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By 
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1. Globalisation 
 
The word “globalisation” is now used in an informal, indeed somewhat cavalier way to mean anything that 
is in some sense international. This is a pity, as it is indeed possible to provide what I believe is a useful 
and usefully precise definition of globalisation, even if it is to some extent – as all definitions of relatively 
new and quasi-technical words must be - somewhat stipulative. More precisely what I believe it is possible 
and useful to define is not so much “globalisation” but a “globalised industry”. So, here goes: 
 
An industry is globalised to the extent that: 
 
(i) it is willing and able to derive its business inputs from wherever in the world it believes 

it can get best value for money, and; 
(ii) it is willing and able to distribute its business outputs to wherever in the world it 

believes it can get best money for value. 
 
In consequence, an economy is globalised to the extent that it is dominated by globalised industries, and we 
live in a globalised world to the extent that we live in a world dominated by globalised economies. Now 
while it may well be true that we are tending in that direction it is certainly not true, or not yet true, to say 
that we live in a globalised world, and it is certainly not true, or not yet true, that Australia is a globalised 
economy. The extent of movement is not yet sufficient to entail either characterisation, but the movement is 
certainly in that direction. 
 
It is evident that globalisation and free trade are related, but a word of caution is needed. Restrictions on 
freedom of trade can be of the most direct variety such as absolute import or export bans, or of the more 
qualified (but no less real) sort such as import or export quotas, tariffs, or licences. There are also those 
which most directly effect labour inputs such as restrictions on immigration or emigration, residency 
requirements, exclusions, work limitations, union preference, professional accreditation and registration 
requirements, employment regulation through conditions pertaining to age or qualifications, regulation of 
minimum wages or salaries, industrial awards, non-salary conditions and other industrial workplace 
regulations, occupational health and safety regulations, and so on.  The word of caution is that other 
interferences with free trade, such as bounties and subsidies, or more generally the selective allocation of 
entitlements or privileges, also impact on global input and output movement, although from the point of 
view of the beneficiary, these are hardly seen as restrictions. Plainly, the longer the list is, the more evident 
it is that no rational personal would regard every trade interference, of whatever nature and degree, as bad, 
any more than any rational person could regard them all as good. Good or ill, every one of these 
interferences, in whatever measure, to some extent influences price and/or availability, and to that extent 
distorts that ephemeral abstraction, the purely free market. 
 
It is also evident that, ceteris paribus, a globalised industry will tend to gravitate on the input side to those 
economies in which interferences are fewest, save for those of the entitlement or privilege variety that 
selectively favour it. But what is it, exactly, that gravitates? The answer can be any combination of 
investment capital, recurrent expenditure, including labour expenditure, and talent, insofar as imported 
and/or retained talent is needed to operate and manage the industry in question. On the output side, the 
goods and services produced will tend to gravitate to those economies into which they can be delivered for 
the greatest real returns on sales, and these will tend to be economies in which imports of the relevant 
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goods and services are either relatively unimpeded, or alternatively where the impediments selectively 
privilege the products of the industry or the individual firm in question. 
 
 
2.Globalisation and Input Disaggregation. 
 
From the productive input side, to the extent that an industry or a firm within an industry has multiple 
inputs to the products or services it provides, to that extent it opens itself to the prospect of globalisation. 
The most obvious example is the automobile manufacturing (and distribution) industry which has for 
decades developed the practice of having components manufactured wherever, for whatever reason (eg 
proximity to raw materials and/or primary processing plants, local politically delivered subsidies or 
protection) it can get best value for money, and then assembling those components in whatever territories 
meet comparable considerations. Factors also taken into account include proximity to export markets, local 
and international transportation costs, and so on. Although the practices of the “big two” – General Motors 
and Ford – vary in other respects (eg General Motors offers multiple brands largely in consequence of 
growth through acquisition whereas Ford offers multiple brands largely through growth by target market 
adaptation in both performance function and presentation) they share, along with other firms such as 
Mitsubishi, a globalised approach in respect of both business inputs and business outputs. 
 
