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OVERVIEW

The Australian education system, taken as a whislegvolving into
something but we don’t know wHat.

This quotation, from one of the accompanying papethis report, expresses the widely held
disquiet that the forces driving education policasl priorities within Australia’s federal
system are poorly understood and have taken da afltheir own.

It was this disquiet that led the NSW Public EdigratAlliance to commission this report on
the effects of the interaction between the Commatilveand state (including territory)
governments on schools policies and related edwetipriorities. The project aims to
contribute to informed discussion and debate of loow federal system might be made to
work better from the standpoint of schools. Thehautvas given complete independence to
conduct the project, including to invite nationatgcognised experts to contribute their own
short papers outlining their views on key areassohooling and on related federal
arrangements.

In their accompanying papers, these contributofleatea broader consensus. Even among
those who would favour vastly different options feform, sometimes expressing opposing
educational and policy viewpoints, there is a réw@ble degree of agreement that there are
many things wrong with the current situation tham ®e traced back to dysfunctional federal
arrangements.

While the constitutional responsibility for schawiin Australia formally lies with the states,
schooling became significant in the federal arewwanfthe middle of the 1970s when the
Commonwealth became a partner with the stateseiriuihding of schools in both the public
and private sectors. Since that time, the relatignof the Commonwealth and states to these
two sectors has evolved to the point where the ighaf private schools is now the
Commonwealth’s largest budgetary outlay withineitlsication portfolio.

In no other country does the provision of publicmding for non-government schools
dominate the agenda of the national governmentrgdly though not entirely, due to the
Commonwealth’s contribution, funding for non-govaent schools overall is growing at
three times the rate of spending on public schdalsexceeding the rate of increase in the
enrolment share of the private sector. This fugdirend is now embedded in federal
arrangements. It feeds a growing mismatch betwpeablic funding and public
responsibilities between the two sectors of scingoli

Despite Australia’s long period of strong econorgrowth, pockets of concentrated and
severe social disadvantage have become entrenaredsarural and remote as well as
suburban Australia, where families and communitiesdetached from the modern economy
and where high unemployment and low school pagt@m and attainment are the ndrm

! Quote from accompanying paper by Max Angus, Psafesf Education at Edith Cowan University.

% The author acknowledges that all accompanyingrsapere completed in 2006 and that, thereforeqrthia
paper may refer to developments which occurred #feeaccompanying papers were submitted.

3 Vinson, T. 2007Dropping off the Edge: the distribution of disadtame in AustraliaA report by Professor
Tony Vinson for Jesuit Social Services and Cath®bcial Services Australia.
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Overview

One effect of this geographical divide has beeapjoortion the total workload of schooling in
an increasingly unfair way among schools, betwesnwell as within, the public and the
private sectors of schooling. This means that neuhpools, mainly public schools, are now
being asked to deal with the educational challerayes costs that others can avoid and
without a commensurate share of resources. Thailests are missing out on access to the
teaching that they would need to gain access taémh and breadth of curriculum that is
taken for granted in more advantaged communitie§he differences in educational
achievement among schools in Australia that amsbatéble to differences in the social
background of students are sufficient to registeO&CD indicators of inequality, and reflect
no credit on such an affluent country.

Meanwhile, there is increasing political presswe dchools to disclose the performance of
students on national benchmarking tests as pattheofyeneral push towards greater public
accountability. Yet their performance is being jadgvithout any real regard to the resources,
government and private, that schools have avaikabénable high performance. And, on the
federal agenda in recent times, the effect of Conwealth influence has largely been to
attempt to reduce these issues simply to questdnstandards setting — for curriculum

(particularly literacy and numeracy) and teachingmportant as these are, they do not
constitute an adequate educational response.

Governments around Australia outlaid around $3liohilon the recurrent operation of
schools in 2004-2005. Of this amount, state govenieispent more than three times the
contribution made by the Commonwealth: states muteound $24 billion on the recurrent
operation of schools, while the Commonwealth spexder $7 billiof.

