government's mistrust and 

ridicule on university research and whether or not governments have the expertise to manage 

281 



CHAPTER 7 

universities. This research brings attention to some of the impacts and the need for further 

research in these areas . More significantly, there is a gap in the literature on universities' 

perspectives on how government policies impact their autonomy and research in Australian 

universities. Addressing this gap is the focus of this research. 
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ApPENDIX 1
 
LIST OF AUSTRALIAN UNIVERSITIES
 

Australian University Consortia from AVCC Website 2005 (AVeC 2005a) 

Consortium Purpose Members I 
Group of Eight (G08) The coalition was formed to develop within Australia The University of Melbourne 

"universities of world class." The Group of Eight universities The University of Sydney 
http://www.goS.edu.all/aho undertake 70% of all research conducted in Australian The University of Queensland 
ut.html universities and over half of all basic research conducted The Australian National University 

throughout Australia. They also produce between 60% and 80% The University of New South Wales 
of internationally recognised Australian research publications in Monash University 
every field of research and over 80% of internationally cited The University of Western Australia 
university research from Australia. The University of Adelaide 

Australian Technology Together , these broad-based universities teach more than Curtin University of Technology 
Network of Universities 137,000 students  or 20% of the Australian university system University of Technology, Sydney 
(ATN) including 31,000 postgraduates and 26,000 international Queensland University of 

students. ATN tries to distinguish itself as a group of Technology 
http://v.' ww.atn.edu.au! universities that leverage technology and linkages with industry. RMIT University 

The University of South Australia 
Innovative Research Newly established. Comprises research-based universities Flinders University 
Universities Australia founded during the 1960s and '70s. Griffith University 
(IRU) Mainly one per state. No website yet. La Trobe University 

Macquarie University 
Murdoch University 
The University of Newcastle 

Regional Universities Despite often hearing about a regional universities network, there James Cook University 
appears to be no formal consortium for them per se. However, Central Queensland University 
there is a major project that unites many/most of them, called Southern Cross University 
Greater Regional Universities Network Tails (GRUNT), which is Northern Territory University 
a collaborative project to increase internet services and The University of Southern 
bandwidth for regional Australia. Queensland 

University of New England 
University of the Sunshine Coast 

New Generation This group is in the process of formation since a conference on Precise membership not confirmed, 
Universities 21-22 June, 2002 run by UWS, Association of Commonwealth but so far: 

Universities and the IMHE program of the OECD. It seeks to The University of Western Sydney 
legitimise the new Universities by, inter alia, lobbying for a Edith Cowan University 
realistic time frame against which to judge their success. No Australian Catholic University 
website yet, but further information is available at: 
hIto://ww w, dest.cov.au/crossroads/subn1issions/pdf? 55 2.odf. 

Others Deakin University 
The University of Ballarat 
The University of Canberra 
Notre Dame University, Australia 
Swinburne University of 
Technolog y 
The University ofTasmania 
Victoria University ofTechnology 
The University ofWoliongong 
Bond University 
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ApPENDIX 2
 
SURVEY PORTION OF INTERVIEW--FOLLOWING OPEN ENDED SECTION
 

SECTION II: SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE FOR UNIVERSITY RESPONDENTS 

PLEASE ANSWER QUESTIONS I TO XIV BY CIRCLING THE NUMBER FROM 1 TO 5 THAT INDICATES THE 

EXTENT THAT YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS: 

1 = Strongly Agree ; 2 = Agree; 3 = No Opinion; 4 = Disagree ; 5 = Stro ngly Disagree 

I. The way funding is received from the Australian Government is conducive to 
good research at my university. 
Strongly Agree No Opinion Strongly Disagree 
123 4 5 

II. My university has sufficient autonomy to properly carry out its core activities.
 
Strongly Agree No Opinion Strongly Disagree
 
1 2 345 

III. Australian Government policies unduly infringe on my university's autonomy.
 
Strongly Agree No Opinion Strongly Disagree
 
1 2 3 4 5 

IV. If the government reduced the demands it makes of my university, we would be 
more successful in our research discoveries. 
Strongly Agree No Opinion Strongly Disagree 
123 4 5 

V. According to Australian Government reports "Commonwealth, as well as State 
and Territory, reporting requirements place a considerable burden on universities. 
They are required to provide material on their operating activities, financial 
statements to acquit grants and, indeed, any statistics the Commonwealth 
Education Minister requires" so that "Universities feel frustrated and over
burdened by the welter of profiling and reporting ".24 I agree with these reports. 
Strongly Agree No Opinion Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

VI. The government demands for audits, budget projections, key performance 
indicators, and a myriad of other accountabilities appear more onerous than they 
actually are because my university has ways to mitigate their impact. 
Strongly Agree No Opinion Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

I VII. Government policies enhance research development at my university. 

24 DEST Meeting the Challenges: The governance and management of University, Issue Paper Aug 2002 p. ix. 
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Strongly Agree No Opinion Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

VIII. There is little Australian Government funding for open research.
 
Strongly Agree No Opinion Strongly Disagree
 
1 2 345 

IX. Most research at my university is initiated by government or other funding 
schemes. 
Strongly Agree No Opinion Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

X. The Australian Government should reduce the amount of demands it makes of 
its universities. 
Strongly Agree No Opinion Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

XI. Strong Australian Government policies are needed to ensure that Australian 
Universities meet government research expectations. 
Strongly Agree No Opinion Strongly Disagree 
123 4 5 

XII. More government policies are needed to help direct universities.
 
Strongly Agree No Opinion Strongly Disagree
 
1 2 345 

XIII. I believe that the Australian Government interferes too much in affairs relating 
to research at my university. 
Strongly Agree No Opinion Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

XIV. Australian Government policies are critical for successful research in 
Australian universities. 
Strongly Agree No Opinion Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 
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MULTIPLE CHOICE QUESTIONS 

FOR QUESTIONS 1 TO 8, PLEASE TICK THE RELEVANT BOX UNDER EACH QUESTION AND 

PROVIDE AS MANY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS AS NECESSARY TO ASSURE THE MOST 

ACCURATE RESPONSES. 

•	 How much latitude do universities have to decide research topics? 
o	 None-research is dictated by funding from outside my university 
o	 Some-but most is dependant on the requirements of funders outside my 

university 
o	 A reasonable amount of latitude-there is funding for blue sky research 
o	 FUll, researchers decide their topic and are not unduly influenced by external 

factors 

Comments, if any 

•	 Where does your university get most of their funding for research? 
o	 Australian Government 
o	 Tuitions 
o	 Businesses , Commercial Enterprises or Industry 
o Other (Please Specify)	 _ 

Comments, if any 

•	 Funding from Australian Government tends to be: 
o	 Too restrictive 
o	 Somewhat restrictive 
o	 Non-restrictive 
o	 Don't know 

Comments, if any 

•	 Australian Government requirements in the form of accountability, 
performance measures, audits, and so forth tend to be: 
o	 Reasonable 
o	 Somewhat reasonable 
o	 Don't know 
o	 Somewhat burdensome 
o	 Onerous 

Comments , if any 
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•	 How would you rate the level of university compliance with government 
requests? 
o	 High 
o	 Medium 
o Low 

Comments, if any 

•	 How is research initiated? 
o Individual research or groups of researchers 
o	 Department 
o	 Industry 
o	 Australian Government 
o	 Other Government 
o	 Other (Please specify) _ 

Comments, if any 

•	 Do any government policies impact your university's autonomy? If yes, 
please specify how, otherwise please skip to Questions 8. 
o	 Yes 

•	 Please specify how _ 

o No 

Comments, if any 

•	 How much time is dedicated to writing proposals and other requirements of 
the Australian Government that are unrelated to the research at hand? 
o	 No opinion 
o	 It seems that more time is given to writing proposals, preparing for audits and 

undertaking accountability procedures than actually doing the research at hand 
o	 The level of requirements necessary to obtain money from the Australian 

Government is high, but not excessive 
o	 The requirements are reasonable 
o	 Demands are minimal 

Comments, if any 

Thank you for participating in my study! 
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ApPENDIX 3
 
(Acronyms for Appendices 3-18 can be found in Chapter 4, Table 4-1)
 

Do COMMONWEALTO POLICIES INFLUENCE UNIVERSITY AUTONOMY? 

The category of university seems to make a difference in how respondents view 
Commonwealth influence on their autonomy. Responses from New Generation 
Universities and Australia Technology Network indicate that although, in theory, 
university autonomy is desirable, their experiences are that their universities do not have 
much of it. Respondents from both these universities had similar experiences and 
expectations. Comp arable statements made by respondents in both categories of 
universities are either quoted directly or paraphrased in the bullets below: 

•	 We are newly established as a fully functioning university and as such have 
very little history of university autonomy. 

•	 We do not have a long history of university autonomy, nor expectations that 
we can work outside the strict guidelines of the Commonwealth. 

•	 The current government is not interested in granting us more autonomy so we 
have learned to make do with the level we have, at least for the moment. 

•	 At our university, university autonomy is an oxymoron-it does not exist. 
•	 Clearly we would work better with more autonomy but it is unlikely that we 

will ever have more autonomy, unless there are big political changes. 
•	 We must comply [with Commonwealth policies] to stay alive! 
•	 We have to continually work around the politics of each government, so that 

our university autonomy is always precarious. 
•	 Although it is frustrating to be treated like we cannot run our own affairs 

without government interference, we have found ways to cope and get on with 
business despite government interference. 