Automobile manufacture thus provides a classic example of globalisation, not least because the final 
product involves assembling components which can be produced in quite different environments, selected 
on account of availability of such factors as locally sourced raw materials and/or primary processing, 
developed infrastructure, skills supply, local labour costs, local government policies and practices in 
relation to market interference, and transportation costs to the assembly point. In turn points of assembly 
are selected in ways that take into account, for example, proximity to and transportation costs to markets. 
The automobile industry worldwide is however hardly example of free trade; indeed globalisation in the 
automobile industry has been largely achieved by selective rent seeking. Hence the cautionary word about 
not exaggerating the relationship between globalisation and free trade. In sum, a free trade environment is 
neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition for globalisation of a given industry. 
 
 
3. Higher Education and Globalisation 
 
I have argued elsewhere (Chipman, 1999) that the higher education industry is one that is going through a 
process of vertical disintegration. Note that I am talking of the vertical disintegration of the industry, not of 
every organisation within the industry. By the vertical disintegration of the industry I mean the separation 
of layers of the industry into specialised producers and providers, each concentrating on one or some only 
of the layers, allowing other organisations, or indeed individuals, to aggregate these outputs as inputs into 
particular sorts of aggregate output, such as the credentialing of an individual as a university graduate. If 
we consider the antecedents of this output, they typically involve research, scholarship, curriculum design, 
curriculum preparation, pedagogical design, curriculum delivery, access to an attractive reflective 
environment, assessment, validation, and documentation. Each of these represent inputs, the ultimate output 
of which is an individual person credentialed as a university graduate. 
 
There is no inherent reason why each of these inputs must be delivered within the same 
organisation, and often by the very same people – indeed it is increasingly evident that this is 
not the most cost-effective way of delivering this particular type of final output. 
 
Note that this is quite a different issue from the question of whether a wholly vertically integrated 
arrangement provides the “best” overall experience for students, or whether it is the “best” way of ensuring 
there is immediate linkage between research and teaching.  Indeed the desirability of either or both of these 
ingredients as essential to the cost-effective credentialing of a person as a graduate is at best debatable, and 
in my view plainly false. Rather, the point is that disaggregation is not only possible, it is demonstrably 
occurring, and is bound to continue to occur, in my opinion at an accelerating rate. It is occurring not so 
much because of any breaking down of existing higher education institutions, although an increasing 
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number have spin-offs, often run on commercial for-profit principles, which directly provide at best a 
subset of these inputs. Rather, we are seeing the growth of new organisations, many of them for-profit 
bodies, which have made a conscientious commercial decision to concentrate on providing perhaps a 
minority of the inputs themselves, and purchasing the rest – insofar as they judge them necessary at all – 
either in a commissioned, customised way, or simply “off the shelf.” It will be argued in Section 5 below 
that this vertical disintegration, aided and abetted by the growing market presence of the for-profit 
providers, creates unprecedented opportunities for the globalisation of higher education, and that these 
opportunities are overwhelmingly in the public interest. 
 
How significant is this growth, and what is its impact? Both questions are difficult to answer. However one 
of the matters that is perfectly clear is the huge potential for the entry of far greater numbers and/or much 
larger for-profit providers into the specialist provision of various of the disaggregated layers, including the 
delivery of the final output, the credentialed graduate. It is interesting to note the performance of the for-
profit sector in US higher education, as illustrated in The Chronicle of Higher Education for August 3, 
2001. Notice that this performance is being achieved in a market which, while more liberal than Australia 
in the setting of tuition fees, is hardly a free market. On the contrary it is one in which the playing field is 
very blatantly and deliberately tilted, as it is in Australia, towards public institutions. For-profit higher 
education providers have to compete not only with huge levels of public subsidies, which in the US extend 
even to private, albeit not-for-profit providers, but in which accreditation requirements set very high entry 
barriers, and are administered in ways which are awash with increasingly dubious assumptions about 
necessary locally available infrastructure, not to mention the inertial pedagogical conservatism that is also 
common among professional accrediting bodies at large.  
 