But these funds are directed to public and privathools through an irrational and
asymmetrical split in their respective respondiesi for each of these sectors. Seventy per
cent of the Commonwealth’s recurrent funding fdrasas in 2004-2005 was spent on the less
than one third of all students who attend Cathaiid independent, non-government schools.
By contrast, state and territory governments aditlaiper cent of their expenditure on non-
government schools.

To put this another way, government schools rec@iper cent of their recurrent funds from
the Commonwealth; while non-government schools, awerage, depend on the
Commonwealth for 73 per cent of their recurrentegxpiture from public sources.

This report exposes the ways in which this irradlaivision of roles and responsibilities has
obscured the realities of how these funds are atmt between and within the sectors; and
has created complexities that are barriers to staleding for all but the few aficionados.

This complexity and lack of understanding has, lmtldesign and default, prevented proper
debate and polluted the policy formulation process.

States operate and fund their own public schodksys as well as providing the regulatory
framework for the establishment and operation ofgbe schools, for which they also provide
subsidies. The Commonwealth also provides funébndpoth sectors. The minimum general
recurrent grant paid by the Commonwealth is paitespect of those students in the private
schools ranked as the least needy in that sectosirtinie of the clientele they serve. Yet this

* Productivity CommissiorReport on government services 20@ible 3.1, p. 3.4. Note that these figures
exclude expenditure on capital works, but incluskneates for the ‘user cost of capital’ in the gowveent
sector only.
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Overview

minimum general recurrent grant now far outstripat tpaid in respect of a student in the
public schools operated by the states. The Comrealtivnow spends more on the roughly
13 per cent of students nationally in independemtgovernment schools — less than one fifth
of the enrolments of the public sector — than ooséhstudents in government schools.
Whichever political party is in government at then@nonwealth level now has to find a
justification for these circumstances.

This political necessity has led the Commonweatthrecent times to distance itself from

responsibility for the nation’s public schools. hids attempted to create by stealth, in the
public mind, a separation of powers between the i@onwealth and the states for public and
for private schools, a separation for which there reo constitutional, educational or logical

grounds.

The report draws attention also to such factorghascontamination of Commonwealth
indexation measures in the education sector tceddigproportionate funding increases to
private schools, while avoiding public scrutiny.

Anomalies and weaknesses in federal arrangementscfwols are part and parcel of the
broader operation of federalism in Australia. Thes®ader problems include poorly
delineated sharing mechanisms in major policy aseak as health and education, leading to
cost-shifting, blame-shifting and political opportsm. In particular, Australia’s federal
system has an advanced case of ‘vertical fiscalalamze’. The Commonwealth now
accounts for 80 per cent of taxation revenue ralmedovernments and 54 per cent of all
government expenditure. The states raise 16 pgrod¢axation revenue but spend around 40
per cent.

With the entry of the Commonwealth to schools faggithe federal problem of ‘vertical
fiscal imbalance’ now lies at the heart of the sest and divisive debate about the public
funding shares allocated to public and to privateosls. Private schools, in addition to their
private sources of income and the public fundiregytreceive from states, receive the bulk of
their public funding from the Commonwealth with ggnificantly greater financial power.
Public schools are largely dependent for their mgan the states, where they compete with
a range of other costly services and, in particula growing bill for health; and where they
have an obligation to educate all comers.

This report argues that many of the problems watdhefal arrangements for schools can be
traced to the lack of clarity in the role and rasqbility of the Commonwealth. But this does
not mean that there are no constructive roles ffier €Commonwealth. Experience has
demonstrated that one of the most valuable rokgepl by the Commonwealth, through such
agencies as the Schools Commission, was the ptibhcand analysis of data to inform
policy and public debate.