•	 It sometimes seems that we are a department of the Commonwealth, rather 
than an independent university. 

Responses from the other categories of universities vary. For instance, respondents from 
the GoS tend to hold the importance of university autonomy higher esteem than other 
universities. More than any other category of university, the GoS indicates that a high 
level of university autonomy is critical for success in their universities and as a result they 
have higher requirements for continued autonomy. Every respondent from the GoS made 
comments similar to those listed below: 

•	 My university cannot do a good job if robbed of the ability to self-manage. 
•	 University autonomy is critical to university performance and success. 
•	 We cannot do a good job without a high level of autonomy. 
•	 Our production suffers without autonomy. 
•	 Universities need freedom in funding and all other aspects of university 

autonomy. 
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•	 We cannot be fully effective and politically correct at the same time. 
•	 Government intervention into any aspect of university affairs (except legal, 

ethical and moral obligations) hurts universities. 

Key responses from Innovative Research Universities of Australia have been condensed 
to the following statements: 

•	 Autonomy is a thing of the past. We might as well get used to being under the 
control of the government as there is no evidence that politicians will 
relinquish their control. It did not start with this government and will not stop 
with a new government. Once government gets control, you will never see 
them give up power. 

•	 We would do better with less government interference, but that is never going 
to happen. 

The level and importance of university autonomy experienced in three Regional/Other 
Universities varies considerably. There is a disparity between how Regional/Other 
Universities experienced government influences within their university. Respondents 
from one of the Regional/Other Universities are quoted: 

•	 Without government intervention, our university was a mess. The government 
needed to get us on track, and needs to keep us on track. 

•	 Staying on track is more important than university autonomy, so it is better 
that the government keeps an eye on us. 

• University autonomy should be tempered with the productivity of a university. 
Respondents from the remaining two Regional/Other Universities are more closely 
aligned. Their comments are united and paraphrased: 

•	 Government intervention is creeping into more and more areas of university 
life. 

•	 Forced conformity means we are losing our diversity. 
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ApPENDIX 4 

Do COMMONWEALTH POLICIES INFLUENCE UNIVERSITY AUTONOMY? 

To WHAT DEGREE 

Additional data received from the interviews relating to the degree of Commonwealth 
influence on university autonomy are listed under the category of university, followed by 
the position ofrespondent(s) at the end of each statement. 
Responses from G08 

•	 It some instances the extent of Commonwealth's involvement makes 
universities appear to be mere appendages of the government (Deputy/Pro 
Vice Chancellor; Deputy Director of Research/DRS; ExecRes/Pol) . 

•	 The Commonwealth micromanages us way too much, they ought to trust us to 
do our business (DVC/PVC). 

•	 Unless the trend of government policies changes, we are in danger of losing 
our autonomy-the government will rule and dictate what we do as a 
university (ExecRes/Pol). 

•	 The government already has too much control over directing our behaviour. 
We are becoming subservient to government wishes (Deputy/Pro Vice 
Chancellor; DDR/DDS; ExecRes/Pol). 

•	 If the government would just trust us, we would do a better job. And if they 
continue to treat us as incapable, our productivity will decrease (DDR/DDS ; 
ExecRes/Pol) . 

•	 It is hard to make long-term plans with so many government interventions 
(DVC/PVC). 

•	 There are a few areas in which we have very good university autonomy 
(DeputylPro Vice Chancellor; DDR/DRS). 

•	 The government is not involved in all aspects of university, however, there is 
a potential, so no area is safe (DDR/DRS; ExecRes/Pol). 

Responses from Australian Technology NetworklNew Generation Universities 
•	 There is very little university autonomy-the Commonwealth micromanages 

much of what we do (DVC/PVC, DDRlDRS). 
•	 Universities are at the mercy of politicians-politicians want to buy votes by 

pleasing the populace, sometimes at a cost to university autonomy 
(DDR/DDS) . 

Responses from the Innovative Research Universities 
•	 There are some areas (but only a few) in our university that are very 

autonomous (Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor; DDR/DRS). 
•	 The Commonwealth is very intrusive and involved in everything from 

courses, to fees, to tuitions, to student affairs (Head School/Dept). 
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•	 Politicians use us as political fodder to gain popularity. The public does not 
always understand the concepts and necessity of university autonomy and 
academic freedom with respect to having a free society, so the politicians take 
advantage of the public and tells us what to do through the media (Head 
School/Dept). 

Responses from Regional /Other Universities 
• The Commonwealth is very involved in our university, but that is needed, 

there are no undue influences from the Commonwealth (DYC/PYC). 
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ApPENDIX 5 

HAS THE DEGREE OF GOVERNMENT INFLUENCE CHANGED OVER TIME? 

Indications from all respondents are that there is very little university autonomy left and 
the situation is getting worse. Most respondents express that the Commonwealth's 
micromanagement of universities is excessive and unprecedented in Australian history. 
University autonomy, from the perspective of respondents, is not 'protected by the 
govenunent, rather the Commonwealth undermines university autonomy. This 
undermining is more prominent in the last five to ten years .' Other similar perceptions are 
quoted below: 

•	 Universities feel more subservient to govenunent now than in times past. 
•	 There is more political interference than ever. 
•	 We were doing a very good job without govenunent intervention; however 

politicians discovered ways to politically gain votes , by jeopardising 
university autonomy. 

•	 There appears to be an escalating force within government to intervene in 
universi ties. 

•	 Financial pressures from the govenunent force universities to submit to the 
will of the govenunent under the threat of reduced finances. Although 
pressures are not new , we believe that they are more pronounced in the recent 
years. 

Some respondents attribute these rising government interventions to lack of trust: 'the 
Commonwealth trusts universities less and less over the last twenty years or so, and as a 
result has been intervening more and more.' Most have serious concerns about the 
stability of university autonomy-to understand respondents' general views on the fate of 
peer review funding, a representative sampling of direct citations are provided: 

•	 The most dangerous thing happening to all Australian universities today is the 
threat of the pending Commonwealth's RQF. It is a real threat-our whole 
autonomy is at stake! 

•	 The RQF, interference into ARC decisions and other govenunent interferences 
into research could be the biggest threat to university autonomy and academic 
freedom Australia has ever faced . 

•	 We are progressively losing our academic freedom. We have lost the peer review 
board and now the peer review of ARC is being challenged. 

•	 The Minister can and does directly interfere in the business of university 
autonomy and academic freedom. This is a relatively new phenomenon for 
Australia. 

•	 Since Kemp 's White Papers, the govenunent has shown a commitment to ' get 
universities to do what universities should do' and the only way to do that is to 
impose it on them. 
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ApPENDIX 6 

HAS THE RATE OF COMMONWEALTH INFLUENCE ON RESEARCH CHANGED 
OVERTIME? 

Data received from discussions concerning the change in the level of Commonwealth 
influence on research are listed below, with the author cited by category of university and 
position of respondent after each quote. In some instances, where several respondents say 
the same thing, the citations are paraphrased. 

•	 The government used to give money and let us do our research: now the 
government is involved in telling us how and what to research. There is definitely 
more government influences than ever (Go8; DVC/PVC, ExecRes/Pol). 

•	 The Commonwealth is costing us more in terms of time and resources. As a 
result , we have less time to do our research than in years past (lRU; Head 
School/Dept). 

•	 More than ever before, the government is confounding research at our university 
(Go8 ; DVCIPVC). 

•	 National research priorities impact the kind of research done at all universities 
(Go8 ; ExecRes/Pol). 

•	 Since Dawkins, the Commonwealth is more involved in university research than 
before (All categories of universities and positions of respondents) . 

•	 It used to be that in theory only, the Ministry of Education could direct funding 
for university research. Now the minister actually overtly directs research through 
funding (Go8 ; DVC/PVC). 

•	 The minister has too much influence on what is researched (IRU; Head
 
School/Dept).
 

•	 Commonwealth policies are creeping into every area of our university (ReglO; 
DVC/PVC). 
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ApPENDIX 7 

How COMMONWEALTH POLICIES INFLUENCE UNIVERSITY AUTONOMY 

Micromanagement 
Respondents agree that the current govenunent is inclined to micromanage many aspects 
of their universities. Below are examples of the responses. Following each citation is a 
bracketed area that identifies the respondents by the category of university and position 
with the university. 

•	 The Govenunent is involved in even the tiniest details of our university. I can 
think of no area in our university that is not influenced, or potentially influenced 
by Commonwealth policies (G08; DVC/PVC). 

•	 The White Paper was intrusive, but Crossroads is even worse (G08; DVC/PVC). 
•	 The way things are going, there is practically no part of an Australian university 

that is sacred anymore. Right from student union voluntarism to what defines a 
course and how much tuition we can charge are dictated by govenunent. There is 
not much left for universities to decide for themselves or to demonstrate that they 
know what is best for their own situation. There is practically no part of an 
Australian university that is sacred from the Commonwealth's all-encompassing 
policies (G08; DVC/PVC). 