This artificial protective environment for existing US universities has meant that those for-
profit providers that do make it through regional accreditation requirements (such as the 
University of Phoenix), and those that are in some way for-profit derivatives of traditional 
accredited universities, appear to operate with margins as high as 40 percent, giving them 
tremendous scope to reduce fees and remain profitable in a genuine price war. On the other 
hand traditional subsidised universities would not survive without continued subsidies even 
at present tuition fees, and could not effectively shed costs in a more deregulated market. 
The spoils from a deregulative turn in US higher education would divide between a 
(reduced) bonanza for the most successful for-profit providers and a huge reduction in 
tuition costs for students. 
 
 
4. The Paradoxical Rise in Tuition Fees. 
 
Why are university tuition fees rising?  In the US tuition fees have on balance been rising faster than 
inflation in most of the years since the mid-1970s. In Australia, if we regard the Higher Education 
Contribution Scheme (HECS) payment for domestic undergraduates and postgraduate research students as 
a tuition fee (as it surely is), then it has remained constant in real terms since it was last increased sharply in 
1997. However my prediction is that it will rise dramatically once again in 2003 following what will surely 
be a very tight May 2002 Federal Budget, irrespective of who wins the 2001 Australian Federal election.  
 
The explanation that is usually given for the rise and rise of tuition fees is that cost increases inevitably 
overtake tuition fees, and increase more rapidly than can generally be compensated by increases in 
available endowment, investment income, government grants, or any other forms of potential tuition 
subsidy.  Hence – so the argument runs, and it is a familiar theme in announcements from the Australian 
Vice-Chancellors Committee (AVCC) - given other sources of accessible revenue are not rising 
significantly in real terms, or possibly falling, keeping pace is a perpetual trade-off between reductions in 
the quality of service provision and increases in tuition fees. 
 
Mention the success of not only some of the US for-profit providers, but the for-profit 
subsidiaries and affiliates of Australian universities, and the conclusion appears irresistible 
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that these results could only be achieved by (i) savagely diminishing quality, (ii) tacitly 
providing more real subsidies than are acknowledged, (iii) short-changing students on core 
elements of the university experience, or (iv) all of the above. 
 
Alas, this response has more of the character of wishful thinking from the established highly subsidised 
providers, many of whom in Australia appear to have failed to fully exploit the opportunities currently 
freely available to enrich their institutions despite the regulatory framework within which they operate – a 
framework which, incidentally, is significantly less restrictive than it was just a decade ago. As to (i), to 
date there is no empirical evidence that what has been called a “no frills” approach to the delivery of higher 
education causes any diminution whatsoever in terms of the quality of direct academic outcomes, although 
poor academic outcomes plainly can happen, just as they can and do happen from time to time in relation to 
particular programs at particular publicly endowed and protected institutions. I am yet to encounter even 
one plausible a priori argument as to why such a diminution in quality must occur. In any case this would 
fly in the face of the fact that a significant number, I would conjecture the majority in Australia, of the for-
profit subsidiaries of public institutions, here and abroad, commonly use identical quality assurance 
protocols, and for very good reason, regardless of the corporate environment within which the program or 
course is delivered. 
 
As to (ii) it is certainly true that we must be very wary of the possibility that there are, in any given case, 
unacknowledged subsidies that are not transparently reflected in the prices charged for courses and 
programs in for-profit operations. All one can say in reply is that this is an audit matter that must be 
considered on a case by case basis, but once again there is no a priori necessity that it must be so and most 
providers with whom I am familiar are as scrupulous as the human condition allows to ensure that it is not 
the case. Needless to say, the question of the cost of delivery of courses and programs in public institutions 
has always been a vexed one, making comparisons extraordinarily difficult. There are also costs not 
reflected clearly in the operations of a number of Australian public institutions; for example in how many is 
the value of the real estate occupied by the institution (as opposed to capital depreciation) not reflected in 
supposedly full-cost-recovery-plus charging, such as applies in setting tuition fees for international 
students? A wholly for-profit provider would include this as a matter of course. 
 