•	 The Commonwealth interferes in so many areas that it would take some time to 
make an all-inclusive list. Here are just a few: health and welfare; anti
discrimination matters; the number of students; a host of industrial demands and 
so forth (IRU; Head School/Dept). 

•	 The Commonwealth dictates what we can and cannot pay our staff, what tuitions 
we can charge our students and practically anything else they want. We are not 
permitted to do what is best for our own university (G08; DDR/DDS). 

•	 The govenunent intervenes in all university affairs such as: setting fees and 
determining course content and standards (ATN/NGU; DVC/PVC). 

•	 We can 't close or open a course without government approval (G08, DVC/PVC). 

Responses that are more indicative of the experiences of the individual respondent or the 
situation of one university follow: 

•	 Because we have no history of university autonomy, we don't perceive a loss of 
university autonomy from recent Commonwealth policies. However, current 
Commonwealth policies do not grant us autonomy. And there seems to be a 
growing trend for the govenunent to micromanage us (ATNINGU; DVC/PVC). 

•	 The politicians are vocal, if they don 't like an aspect of our university, even 
without all the facts, they will smear us or otherwise change what we are doing 
through policies or threats to withdraw funding (G08; DVC/PVC). 
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•	 Govenunent is very contradictory. They say they value university autonomy and 
research within their universities, yet they continually interfere in our affairs and 
scoff at anything that a university does that may seem, on the surface, to be 
questionable (G08; ExecRes/Pol). 

•	 The government suffers from "policies disjunction," saying that they like 
Australian universities to be free to follow intellectual pursuits, but acting in ways 
that prohibits free pursuits (Reg/a; ExecRes/Pol). 

Government-Given Structure 
Respondents discuss the influences of Commonwealth policies on providing a framework 
for their university. Most agree that the Commonwealth is instrumental in increasing or 
defining the framework, or providing more structure for their university. Universities, 
according to many respondents, are forced to become more strategic, prioritise, and 
otherwise make better use of their limited resources. Strategic planning is good for the 
most part, but according to the same respondents, universities are now strategic, and have 
already cut all the fat. Here are specific comments about how the Commonwealth 
influences university framework: 

•	 Commonwealth inspired framework was good to a point, but it has gone too far. 
There is too much repetition between one govenunent body and another with their 
demands for universities to show that they are strategic. We can't use the same 
reports for different levels of govenunent, because format and dates differ (IRU; 
DVC/PVC). 

•	 In an effort to make us more strategic, the Commonwealth has gone too far in its 
demands for us to be transparent, accountable and strategic (G08; DVC/PVC, 
DDRIDDS, ExecRes/Pol). 

•	 The government provided a framework that gives some structure and made us do 
more strategic planning (G08; DDRlDRS). 

•	 All our restructuring has forced us to become big businesses (G08; ExecRes/Pol). 
•	 We must specialise to improve (Reg/a; DVC/PVC). 
•	 Prioritising means research will be focused. This is good for medical and health 

research (IRU; Head School/Dept). 
•	 Reporting requirements means that our university is more transparent and
 

accountable and more aware of what it is doing (G08; ExecRes/Pol).
 

Academic Freedom 
Overall, most respondents indicate that their university still enjoys a level of academic 
freedom but not university autonomy. There are pressures for universities to satisfy 
govenunent priorities (G08; DVCIPVC). Here are some individual comments from three 
respondents who have experienced more loss of academic freedom than the other twenty 
respondents: 

•	 The govenunent acts like they own us. Our university has rules similar to those 
living in a 'totalitarian state' (IRU; DDR/DRS). 

•	 Govenunent demands makes Australian universities look like a Stalinist state 
(ATN/NGU; DDRlDRS). 
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•	 Universities can no longer speak openly on many topics . We feel muzzled by 
Commonwealth policies (G08; DDR/DRS). 

•	 Policies have a great impact on university autonomy. Universities have lost the 
notion of privilege (G08; DYC/PYC). 

•	 University autonomy? It does not exist! In this Stalinist State [meaning 
universities in Australia], academic freedom does not exist! Universities have 
learned to function with and work around constraints (lRU ; DDR/DRS). 

•	 There are some areas with high levels of university autonomy and other areas of 
low or non-existent levels of university autonomy (G08 ; DDR/DRS). 

•	 Just because we do not have much autonomy does not mean that we do not 
believe that it is not needed (lRU ; DDR/DRS). 

•	 The government tells universities what to do and how to do it (G08; DDR/DRS). 

With the exception of the three above respondents, all other respondents have this to say 
about academic freedom in their university: 

•	 We are free to seek funding from any source we want. 
•	 We are free to do any research that we want-maybe there will be no money for 

the research, but legally we are free to carry out our research and publish our 
findings . 

•	 We have to be sensitive to the government, so we work within their parameters. 
•	 Generally, in the last ten years Commonwealth policies have more impact in 

most areas of the university, including the area of academic freedom. But all and 
all, we still have a lot oflatitude. 

•	 Universities are dictated to by government and industry. 
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APPENHIX8
 

EXCESSIVE REpORTING AND COMPLIANCE REQUIREMENTS 

Respondents are asked to explain their positions. Responses that are indicative of all 
categories ofuniversities and positions of respondent are cited below. 

•	 Excessive reporting is not adding any value while using valuable 
resources. 

•	 We are not free to follow our own pursuits when we have to spend so 
much time reporting and justifying to the Commonwealth what we are 
doing. 

•	 We give away so much data that is useless, that no one needs or uses, 
including the government. Sometimes it seems that we spend more time 
doing reports and satisfying the government than the actual research at 
hand. So it is a total waste from any angle. 

•	 Less than fifty percent of universities' money comes from the 
Commonwealth, yet we have to do more to get Commonwealth money 
than in past when it represented more than fifty percent of our funding. 

•	 Ironically the Commonwealth is giving us less money than in the past, but 
yet, demanding more accountability reports. 

•	 The government demands in terms of reporting are out of control. 
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APPENDIX 9
 

How DO COMMONWEALTH POLICIES INFLUENCE RESEARCH IN 

UNIVERSITIES? 

Choosing Research Topics 
One respondent states that 'Even though there are many researchers at our university who 
believe their research is important, very few actually carry out research without some 
funding. This is because the cost to do research is usually very high , so without a source 
of funding research is rarely possible.' Similarly, respondents are clear that they are never 
forced to do research that they do not wish to do. Other comments are listed below: 

•	 Although individual researchers decide what and when to research, their decisions 
are, for the large part, dependent on financing. For instance, researchers in a 
certain area will look to find out where there is money, and fit their research 
around the money. 

•	 The government leads universities to a research path and the universities follow. 
Most research follows money. Unfortunately, not much research stems from 
passion anymore. 

•	 The Commonwealth does not understand that teaching is necessary for research 
and research includes teaching. The Commonwealth tries to separate who teaches 
and who researches, which is ridiculous because the two go hand-in-hand. 

•	 There is a potential for government to rule out creative research. 
•	 Researchers are expected to toe the line. But we can't be innovative and toe the 

line at the same time. 
•	 Government interferes in our research; it likes to give us strong direction. 

Publishing 
Respondents indicate that the Commonwealth never censors universities from publishing 
their results . According to a Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor at a GoS, 'The Commonwealth 
does not dictate what we publ ish-so at this level, our academic freedom is still intact.' 
Similarly a DDR/DDS from GoS stated 'the Commonwealth never influences the results 
of research. ' 

Peer Review 
The government has recently put themselves above the board and refused funding for 
research approved by the board. One DDR/DDS states that: 'The current government has 
shown that it is not above directly interfering in university matters. Its actions are 
Stalinistic and unprecedented in this country.' This sentiment is expressed by nearly all of 
the respondents, some of which are itemised here: 

•	 There is a fear that ARC board will be scrapped, which means that the minister 
will become even more invasive. 
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•	 It is not good to get rid of peer review. 
•	 The minister has no expertise to do what he is doing; he is totally out of control, 

and getting worse. 
•	 The Commonwealth has no idea of what it is doing or the ramifications to
 

universities and to society as a whole.
 
•	 Without ARC board, how can the Commonwealth decide what are the best
 

research projects?
 
•	 The whole country will suffer if education and research are dictated through 

government, rather than through the long history of peer review. 
•	 The government's desire for power is very costly for a society who relishes 

freedoms. 
•	 The government is now taking more power by usurping ARC's decision, which is 

a very worrisome situation for us all. We are losing our peer review. 

In the words of a Head of School! Department at an Innovative Research University 
Australia: 

We already have peer review, but the government wants to get rid of it so that the minister will have direct 
control over universities. The control started with Dawkins, when he got rid ofTAFES [Technical and 
Further Education] and opted for forced unification . That was bad for everyone and the government continues 
with more interferences. In the USA, or any other OECD country for that matter, there is not as much 
interference as in Australia. 

A number ofrespondents at G08 expressed that the government is weakening ARC by 
getting rid of the necessary peer review, and is setting itself up above the university, in a 
situation described by a G08 Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor as 'entering very dangerous 
territory-territory in which the govenunent has no expertise!' Another Deputy/Pro Vice 
Chancellor at a G08 emphasises that: 

ARC used to decide what to fund , but now the government is quashing some of what ARC passes. Although
 
the minister always had the right to approve all funding, the right was not used to quash ARC decisions, until
 
recently. The minister no longer passes what ARC recommends- this has changed, and it looks like more
 
change is on the way.
 
The Australian Government wants and expects more from universities than ever before (ATNINGU;
 
DDRlDRS) .
 
It is hard for universities to keep financially abreast (ATNINGU; DDR/DRS) .
 
The biggest change in universities in recent time s is Nelson's RQF . It will dr ive agendas at an accelerated
 
pace. Universities will focus on excellence and only the top will be allowed to research . There will be no
 
place for number two (ReglO; DVC/PVC).
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ApPENDIX 10 

OBSTRUCTIONS OF RESEARCH 

Two areas emerge as presenting the greatest obstructions to university research: excessive 
reporting and lack of funding. Of the two, the one that continually comes up as the most 
persistent and bothersome is excessive reporting. Each respondent is clear that onerous 
reporting requirements are a drain on research resources. No one thinks that the amount 
of reporting is low, or even acceptable as confirmed in the comments below: 

•	 We all have to divert money to reporting, instead of using it for research. 
•	 Too much of our time is spent on the required reporting which takes away from 

resources that could otherwise go to research. 
•	 Administrative duties tend to crush research. 
•	 Regulatory requirements are increasing to such a point that universities find it 

hard to function and a huge part of research goes into paperwork. 
•	 Government demands too much reporting-ifmore is time freed up, then
 

universities could do more.
 
•	 There is always at least one report going on at any time . 
•	 Researchers not overly involved in reporting. They are protected by leaders in 

university and managers who do reporting. 
•	 Reporting and other administrative chores demanded by the Commonwealth take 

between ten and thirty percent of all research funding. It is hard to know exactly 
how many resources, but clearly there is a waste of resources (only three 
respondents guessed at the percentage of funding that goes into administrative
type duties. The rest just indicated that it was high). 

•	 Change Commonwealth policies to reduce resources spent on administration. 
•	 There are huge pressures that arise from the level and amount of reporting
 

required.
 
•	 When government collects data it should be for a purpose. The government has 

the right to know, but should only ask for what it needs and make requests that are 
reasonable and make sense-DEST gets loads of information but does not know 
what to do with it. Yet they keep making ever-more demands. 

•	 The Commonwealth has gone too far in demands for transparency and
 
accountabili ty.
 

•	 Australia has the most over-reported universities in world. 
•	 We have to do many reports. So often we don't understand what the reporting is 

for, or why it needs to be done. So much of it does not make sense, is not useful 
and duplicates other similar reports. 

•	 The government collects more data than it will ever use. 
•	 It must also be frustrating for government officials who collect the data as most 

are aware that the data is useless and a waste of time . 
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ApPENDIX 11 

RESPECT AND TRUST OF UNIVERSITIES 

With two exceptions, every respondent speaks of a lack of trust and respect shown by the 
Commonwealth to Australian universities. One Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor at a G08 
opens the interview by saying, 'we have a minister of education, science and training who 
hates universities' and provides further details throughout the interview, such as: 
'because the Commonwealth government has control in both levels-senate and 
cabinet-the minister does as he pleases and it pleases him to hurt universities, university 
autonomy and academic freedom. ' Most respondents relay stories of government
initiated ridicule aimed at enhancing political popularity by undermining universities ' 
morale, and one refers to the 'deluge of disrespect and lack of trust showered on 
universities by the government.' 

Although there are a variety of comments, many have similar contents. A few comments 
that seem to captivate some of most commonly held opinions are presented here: 

•	 As a general rule, the Commonwealth does not show universities the respect and 
trust we have earned and deserve. 

•	 The minister likes to coin phrases like cappuccino courses to mock universities. 
Although this and other choice phrases sound clever in a bar atmosphere, they 
show the underlying stupidity of the minister who does not bother to find out 
details and merits of the so-called cappuccino courses, before publicly degrading 
universities. 

•	 The Commonwealth is continually using us as political fodder-we have to be 
thick skinned. Research is a risky business and not well rewarded! 

•	 Researchers have to be overly sensitive to ensure that they use jargon that is 
acceptable to the public. A wrong word or phrase could make them laughing 
stocks and put their funding in jeopardy. 

•	 Individual politicians do not do society a favour by actively looking to openly 
humiliate researchers . 

•	 The government likes to demoralise universities. But when you look at what they 
say, it does not add up. On the one hand , the government is saying that 
universities are bad and wasteful, yet on the other hand they are continually 
boasting that Australia produces more than other countries in proportion to the 
population base, and that their research is world-class, without giving any credit 
to a university. This is even though the government is aware that universities 
produce most of the wonderful stuff it likes to boast about. Clearly the 
government ought to be praising universities, rather than continually demoralising 
them. 
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•	 Ironically, politicians like to brag about how much research goes on in Australia, 
yet they rarely give us credit, they prefer to just mock us. How do we produce 
such great results , yet never do anything right according to politicians? 

•	 The government is always the first to take credit when there is a big new finding, 
and just as quick to point blame at a university when a problem arises. 

•	 The Commonwealth interferes too much in my university. It doesn't trust us to do 
a good job. 

•	 The current government has lack of respect for university and for education. 
•	 In the past fifteen years, the government has shown that it does not know what 

universities are, nor do they respect or value them. 
•	 Universities are less flexible than in past-this started with Dawkins, but is even 

more so now , and looks like universities will have even less flexibility in the 
future . 

•	 The government treats universities as 'pesky' necessities. 
•	 The government undermines universities. 
•	 Universities are not supported morally by the government. 
•	 Ministers can interfere in universities, such as publicly disdaining certain courses 

by calling them cappuccino courses. They like to mock and try to interfere in 
what is being taught at the universities and make universities laughing stocks. 

•	 We have lost staff because of demoralisation and lack of money to do research. 
We have had researchers leave us for these reasons and go to another university in 
Australia, but the researchers could have just as soon have left the country. 

•	 Commonwealth demoralises universities . 
•	 Universities struggling for survival-it's survival of the fittest. Only twelve to
 

fifteen universities will make muster.
 
•	 Universities are very political. 
•	 The Australian Government is likened to a Stalinist State government. 
•	 Comparatively, Australian universities are doing a really good job but are not as
 

highly regarded as their counterparts in other OECD countries.
 
•	 The cabinet is not fond of universities or university staff. 
•	 Academics have to be sensitive to government fads and whims and avoid
 

researching politically incorrect topics.
 
•	 The government likes to put an oar in university management as a publicity stunt 

to get more votes. Although the results tend to undermine parts of university, the 
consequences are only minor and limited to isolated instances so that whole 
university is not overly affected. 

•	 Universities do a very good job without government intervention, but now the
 
government wants to step in politically to gain votes, jeopardising universities'
 
work .
 

•	 The government should be universities greatest ally-praising accomplishments
 
publicly-a new strategy is needed.
 

•	 In the long run universities will lose productivity and no one will benefit. 
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ApPENDIX 12 

KNOWLEDGE OF NATIONAL PRIORITIES 

National priorities are not always clear, nor are DEST staff clear about what it is that the 
politicians want, according to respondents. Comments on national priorities that are 
indicative of experiences of all categories of universities and positions of respondents are 
listed: 

•	 The Commonwealth shapes areas of research. 
•	 National research priorities confound researchers. They are vague and do not 

increase collaboration between universities. 
•	 The government used to give money to each university and let each university 

decide what to research. Now the government is involved in telling universities 
how and what to research. Humanities and social science are not high on national 
priorities and are not included in most financing schemes. If your research 
happens to be high on the minister's list of what he likes in university research, 
there is loads of money-otherwise there is nothing. 

•	 The Commonwealth has obligations to define broad areas where it wants 
research. 

•	 Politicians want economic return on money given to universities, and want to be 
able to see and measure the return on that money. At the same time, politicians 
want to see community engagement with universities. 

•	 Commonwealth control over research is more subtle than in other areas of the 
universi ty. 

•	 There is a group in the government that pretends to know all about universities, 
but they don't, and they don't have any idea about the importance or universities, 
or how they work. 

•	 National research priorities are a key influence on what is researched. 
•	 No incentives are provided for engagement in innovative research, unless there 

are quick results. 

One comment that seems to be more the experience of the individual respondent, rather 
than the general experience of most respondents is as follows: 'Many university 
researchers want the government to finance their hobbies-this government will not' 
(Reg/a; DVC/PVC). 
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ApPENDIX 13 

PRIORITISING AREAS OF RESEARCH 
Commonwealth policies encourage universities to be more strategic in their research. A 
number of respondents' comments are listed, then identified by the category of university 
and position of respondent. 

•	 Australian policies force universities to be more strategic and focused in their 
research (Reg/a; DVC/PVC). 

•	 Emphasis is on quality at the international level (Reg/a; DVC/PVC). 
•	 Less diversity will result if universities have to focus on excellence and get rid of 

new areas of research in which they have not yet obtained a high level of 
excellence (Reg/a; DVCIPVC). 

•	 National priorities are very broad, although we don't want priorities to be too 
narrow either (Reg/a; DVC/PVC). 

•	 Although pressures for reporting and transparency are excessive, they have given 
rise to better systems in universities, and more awareness of government's needs 
(G08; ExecRes/Pol). 