Point (iii) is more difficult because it is really quite fundamental. It is true that for-profit providers 
commonly do strip out of the input set many elements that contribute to what some people regard as 
essential components of a university experience. Seldom do they provide manicured lawns on which 
students can gather and reflect. Rarely do they provide sporting facilities, or give much priority to 
developing that aspect of personal growth. There are few if any opportunities to mingle socially with 
research students, or with academic staff who may be actively engaging in a research program. In fact the 
environments provided by for-profit providers commonly do not sustain research, and academic staff are 
rarely engaged with any expectation that they will conduct research, and be paid for doing so. Often 
academic staff are predominantly part-time, with university level teaching secondary to their primary 
career. These differences, to the extent that they are real, do mean that a for-profit provider certainly makes 
available a different set of experiences from those commonly available in a more traditional public 
university. But, does it matter? For some students, it certainly does. To speak personally, I certainly grew in 
immeasurable ways from the extracurricular experiences and social environment provided by the 
University of Melbourne in my undergraduate days. But even then many students, possibly a majority, and 
certainly most of my peers who matriculated to the University of Melbourne from Essendon High School, 
did not. They simply took no interest, regarding their university as nothing more than a place where one 
attended classes, borrowed books, and maybe had a bite to eat if you had an otherwise boring gap between 
inconveniently scheduled classes. 
 
So the issue in relation to point (iii) is really this. Is it essential if someone genuinely deserves to be 
credentialed as a university graduate, that they should have undergone experiences of the sort that meant so 
much to me, and to millions of others throughout the world, as part of this journey? The answer, I submit, 
is plainly no. If this answer is wrong, then more than half of Australia’s university graduates should really 
be stripped of their credentials, as they took no part in any of this, commonly because they had no desire to, 
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and often because they had no opportunity to do so, as with part-time and distance education students.  This 
is surely a reductio ad absurdum of any suggestion that this is essential. 
 
But surely, it will be argued, what is really important is that as many students as possible have the 
opportunity to have these extracurricular character-forming experiences. There is certainly value in creating 
opportunities of this sort, but if what is important is the opportunity, then it certainly does not follow that 
students who have graduated without having had this opportunity are therefore less worthy of their 
credential.  
 
It is important to recognise that one of the reasons why so much for-profit provision of 
university education in Australia is so very profitable, as it is abroad, is the deliberate 
jettisoning of the traditional campus model, and its replacement with something which 
those students who elect to use it regard as more valuable, namely a mode of delivery which 
is convenient.  
 
Tuition fees are comparable with or not far below those charged in traditional campus settings, and students 
willingly pay for the five things they value most – all year-round teaching, high quality personal learning 
resources (notes instead of lectures for example), teaching at a location and to a timetable which is 
personally convenient, small class sizes with high levels of interactivity, and access to computing and 
networks with a minimum of queuing. Providing these features which traditional public sector universities 
provide very poorly if at all, and scrapping the manicured lawns, the familiar sporting, cultural, and social 
amenities, and the traditional academic staffing profile costs considerably less. This results in the very high 
margins to which reference has already been made. In essence the fee levels set by public sector institutions 
have determined the fee regime. For students who perceive the traditional public sector suite of services as 
constituting an inferior product, the for-profit provider fees are genuinely competitive, high margins 
notwithstanding.  
 
In terms of the revolution in opportunities for access to higher education these new structures can provide, 
we are still at the very beginning. I have argued elsewhere (Chipman 1999) that there are two anomalies in 
the current almost universal world-wide trending downwards of the price of access to knowledge-intensive 
products. Knowledge-intensive goods such a mobile phones, electronic equipment, and computer hardware 
and software have been falling in price while improving in quality for a decade or more. The two 
exceptions are the price of access to knowledge-intensive professional services, such as those provided by 
legal, financial, and medical practitioners, and the price of access to knowledge-intensive qualifications. So 
far as professional services are concerned, just two points will suffice. The first is that these are areas of 
commerce in which some of the most significant government-mandated or government-permitted 
interferences continue to operate, in ways that are not always compellingly justified by public interest 
considerations. International portability of qualifications continues to be unreasonably limited; professional 
associations and accrediting bodies set very high entry barriers that are expensive to overcome, in which 
governments at least acquiesce, while some professions have in effect a quota access, such as medicine in 
Australia, through the Medicare provider number scheme. All of these artificially inflate the cost of access 
to professional services through reduced competitiveness, including price competitiveness. The second 
point, is that this is exacerbated by the fact that practitioners delivering knowledge-intensive professional 
services are normally required to have completed at least one advanced knowledge-intensive qualification, 
and the price of access to knowledge-intensive qualifications, notably university degrees, has itself been 
increasing throughout this period. Relative to what has been happening in relation to other knowledge-
intensive products, what has been happening in relation to the price of access to knowledge-intensive 
qualifications is a paradox.  
 