•	 There is an appearance that universities are morally and ethically more aligned 
with society as a result of government forced reporting (IRU; DVC/PVC). 

•	 Regulations and guidelines ensure no unethical behaviours are tolerated in 
universities (G08; DVCIPVC; ExecRes/Pol). 

•	 The Commonwealth influences universities so that universities plan and develop 
more internal structures (Reg/a; DVC/PVC). 

•	 Universities are forced to explain their strengths and disseminate information to 
the public about what they do (Reg/a; DVC/PVC). 

•	 Based on Commonwealth criteria, universities have mechanisms that enable them 
to express their work to the public (Reg/a; DVC/PVC, ExecRes/Pol). 

•	 Universities provide more accountability and reporting than ever because of 
Commonwealth demands (IRU; Head School/Dept), 

•	 The Commonwealth helps universities with corporate linkages. Consequently, 
there is loads of cooperation between government and funding leverage with 
corporations (Reg/a; DVC/PVC). 

•	 Accountability, reporting etc., would be better, if the government who demanded 
it would also pay for it (IRU; Head School/Dept), 

•	 The government tells universities to do only what they do best and drop other 
activities. The government is interested in winning the gold, but not the bronze. 
They want universities to be the best or be nothing at all. But this is problematic 
and not in the best interest of society or the university (IRU; Head School/Dept). 

•	 Universities are gone if they are not the best in the field (IRU; Head
 
School/Dept).
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•	 Universities are at the mercy of politicians. Politicians want to buy votes at a cost 
to the university (IRU; Head School/Dept). 

•	 There are not enough scientists or other experts in DEST to help universities 
(lRU: Head School/Dept). 

•	 Priority research funding means other things of importance to universities get 
ignored. (G08, DVC/PVC; ExecRes/Pol, DDR/DRS). 

•	 Researchers are forced to be sensitive to public and make sure that layman can 
understand research in university. Everything must be justified (G08; 
DDR/DRS). 

•	 More ties have been established between researchers and the Commonwealth 
because of national research priorities (G08; ExecRes/Pol). 

•	 Basic research is driven by relevancy so that even the most blue sky financing 
has strings attached (G08; DDRlDRS). 

•	 Research has to be necessary, utilitarian economic, socially driven and relevant 
(G08 ; DDR/DRS). 

•	 There have been major reforms since before Dawkins, but the 2002 White Paper 
was the start of huge governmental control of universities (ATNINGU; 
DDR/DRS). 
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APPENDIX 14
 

FUNDING UNIVERSITY RESEARCH 

Respondents are asked to discuss Commonwealth funding. Comments that are common 
to a number of respondents are summarised here : 

•	 If a university is top in a field, any field, then the Commonwealth will fund its 
research. The Commonwealth is only interested in top producers, not in second
rate or mediocre. 

•	 Even the most basic research is supported, as long as it is significant and the 
researcher is excellent. 

•	 Only the best universities, researchers, or departments get the money. Universities 
are forced to excel or perish. Policies are aimed at forcing universities to focus on 
strengths and become more strategic with their limited funds. 

•	 No performance means no Commonwealth money-- research is a high risk
 
industry-perform or get out.
 

•	 Small, new universities are the worst hit by government restraints because 
funding schemes often depend on past performance, so large old universities have 
a great advantage. 

•	 The way funding is now made available means that there is less collaboration 
between universities than in the past. There are few, if any, incentives to 
collaborate in the past ten years or so. Rather, there are no clear disincentives to 
collaborate because the Commonwealth releases funds on a competitive basis-so 
universities compete with each other for money. 

•	 Competition breeds lack of collaboration between universities and researchers. 
•	 The amount of money the Commonwealth gives for research has decreased 

greatly in the last ten to fifteen years. 
•	 Although less than fifty percent of money comes from the Commonwealth, in 

most cases the Commonwealth demands much more reporting than any other 
sources of money, or combinations thereof. 

•	 Ironically, the less money the Commonwealth gives, the more accounting it 
demands. It is almost a reverse ratio for reduced funding to amount of reporting 
required. 

•	 Research is being re-defined by the government, which does not have the
 
expertise or background to do so. Nor does the government understand the
 
implications of re-defining research.
 

•	 Universities that are doing 'business as usual' are not paying attention. The 
Commonwealth is clear: all universities have to pick areas of expertise and excel 
in a few areas. Otherwise they will not be funded. 

•	 Policy decisions about who and what research gets funding are intensely political. 
•	 The Commonwealth supports significant research, of which about seventy percent 

is earmarked for basic research. However, there is a great tendency towards 
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funding research that is relevant-more than in the past. The Commonwealth 
wants immediate results, so there is less tolerance for research that will not likely 
produce immediate tangible results. 

•	 Non-applied areas of research suffer the most under current funding practices. 
Money is scarcer in many fields, particularly the humanities, social sciences and 
fine arts. 

•	 No incentives are provided for engagement in innovative policy. 
•	 All but one respondent said that their university has some discretionary funds that 

can be distributed as seen fit by the university. 
•	 Medical research still gets funding, especially when matched to national priorities 

so it is easier to research than in other fields, such as social science, which really 
suffers from under-funding. 

•	 If it is not useful and relevant, the Commonwealth is not very interested in 
funding it. 

•	 Commonwealth policies do not directly impact university research but research is 
often diverted by money because researchers go where the money is. 

•	 Government wants high return research. 
•	 ARC funding can be confusing and cloudy and create tensions. 
•	 Priority research funding means other things of importance to universities get 

ignored at times because there is no money. 
•	 Most universities direct research to areas that attract the most money, to some 

degree. 
•	 Tensions arise between government expectations and university interests. 
•	 Although there is some money for blue sky research, there is not enough. 
•	 Universities spend loads of time chasing money. 
•	 It is hard to get a Nobel Prize out of the pittance given by government for 

research. 
•	 Universities need freedom in funding-money without excessive restraints. 
•	 Less research-active universities are forced to focus and become better in one 

area. 
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ApPENDIX 15 

RESULTS OF THE INFLUENCE OF POLICIES ON AUTONOMY AND RESEARCH 

Respondents discuss consequences of Commonwealth policies in terms of how policies 
have already influenced research and university autonomy and what current and future 
consequences will likely occur. 

Consequences of Commonwealth Policies on University Autonomy 
All categories of universities and positions of respondents express that the 
Commonwealth is influencing university autonomy, and the degree of influence and 
control has been increasing over the past ten to twenty years . Sentiments expressed by all 
categories of universities and positions of respondents are that the current govenunent is 
doing more to undermine and control universities than ever before. The undermining 
started about fifteen years ago, and is growing precipitously. Respondents express that if 
the Commonwealth's undermining and control continues to increase at the same rate , 
eventually universities will not have enough autonomy to perform adequately. One 
respondent believes that 'we fear that the Commonwealth already controls and directs our 
behaviour too much. We are losing our autonomy and becoming subservient to the 
govenunent' (Go8; DVC/PVC). 

A Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor sums up the opinion of many respondents when he says: 
Nel son is intrusive, probably more than Kemp, but don't think that when he leaves, a newcomer will be less 
intrusive. Once a political position enjoys power, the power will not likely be relinquished by subsequent 
politicians. There is inertia towards less autonomy, which will continue until we have a big shake up (Re glO ). 

Respondents indicate that 'the current most threatening of all compliance measures is the 
RQF which threatens to upset the way research is carried out in Australian universities ' 
(Go8, ExecRes/Pol). 

According to an ExecRes/Pol: 
The Minister wants to scrap the board of ARC and have funding requests go right to him . This g ives him a 
huge amount of power and is a big threat to university autonomy. In one or two years there will be no mon ey 
in areas that are not popular to the government, so universities will be forced to stop research in the unfunded 
areas. I have great fear for the very near future. We will lose more university autonomy. We are now on a 
s lippery slope and it looks like more government interventions and less university autonomy (Go S). 

A Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor from a Regional/Other Universities says that 'Nelson's 
predecessors were instrumental in setting the stage for the Commonwealth's control of 
universities, but Nelson has gone further than any before him, and it is likely that those 
that follow will continue in the same direction.' 

Some Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor express that they are already being treated like a 
govenunent department (Reg/D), while others think that ' they are becoming appendages 
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of the government' (Go8) and 'the way the government manages us makes us look like 
we are Tech institutes or high schools' (Reg/O). 

According to a Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor at a Go8, 'the government does not 
understand universities or their purpose. The reason that the government is doing all this 
stuff contrary to universities is because it does not know nor does it have the expertise to 
understand the workings of universities. This is very dangerous, not just to universities 
but to society.' Some respondents express that 'the small populous gains that politicians 
make when closing down cappuccino courses, and/or mocking universities for offering 
make-up classes/or drag queens, or vetoing ARC's funding decision does not warrant 
the inevitable harm to universities, and ultimately to society as a whole.' Others state that 
'undermining universities is a great price to pay for a small political gain.' 

More than half of all respondents express opinions similar to these: 
We are already losing good staff as universities compete with each other. We are also losing disciplines. 
Although the loss is not rampant at the moment as only minor disciplines have been closed , it looks like it is 
the start of something larger. We are being forced to close disciplines now, it is not just a fear in the future, it 
is here now' 

Another respondent states that the university has been forced by the Commonwealth to 
close some departments in some instances, yet forced to keep other courses open, when it 
was not in the best interest of the university to do either. Some respondents warn that if 
the Commonwealth forces university to 'get rid of disciplines because of fads, the 
disciplines will not be there when we need them later. For instance the social sciences 
and humanities took a big hit because they are not popular at the moment' (DDR/DRS). 

In efforts to ensure that the community and university are included in government 
decisions, the government puts out discussion papers welcoming comments from the 
universities and others. 

There are so many of these discussion papers and invitations to attend meetings and other events that will 
affect what we do, that we spend huge amounts of time reading and sifting through these documents so that 
we can prepare reports, feedback papers and presentations. Instead, we ought to be tending to our own 
business of running our university. We spend so much of our time pleasing and appeasing the 
Commonwealth! They act like universities were useless until their reign and unable to function without their 
strict control (ATNINGU; DVCIPVC). 
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ApPENDIX 16 

IMPACTS OF POLICIES ON RESEARCH 

Respondents report that Commonwealth policies impact research. Critical impacts are 
clustered under eight theme headings: 

~ Sharing Information 
~ Maintaining researchers while attracting new researchers 
~ Survival of the Fittest 
~ Narrow view of research 
~ Loss of passion for research 
~ Morale and the power of ridicule 
~ Compliance 
~ Waste of resources 

~ SHARING INFORMATION 

Collaboration and the lack thereof are discussed during interviews. 
There is now very little collaboration between universities as a result of the competitive basis on which 
universities are financed. Collaborations are between universities and corporations, and universities and 
governm ent. The historical collaboration between universities and disciplines is becoming extinct. 
Universities no longer share information like they used to. If they share with oth er univ ersiti es, they reduce 
their chances of government money. The previously long established collaborat ion betw een universities and 
disciplines no longer exists' (IRU; Head SchoollDepart). 

In addition, 'universities don't even like to share what they have with AVCC anymore, 
because funding is based on relative performances and everyone in the field is a direct 
competitor' (008; ExecRes/Pol) . As such, 'universities no longer share information like 
they used to. If they share with other universities, they reduce their chances of 
govenunent money. In fact, the larger universities are going to be getting money at the 
expense of the smaller universities, so there are no incentives for smaller universities to 
share any information whatsoever! (008; DVC/PVC). 

~ MAINTAINING RESEARCHERS WHILE ATTRACTING NEW RESEARCHERS 

There are discussions on researcher attrition. According to a 008 Deputy/Pro Vice 
Chancellor, 'The govenunent changes the way we do business which has caused 
dissatisfaction amongst researchers. Although we have not yet lost any top researchers, 
we fear we may in the very near future.' A RegiO Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor states, 'we 
already have problems attracting a new generation of researchers. Australia tends to have 
poor research environments, compared to say, California for instance, which has all the 
right conditions.' Another respondent thinks 'The Commonwealth causes frustration in 
universities-which leads to bad performance' (Reg/O; Head School/Dept). In the words 
of a 008 Deputy/Director Research: 

lt is unlikely that we will lose many researchers at this point because peopl e do not like to change. 
Researchers have to grit their teeth and do everything the Commonwealth asks . They would be more fruitful 
in their research if they did not waste so much time and energy fretting over the poor conditions stemming 
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from Commonwealth policies. The big problem will be attracting new researchers. It is not a great field to 
enter in Australia. The morale is low, pay is poor, and there is a general lack of respect for the industry. 

A Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor 'can see some problems now, but predict more down the 
road. New researchers are not coming in. In reality, it is not likely that many existing 
researchers will actually leave the university' (G08). Respondents believe that 
'researchers do not want to be inundated with too many administration responsibilities
they do not oppose a reasonable amount of administrative duties, but the present situation 
is beyond reason, and researchers are objecting' (IRU; Head School/Dept). As it is now, 
'researchers now have to jump through too many hoops. It is a tough life with no respect' 
(Reg/O; DVC/PVC), where, 'administrative duties tend to crush research' (G08; 
DVC/PVC). 

~ SURVIVAL OF THE FITTEST 

Respondents explain that there is anxiety in universities and in research departments 
'whereby some may have to merge with other departments or universities to survive. 
Only the best will survive, at least those that produce the most in the "short run". The 
Commonwealth does not appear to be interested in the "long-run". If there is not instant 
performance, then the researcher is at risk. This is a very short sighted way to run a 
university' (G08; DVC/PVC). 

According to respondents, recent Commonwealth policies make researchers ask: 'How 
can I produce best outcomes and best innovations? There is no more room for mediocrity. 
Universities have been forced to become better in select areas' (Reg/O; Pro Vice 
Chancellor). In the words of a Deputy/ Pro Vice Chancellor at Reg/O, 'recent policies 
have forced universities to: focus and become better in one area; emphasise quality at 
intemationallevel; provide better student supervision; become more strategic.' 
Respondents report that 'competition is the predominate result which directly leads to 
lack of collaboration within and between universities.' They further explain that 'it has 
been so long since universities received a big dose of money that we are falling behind in 
many areas. For example, the massification of universities over the last twenty years or so 
means we need more of everything, including teachers and teaching assistants.' 

~ NARROW VIEW OF RESEARCH 

The Commonwealth's definition of research, according to respondents, is too narrow. Not 
all good research result in publications they explain. For instance, visual arts and 
performing arts do not necessarily lead to publications, but the Commonwealth does not 
consider what is done in the arts as bona fide research. Therefore, 'unless we subsidise 
research in these areas, they cannot survive' (G08; DDR/DRS). 

~ Loss OF PASSION FOR RESEARCH 

Nearly all respondents express that the government intervenes more in research than in 
the past: 'we are rapidly becoming under the direction of the government. The 
government tells us what to do, and we do it, or lose our funding. Research is now more 
strategic and controlled and less serendipitous' (G08; DDR/DRS). An ExecReslPol 
explains that 'universities have to pay more attention to publications and there are now 

329 



loads of performance management and staff to do reporting. This takes the edge off 
passionate research' (008). 

According to two DeputylPro Vice Chancellors in Regional/Other Universities, 
researchers in their universities believe that there is no protection of basic research. As a 
result, they need to have short, medium, or long-term significant goals, which preclude 
most serendipitous-type research. 'Although the Commonwealth says it encourages basic 
research, it expects all research to be strategic. We can give them strategic research and 
we can give them basic research, but they are two separate things. Of course we can 
occasionally get lucky and find some interesting unintended results from our strategic 
research, but it is not usual' (ATNINOU; DVC/PVC). 

~ MORALE AND THE POWER OF RlDI CULE 

A common theme that emerges from the first interview and continues through all 
interviews relates to low morale stemming from Commonwealth ridicule of universities. 
Some of the responses most indicative of respondents ' views often cited here: 
'government comments that demean universities have really brought university morale 
very low. This translates directly into low performance. Commonwealth criticism of the 
university is very counter-productive, meaning that research levels are not what they 
could be in a better setting (Reg/a; DVC/PVC). According to a Head of School! 
Department, 'undeserved general criticism of universities tends to quash research efforts ' 
(Reg/a). A Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor states that 'public ridicule, like that which is 
usually initiated or encouraged by our government causes researchers to want to hide 
what they are doing' and 'we always feel like we have to justify what we do, or we will 
be open to all kinds of ridicule (008). According to an ExecRes/Pol ' government ridicule 
is very bad and hurtful. The morale is low in our university because of it ' and 'the 
government frequently seems to demoralise staff which makes universities less effective' 
(008). 

When asked in a quantitative question, seventeen respondents all state that the 
Commonwealth government tends to ridicule universities. They also express that their 
morale is impacted by this ridicule. 

~ COMPLIANCE 

Compliance is a theme that emerges in the first interview and is observed in each 
interview thereafter. Every university expresses that they have to comply with the 
Commonwealth 's requests . Below are some of the comments that reflect most 
respondents ' views about compliance: 

o	 We just have to swallow it-whatever the Commonwealth doles out-there is 
no other way . 

o	 Research ought to be fearless-but it is not. Rather, it is clearly under the 
thumb of the Commonwealth. We are more muzzled than ever before, at least 
in recent times. We are unable to speak freely on many topics because of the 
Commonwealth. 
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o	 Universities must comply with everything-right from size of their 
government council , to HR [human resources] and public health to what 
courses can and cannot be offered 

o	 There seems to be a growing trend for the government to micromanage us , 
and there is no way to avoid it 

o	 Government intentions are to increase research production, so they establish 
policies that tell us what to do and how to do it. However the policies are not 
good and tend to frustrate universities and worsen performance-so there is a 
full circle with a downward spiral. 

This gave rise to comments about the cost of compliance. Those responses indicative of 
most respondents ' positions are listed: 

•	 Compliance costs are very high. 
•	 We are so busy doing what funders , particularly the Commonwealth requires, that 

we hardly have time for anything else. 
•	 Full compliance is not optional-everyone must fully comply! 
•	 If the Commonwealth says something is not viable we cut it out. 
•	 If we don 't comply, we will not be funded , and without Commonwealth funding 

we cannot survive. 
•	 Forced compliance makes universities the same thereby reducing diversity. 