The arrival and success of the private for-profit providers explodes the paradox of the 
rising price of access to knowledge-intensive qualifications. The standard cost of provision 
throughout the world includes the cost of providing human and physical resources neither 
necessary, nor commonly desired, for adequate delivery of the qualification to a high 
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quality standard. The successful for-profits provide what their students need and want, 
and not what traditional providers want them to want. 
 
 
5. Unprecedented Opportunities for Higher Education Globalisation. 
 
Disaggregation and the growth in commerce of the various layers which have traditionally delivered inputs 
into the production of credentialed graduates are not the result of, but the occasion for, increased 
globalisation of higher education. The main input dimensions of globalisation in higher education to this 
point are as follows (note that a student counts as input and a credentialed graduate as an output): 
• Student recruitment: recruitment of students from wherever in the world this can be done at the lowest 

cost and highest return in terms of reputation and/or revenue for the recruiting university, where the 
additional direct costs for international students include the costs of marketing, processing inquiries 
and evaluating applications from abroad, meeting and greeting, and specialised academic and 
counselling support 

• Academic staff recruitment: recruitment of academic staff from wherever in the world the best 
academic staff can be obtained in terms of adding value to the reputation of the university for teaching 
and/or research, where the additional direct costs for internationally recruited staff include those 
associated with  processing and evaluating applications, securing appropriate visa and migration 
permits, and contributing to relocation costs 

• Twinning arrangements: recruitment of students given credit for courses completed under the aegis of 
another institution, usually abroad, effectively outsourcing academic delivery and student management 
for part of the program 

• Offshore campuses: establishment of campuses abroad with a significant proportion of the academic 
and administrative services delivered by local employees in accordance with local labour conditions 

• Distance education: delivery of courses and programs to students anywhere in the world with 
appropriate lines of access (postal, electronic) to the delivery source that enable cost-effective delivery. 

• Equipment and materials purchasing: selecting equipment and materials from wherever in the world 
best value for money can be obtained, including timely delivery and efficient maintenance – note that 
this is inconsistent with the “Australian made” and “local provider” preference which still prevails in 
some Australian universities, national competition policy as well as economic good sense 
notwithstanding. 

 
Globalisation of output is less well developed, its main features being: 
• Research publication: research papers submitted to whichever relevant serials in the world will add 

most lustre to the university’s reputation 
• Research contracts: tendering for and undertaking research-informed developmental projects wherever 

in the world such projects can be exercised in a cost effective way, with returns judged adequate in 
terms of revenue and reputation for the university 

• Placement of graduates: preparation of graduates for specific international markets, where there is a 
revenue and/or reputational return at least commensurate with the additional direct costs involved in 
targeting graduates to specific destinations and assisting them in securing employment placements. 

 
Note that from one point of view, recruitment of an international student (input) who is known to be 
required to return home (eg because of visa conditions) can be regarded also as an international output, as 
the credentialed graduate is bound to go to that place upon graduation. 
 