~ WASTE OF RESOURCES 

All respondents say something to the effect that 'reporting wastes our time with "busy 
work", the type of work that is non-productive.' One Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor states 
that' although we can often ignore government micromanagement, on the whole, we 
expend too many of our resources trying to counter what the government does to 
undermine our autonomy' (Go8). 
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ApPENDIX 17 

GOVERNMENT INVOLVEMENT IN UNIVERSITY STRUCTURE
 
Respondents indicate that Commonwealth policies provide some structure for 
universities. Consequently, in some areas, universities tend to use their limited resources 
more sparingly and more thoughtfully as a result of a number of policies (G08; 
DYC/PYC). According to a DeputylPro Yice Chancellor, the government has been 
'forcing universities that are paying attention, to get ready for change. Any university not 
heeding the message and not in the process of changing, will not be able to survive ' and 
'universities need to adapt to survive' (Reg/O). Universities in the words of a Deputy/Pro 
Yice Chancellor, 'know for sure that the future will bring more change-universities will 
not be the same as they are or as they have been-the government has been driving 
change with money and incentives. Any university that is good enough will survive, 
others won't' (Reg/O). Respondents reported some results of Commonwealth influences 
on their university structure: 

•	 The government needs to do a better job of providing a framework for
 
universities (Reg/O; DYC/PYC).
 

•	 The government helps universities collaborate and partner with businesses and 
government, because without it universities cannot succeed (Reg/O; DYC/PYC). 

•	 In the future there will be less people doing research, but doing it better (Reg/O; 
DYC/PYC). 

•	 Universities need government for direction (Reg/O; DYC/PYC). 
•	 Policies force universities to focus on strengths and become more strategic with 

their limited funds (G08; ExecRes/Pol). 
•	 Ifwe don't do well we will have no more funding, this means we focus on our 

strengths, and discontinue areas of research that are not our strengths. Australia 
can't afford to take care of non-performers. The Commonwealth will get rid of 
them (Reg/O; DYC/PYC). 

•	 Disciplines within universities used to be more dedicated to their discipline than 
to the university or to the community. Now universities have moved towards 
cooperation at all levels. There is less focus on the discipline and more on giving 
the community what it needs and wants (Reg/O; DYC/PYC). 

•	 Universities, which have traditionally been less active in research are now 
focusing on a few areas of research and becoming better in a few focused areas 
(Reg/O; DYC/PYC). 

•	 Framework is good to a point, but the Commonwealth demands too much . There 
is also too much repetition between one government body and another (G08; 
DDR/DRS). 

•	 The government wants universities to leverage money, and often we spend more 
time leveraging than actually doing the work (G08; DYC/PYC). 
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•	 Paradoxically, as the government gives less money to universities, it makes more 
demands, even demanding accountability for money it does not give (G08; 
ExecRes/Pol) . 

•	 At the bequest of the Commonwealth we have cut all the fat, we now are so lean 
that we do not have anything else to cut (Reg/O; DVC/PVC). 

•	 Universities were asked by government to cut dead wood-so some university 
personnel left. Amongst those that left were good researchers (G08 ; 
ExecRes/Pol). 

•	 The cost of excessive reporting does not add any value yet it uses valuable 
resources (ATN/NGU; DDR/DRS). 

•	 Too many demands for information unrelated to research distracts from research. 
We provide too much useless data. No one needs it and it is not used by 
government (G08; DVC/PVC). 

•	 The new RQF will undo all the good that peer review has done over countless 
years (G08; ExecRes/Pol). 

•	 The Commonwealth uses more than just incentives to influence universities. 
They use disincentives as well. It looks like the Commonwealth is moving 
towards managing universities the same way high schools are micromanaged! 
We cannot do anything without the blessing of the Commonwealth (Reg/O; 
DVC/PVC). 

•	 Any advantage we received by being more strategic has been lost by all the 
excessive costs of erroneous reporting required by the government (G08 ; 
DVC/PVC). 

•	 Funding schemes cause universities to compete and copy each other, rather than 
diversify. This eliminates innovations and reduces regional diversity. It also 
contributes to information hoarding (IRU; ExecRes/Pol). 

•	 Often DEST is unable to deal with or understand its own policies. Universities 
repeatedly find themselves explaining government policies to government 
officials. (IRU; ExecRes/Pol). 

•	 DEST is so confused about all the new policies meant to improve universities, 
that universities waste loads of time explaining DEST policies to DEST. This is 
partly because of the huge changeover of staff in DEST, partly because the 
policies are so convoluted, partly because the policies just don't make sense, and 
partly because many ofDEST staff recognise that universities are already doing a 
good job, and implementing new policies will counter the good universities are 
already doing (G08; DVC/PVC). 

•	 The Commonwealth needs to organise itself before it looks to organise us. In 
fact, we were doing a very good job without government help. Now we have to 
try to continue to do a good job in spite of it (IRU; DVC/PVC). 
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ApPENDIX 18 

COMMONWEALTH POLICIES THAT WOULD IMPROVE RESEARCH 

When asked, respondents suggest changes the Commonwealth could make that would 
increase research at their universities. Responses are organised under six theme headings: 

Reduce administrative requirements 
Respect and trust universities 
Stop the ridicule 
Raise the level of government expertise 
Ensure peer review safeguards 
Increase money for certain university needs 

Reduce Administrative Requirements 
Every respondent indicates that the burdensome, superfluous, and repetitious reporting 
required by the Commonwealth is a major waste of resources in their university, so the 
Commonwealth 'ought to have fewer but more clear policies' (IRU ; ExecRes/Pol). All 
respondents agree that universities are not opposed to reporting, as long as it makes 
sense, is consistent, relevant, and efficient. Consequently, they are unanimous in their 
desire for a reduction in the amount and types of reporting. Although the following 
comments and suggestions are made by individual respondents, the comments are 
reflected by all respondents. In order to bring reporting requirements to a reasonable 
level , the Commonwealth needs: 

•	 To get rid of duplication and reduce the amount of non-productive paper work. 
•	 Actions instead of rhetoric! Despite promises to reduce the amount of paper work, 

the Commonwealth has continually added to the burden by asking for new reports 
without reducing previous requirements. 

•	 To be clear. Before asking universities to provide information, the 
Commonwealth should know what it wants, why it wants it and what it will do 
with it once it has it. 

•	 Only information that is valuable ought to be collected. If it is not valuable, then 
don't collect it. And if it is valuable, then share it with others. The 
Commonwealth has an abundance of information from university reports that 
would be helpful to other universities, but has no way to make that information 
useful to anyone. 

•	 To decide what is needed and what is not needed and then act accordingly. 
•	 Streamlined reporting. 
•	 A time line for accountability that is not disjointed but is in sync with other 

natural and government initiated timelines . 
•	 To stop micromanaging universities and lead with incentives, not punishments. 
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•	 To recognise that there are good mechanisms in universities already. They should 
not try to develop new mechanisms, especially when the existing ones already 
work. 

When asked, respondents agree that the best thing the Commonwealth can give 
universities is more time: 'it can do this by making fewer demands on our time and/or 
providing more resources to fulfil Commonwealth requirements. If the Commonwealth 
wants things from Australian universities then it should pay for them ' (IRU; Head 
School/Dept). 

Respect and Trust Universities 
According to respondents, the government's lack of respect for and trust of universities is 
unfounded: 'universities have not earned the Commonwealth's mistrust. It is not our fault 
that the government scorns us publicly. All this distrust dates back to Kemp but it is 
getting worse' (G08; DVC/PVC). The main thing needed, in the words of an Exec/Res 
Pol, 'is to have government trust universities and say so publicly. This distrust did not 
start with the current government, but is not helped by it either' (G08). Accordingly, the 
Commonwealth should trust universities to do their job: 

We were doing a good job before they were in power and will continue to do the good job we have been 
doing for generations (even before they were in power!) We need to be trusted. Then we will do a better job 
today and tomorrow (ATNINGU; Dve/pvC). 

One DDRIDDS explains that 'if the government trusted us, they would not be as likely to 
try to micromanage us. Then both the government and universities would save resources' 
(G08). A Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor clarifies that 'when the government intervenes 
less, we produce more (Reg/O). Therefore, 'the government should get out of university 
management' (G08 ; DDRlDRS). 

When asked: 'What can the Commonwealth do to increase research at your university?' 
a DDRIDDS replies, 'the government ought to be an advocate of research and of 
universities and then demonstrate its respect by publicly praising and defending 
universities' (G08) . A Head of School/Department argues that 'the government has to tell 
universities that they are important, and trust that universities are capable of doing their 
job, uninterrupted or interfered with by government because 'giving universities the 
respect they deserve will benefit both the universities and the government' (IRU) . 

Along this same line, a Head of School/Department notes that, 'despite the 
Commonwealth's continuous call for universities to cut the fat, there is nothing to cut, so 
continual cuts impact all university work . The perception oflazy university staff is a 
myth from years gone-by' (IRU). 

Stop the Ridicule 
The following sentiments, although directly cited by one, are indicative of many 
respondents' positions: 

•	 Politicians should not be anti-university, making political hay with gender issues, 
cappuccino courses, and the like . 
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•	 Piling abuse on universities hurts us. So does taking credit for research
 
discoveries without recognising the efforts of the university community.
 

•	 Low public opinion of universities is spread by government. 
•	 Both universities and government have to tell society of the value of universities, 

overtly recognise their successes and quit beating up on them. 

RAISE THE LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT EXPERTISE 
Respondents discuss five areas where the Commonwealth exhibits an insufficient level of 
expertise: lack of corporate memory ; lack of expertise in DEST; not practicing what they 
preach; unreasonable demands; and unclear directives. A collection of responses are 
separated and listed in these areas. 

LACK OF CORPORATE MEMORY 
Respondents discussed problems arising from lack of corporate memory in DEST : 

We have to repeatedly explainDEST's reporting requirements to DEST personnel. This takes up a lot ofour 
time, and does not help us. So, not only do we have to do the insane amount ofpaperwork to sati sfy DEST, 
we have to explain to DEST what we are doing andwhy we are doing it (G08; DVC/PVC). 

A Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor opines that: 
The primary culprit ofthe continual corporate memory loss inDEST is the high attri tionrate inDEST. And 
we arestuckhaving to explain DEST policies to DEST, a task for which we are never compensated! (IRU). 

Overall respondents agree that 'the Commonwealth does not do a good job of 
implementing its own policies . Often because it does not know what they are.' 

LACK OF EXPERTISE IN DEST 
The Commonwealth according to a Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor 'does not have the 
expertise to manage universities. It has enough problems running its own affairs without 
meddling into ours ' (G08). Data relating to the Commonwealth lack of expertise are 
presented here: 
•	 DEST needs more scientists and other experts to address national interests , especially 

relating to university research (Reg/O; DVC/PVC). 
•	 The Commonwealth should hire and train more qualified staff for DEST (Reg/O 

DVC/PVC). 
•	 DEST should focus on staff development. DEST and other government personnel 

need to be better trained (G08; ExecRes/Pol) . 
•	 There is no federal science policy and there should be. The government has 

obligations to define broad areas where it wants research (Reg/O; DVC/PVC). 
•	 National priorities are too broad. Although there is a fear that ifDEST gets involved, 

then the priorities will become too narrow, which would probably be worse (Reg/O; 
DVC/PVC). 

•	 If the government knew what it was doing, it would not keep asking for more and 
more reporting. Government officials have to learn what they want, why they want it, 
then explain what they want to universities and do something with it! (G08; 
DVC/PVC). 

336 



•	 Politicians know almost nothing about running universities so provide their staff with 
unclear and contradictory directives that pressure university research. The results are 
catastrophic (G08; DVC/PVC). 

•	 If government had any idea what they were doing, they would not expect us to 
dedicate so much time putting out discussion papers and waiting for public 
consultation. The amount of work to respond to a discussion paper is really high. But 
we dare not ignore offers for input from the government, or we may be in a worse 
situation than before (G08; DVC/PVC). 

•	 Commonwealth demands and expects more from universities than is feasible. This is 
because the Commonwealth does not have the expertise to know what it is doing, or 
the maturity to understand the impact of its demands (IRU; Head of School 
Department). 

•	 The Commonwealth should interfere less in universities. If it were more 
knowledgeable, it would see that universities have a long history of doing a good job 
(G08; DVC/PVC). 

•	 This government wants universities to focus only on excellence. Well that will get rid 
of diversity in a hurry! And the concept of excellence is fickle (G08; DVC/PVC). 

•	 Commonwealth policies are often disjunctive and riddled with contradictions. For 
instance, the government says it wants universities to collaborate, then sets up 
funding schemes that encourage competition. Universities compete with each other 
and go after the same money. Policies need to be consistent (Reg/a; ExecRes/Pol) . 

NOT PRACTICING WHAT THEY PREACH 

'The Commonwealth needs to practice what it preaches. For example, the 
Commonwealth itself needs to be transparent, rather than just requiring transparency 
from universities' (ATN/NGU; DVC/PVC). 'Policies tend to be inconsistent and 
confusing, yet expectations are that universities will be consistent and unambiguous ' 
(IRU; DVC/PVC) . 'The Commonwealth ought to use the same standard for itself that it 
requires from universities' (Reg/a; ExecRes/Pol) . A Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor also 
point out that government is not doing enough in some areas: 

Although we are expected to have stra tegic plans, the Commonwealth does not have one of its own . It is not 
doing enough to prepare for the futu re. For this reason the government should focus on strateg ies that 
address : characteristics of the country in ten years; needs of the country in ten years; how to foster ch ange in 
ten years; and how the count ry will learn in ten years (Reg /O) . 

UNREASONABLE DEMANDS 

As presented earlier in this chapter, all respondents report that the Commonwealth makes 
unreasonable demands of their time and resources, mostly relating to administrative 
duties. Two respondents explain that the unreasonable demands relate to the inexperience 
ofDEST personal and politicians who make the demands: ' the government does not have 
a clue as to what is involved' (G08; DVC/PVC). 

One Deputy/ Pro Vice Chancellor states that: 
Because this government doe s not know what it is doing, it regul arly goes to the public and wants more and 
more input through community consultations. Although community consult ation and discussion papers sound 
nice on a political platform, it adds heaps of work on universities. Sifting through government reports and 
discussion papers is time con suming, so is consi stently telling government in ever-new form ats what 
universitie s want and need from the Comm onwealth (ATNINGU). 
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Society, according to several respondents, is not served by all universities doing the same 
thing and competing for the same dollar. So, 'the Commonwealth needs to make it 
attractive for universities not to compete for the same money. Many government policies 
are unreasonable, dysfunctional, and contradictory, so should be fixed' (ATNINGU; 
ExecRes/Pol). 

U NCLE AR DIRECTIVES 

As it is today, there is no comprehensible process that enables universities to know what 
the government wants. Similarly, the government does not have a process for knowing 
what universities are doing. Processes should be developed so that universities and 
government understand each other (All categories of universities and positions of 
respondents). 

In the words of a Deputy/Pro Vice Chancellor 'too often when deciding policy, the 
government looks to fads that will win votes to the detriment of the university. Fads are 
fickle, and all too often, so are Commonwealth demands ' (Reg/O). A second Deputy/Pro 
Vice Chancellor points out that 'the Commonwealth does not do a good job of managing 
universities, so it should get out of the business, and supply universities with the public 
money universities need. Fix DEST first before telling universities how to do our 
business. ' 

Ensure Peer Review Safeguards 
Respondents are unified when they discuss the RQF-they should be scrapped (All 
categories of universities and positions of respondents). Likewise, there is unanimity 
about ARC, university autonomy and academic freedom ' the Commonwealth should 
keep their hands off. ' 

Peer review is important to all respondents. One respondent explains that 'one way to 
know that public money will only go to research that is peer reviewed is to listen to ARC 
and its board' because 'No one individual, including a politician is knowledgeable in 
every field to judge what projects should be funded and which one should not, that is why 
we have peer review.' A second points out that 'a panel of peers can assess merit and 
ARC works pretty well with its board intact.' Concerning the RQF, respondents state that 
the burden of 'yet another tier of reporting and compliance costs is unpalatable' and that, 
'we don't want the Commonwealth to be the ultimate judge of our research, instead peers 
should judge peers ' work. 

Increase Money for Certain University Needs 
Respondents have many things to say about the need for more public money. One 
explained that the current Prime Minister is 'fond of saying we want to be a clever 
country. But if we want to be a clever country we have to pay for it. It's hard to get a 
Nobel Prize out of the pittance given by government for research.' To be 'clever, money 
is needed for basic research that is outside the immediate political agenda of short term 
relevancy.' Research funding 'must not be contingent upon only relevancy. There must 
be real basic-no-strings-attached-funding.' Respondents claim that 'Despite what they 
say , there is very little money for basic research-most money is for applied research. 
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Almost all Commonwealth money has too many strings attached.' One suggestion is that 
the Commonwealth' get rid of funding on a competitive basis, as it leads to hoarding 
information and lack of collaboration.' 

To understand the views of respondents, a sampling of notable responses most indicative 
of the overall interview is provided. Because there is a consensus amongst all categories 
of universities and generally amongst all positions of respondents, it would not serve any 
purpose to segregate the respondents by these categories, therefore, a modicum of 
responses are listed without any references to the respondents. 

•	 We need more money for infrastructure. 
•	 If the govenunent wants reports the government should pay for the reports. 
•	 There are so many Commonwealth reporting requirements that universities need 

separate infrastructure to ensure full adherence. 
•	 The Commonwealth must reduce compliance costs: they are too high. 
•	 The Commonwealth should commit to and invest in university research at the 

same rate as other countries in OECD. 
•	 Australia receives less money for research than any other first world or OECD 

country in the world . We are not being greedy when we say we need money. Just 
look at how little we receive compared to other universities. 

•	 The Commonwealth needs to invest more in research if it wants Australia to be 
internationally competitive. 

•	 Ifwe want to be a 'clever country,' we can 't do it for nothing. We need more 
money. 

•	 Infrastructure support is needed. 
•	 We need more teachers and teaching assistants, but do not have enough money. 
•	 Without more money, universities will eventually not be able to compete
 

internationally.
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