Much of the potential for globalisation of higher education is said to lie in the growth prospects for on-line 
education. Once again a word of caution is needed – in fact, two. First, although things may well change, 
and it would be foolish to ignore the tidal waves that have occurred in a number of other industries such as 
book retailing, the fact of the matter is that wholly on-line higher education has not yet taken the higher 
education world by storm. Indeed there appears to be significant student resistance, especially in relation to 
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undergraduate degrees, although the market for wholly on-line second and subsequent degrees, and 
postgraduate degrees, is consistently more buoyant. Given that the major domain for world growth in 
higher education is in first undergraduate degrees, this is an important consideration. The market tells us 
very clearly that current student preference is for text and other physical materials in their hands, and 
physical classroom interaction with academics and peers, at a personally convenient time and place. At the 
same time the making available of some learning resources on-line, whether in relation to courses delivered 
in a traditional campus environment, or in the more convenient locations favoured by the for-profits, or 
even by what is otherwise traditional post-despatched distance education, has become a standard 
expectation. 
 
The second word of caution is that on-line education as currently practiced is commonly argued by 
practitioners not to be cost competitive with traditional campus delivery. Practitioners of more traditional 
forms of distance education have made the same argument for many years. Their main reason in both cases 
is the same – providing a service that is genuinely interactive requires essentially the same levels of 
recurrent staffing costs as on campus delivery. For example, if it is thought that every fifteen on-line 
students in a given course should have an hour of group interactivity per week with an on-line tutor, the 
tutorial support costs for that course are going to be comparable with those for a tutorial-supported course 
with the same student staff ratio taught on campus. (The same argument has long been made about older 
forms of distance education, with their equivalent intensive residential components.) These arguments have 
often caused bewilderment among politicians and business leaders, who cannot understand why distance 
education, whether in postal or electronic form, is not cost competitive with traditional on campus delivery. 
 
Their bewilderment is justified. While it is true that the high cost of providing comparable levels of 
student-student and student-academic interactivity is often overlooked, what is also overlooked is the value 
of the real estate that should be represented, but typically is not, in calculating the cost of traditional on 
campus delivery. Moreover, Australian universities by and large have not embraced the huge scale 
opportunities that are possible using distance education, and which are even greater for predominantly on-
line delivery. When both of these are taken into account, the per-student cost gap between traditional on 
campus and distance delivery of whatever form begins to widen more markedly, in ways that more clearly 
favour distance delivery. 
 
However if we take globalisation seriously, that gap can be widened even more sharply in a way that 
further favours interactive on-line delivery. For what on-line delivery makes possible for the first time is 
the use of interactive tutorial staff from low salary countries, teaching students enrolled in more affluent 
markets.  For example, a business or information technology student enrolled in the United States or 
Australia could be part of an interactive tutorial supported by an English-speaking and appropriately 
qualified academic from India or the Philippines – indeed there is no reason why the students should know 
where the academic support staff are based, nor any reason why they should care, provided their 
professional and English-language competencies are appropriate to the task.  
 
This is a classic example of the win-win situation that globalisation of inputs makes possible. 
The academic in the less developed country has work otherwise not available and increases 
his or her earning power. Students in the developed world are able to enjoy the fruits of 
price competition between suppliers of quality higher education, because lower labour costs 
give greater margin flexibility. Or, if one is thinking primarily of government supported 
higher education, governments are able to extend higher education opportunities to more 
people without a commensurate drain on the revenue base. 
 
Note that this possibility is not only available for on-line delivery. In extending their reach through more 
traditional pedagogical means universities can open ever more campuses abroad, as some are already 
doing, taking advantage of local academic labour conditions to keep local tuition fees at levels that are 
consistent with accessibility by local students. In sum, globalisation of the recurrent academic labour input 
makes possible as never before the combination of internationalism of provision, with localisation of 
tuition, irrespective of the primary mode of delivery employed. 
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Globalisation of academic inputs is not confined to academic staffing, albeit there are significant but 
largely untried opportunities in this area.  There are huge opportunities in the learning resources area, 
however grasping these will require us at long last to come to terms with the fact that the “not invented 
here” syndrome is today one of, if not the, most significant of all drivers of cost inefficiencies in higher 
education worldwide.  
 
There are huge opportunities for established universities, and indeed non-universities that 
seek to put together an appropriate bundle of curriculum materials and pedagogical and 
assessment techniques and instruments, to wholesale courses and programs into higher 
educational delivery agencies, including existing universities. This is a potentially highly 
competitive – and profitable - worldwide market that has the evident potential to drive 
quality up and costs to students and governments down. 
 
To some extent the birth of consortia such as Universitas 21 and the new alliances involving the 
technological universities are moves in this direction although what I have just described is more radical 
than anything I have seen publicly associated with these groups. Interestingly, the most prestigious 
universities, and the consortia and the alliances which link them, are in my opinion least likely to be 
disposed to enter these markets as either wholesale vendors or retail purchasers of products such as their 
own courseware. The real movers are more likely to be the middle and younger generation of more 
commercially focused established but at this point less prestigious universities, and new profit-driven 
entrants venturing into these markets not as universities at all, but as outsource suppliers of some or all of 
the curriculum, pedagogical, assessment, and administrative materials and machinery necessary to service 
the cost-effective delivery of a suite of high quality university-level programs and courses. These are the 
changes that will make the UNESCO Paris prediction of November 1998, not to mention the West 
Committee’s (West, 1998) prediction of the same year, a reality. These predictions are that we will see, at 
least in the developed world, the arrival of universal or near universal higher education within twenty years, 
and that this will be achieved without a commensurate increase in the level of taxpayer-sourced investment 
 
 
6. Removing the Barriers 
 
The opportunities for Australia and Australian firms to participate in the opportunities that globalisation of 
higher education brings with it are huge, but there are barriers to be overcome. 
 
First, we have a culture, and in this we are not alone, that regards profit driven intervention in higher 
education in particular, indeed education in general, as unworthy. While there are good equality of 
opportunity reasons to accept that no person should be denied the opportunity to reach his or her 
educational potential merely because of incapacity to pay, this is perfectly consistent with the proposition 
that more substantial and less fettered competitive private sector involvement in higher education would 
actually do more to create that reality, without a commensurate increase in the taxation burden on the 
population at large. 
 
Second, despite the recommendations of the West Committee in 1998, Australian higher education, 
dominated by public sector institutions, is still overwhelmingly provider focused, and operates within a 
framework that protects established government funded institutions. University education is the most 
comprehensively socialised sector of education in Australia. All 39 universities are established under 
government legislation, including the one wholly private university, Bond on the Queensland Gold Coast, 
and the one largely private, Notre Dame in Fremantle WA. Every one, including Bond and Notre Dame, are 
constitutionally established as not-for-profit universities. I believe this situation is intellectually 
indefensible and operationally unsustainable.  
 
The public-private distinction is becoming increasingly meaningless, when there are 
literally thousands more private students in public universities than in private universities, 
when the percentage of private students in some public universities is now over 40 and will 
soon exceed 50 percent, when similar shifts in revenue source are also in evidence, and when 
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– despite the concerns that have rightly been raised about the failures of some of the 
entrepreneurial activities of some public universities – others are making annual profits in 
the multimillion dollar range, essentially from fee paying tuition arrangements. 
 
Third, we too readily assume that higher educational improvement, and increases in higher educational 
opportunities, can only come about through greater active intervention by government. Why? I hope I have 
said enough to indicate that the growing demand for higher education is, and is increasingly recognised as 
being, a field within which can flourish a new generation of very profitable businesses, and these represent 
business opportunities for which Australians have gathered a disproportionate percentage of the world’s 
available know-how. 
 
Fourth, there is a view that if the for-profit providers grow in number, influence, and market significance, 
there will be erosion of quality. Why? Virtually every bit of historical evidence points to the contrary. 
Indeed higher education, and education at large, have been among the very few areas in which the 
arguments for privatisation that have proved so compelling in relation to utilities, transportation, 
communication, and banking, have not been activated. Not only are they at least as valid, in relation to 
education in general and higher education in particular; the truly amazing thing is that private providers, 
particularly in the US, have proved as profitable as they have, notwithstanding a playing field that is tilted 
against them at least as sharply as it is in Australia. 
 
Globalisation creates opportunities and challenges for higher education, and the biggest challenge of all 
will be for governments at all levels and of all persuasion to more fully come to terms with the fact that 
globalisation adds unprecedented urgency to Australia’s need to free up its higher education market as 
never before. 
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