The report also provides examples of where, iratheence of proper avenues for the exercise
of sustained responsibility and legitimate influermy the Commonwealth, there has been a
slide in its role towards political opportunism. ellow-on effects to the formal federal
agenda are outlined in the report. It finds thetré is a significant mismatch between the
challenges confronting Australia’s school systeths, issues occupying the federal policy
agenda, and funding trends and directions. Cufeel@ral arrangements do not assist the real
priorities in education to surface; they even pdevihe means for obscuring and suppressing
them.
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Any coherent, comprehensive program for dealindp we@al priorities has yet to emerge from
the various federal structures and processes tived heads of government together within
the Australian federation. For example, Austradiaaught up in an international challenge to
replace the large numbers of teachers recruitegabwith the surge in the school population
of the 1960s and 1970s. A wise nation would léntathe collaborative action needed to
turn this challenge into an opportunity for renegvi@nd reinvigorating its teaching
profession.

Australia’s school systems perform at a high lefeel most students, according to broad,
international indicators, and provide good value fbe level of resources invested by
governments. Despite this, there is a policy ctisé is denying a significant number of our
schools the urgent action needed to meet theiestadentitlements.

Options for moving forward

Considerations about the merits of proposals ftorne of federal governance of schooling
raise prior questions. What are the objectivesgofernance arrangements from the
standpoint of education? And what kind of schgstesm do we want for this country? The
report draws on research evidence and experienpastfpolicy directions and sets out the
kinds of yardstick that can be used to describectitaacteristics of ‘good’ school systems,
with the capacity to deliver what their countrie& af them.

It then identifies a number of difficulties inheteto schooling in options for realigning
functions between the two layers of governmente fidport concludes that schooling is not
susceptible to the kinds of ‘clean lines’ divisiovhere either the Commonwealth or the states
could agree to vacate the field. Rather than gite to allocate discrete or clearly defined
responsibilities for key aspects of schooling bemvethe two levels of government,
Commonwealth and state, the report finds that tildranake more sense from an education
standpoint to accept that the two levels of govemminhave a set of shared responsibilities.
This creates the need to define their respectils ia managing those shared responsibilities.
Such an approach would necessitate better mecharfamintergovernmental cooperation
and coordination in the planning and funding ofcsitl and in setting national priorities, to
avoid cost-shifting and blame-shifting.

The report also identifies a number of promisinged@ments on which to build such action.
These include, for example, the National GoalsSicinooling; the set of priorities recently put
forward by the Council for the Australian Federati@and the work of the MCEETYA
Schools Resourcing Taskforce on establishing theurees schools actually need to achieve
educational goals.

The report concludes with a proposal to reformtexgsfederal arrangements through the
development of complementary Commonwealth and $&gtslation. Such legislation would

provide a means of engaging all parties and interes the Commonwealth and state
parliaments. This would assist in producing anueind outcome that could outlast the
changes in governments and ministerial respornsésilover time.

Complementary legislation would mean that all tlelipments in the Australian federation

would consider and commit to a genuine nationaineaship on the purposes, goals, priorities
and strategies for advancing the quality of scimgofor all Australians. It would also mean
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that all governments had a common legislative fatiod for the performance and
accountability of their responsibilities for alusients in all schools.

The form and language of the legislation in thdedént jurisdictions could vary to take
account of their specific circumstances and tradgj but would need to be drafted in such a
way that ensures all governments have clear andicéxpesponsibilities grounded in a
common and agreed framework. For illustrative pagsp the report outlines the possible
elements of such a framework and provides deseegiomment.

The report also outlines the functions that wowdédto be performed and the structures that
would be required to achieve its purposes, goats @morities. These could include a
National Board of Schoolingp oversee all aspects of the national compacsaholing.
Such a Board, the report suggests, would receivicadrom two component entities: a
National Commission for Teaching and Learning inh@&ds and a National Grants
Commission for Schools

The report proposes developing draft legislasma means of stimulating debate and action
to make federalism work better for our schools. ddies not require that the first steps
necessarily be taken by governments themselvesiomAio draw up proposed legislation can
be taken by concerned citizens. The report resegrtihat such action may stimulate a range
of additional or alternative options, but maintaihat this only strengthens the arguments for
taking such a course of action.

This proposal for drawing up draft legislation ist jorward as a means of providing for the

due process and transparency in federal arrangemfent schools that are necessary
conditions for reform. National policy trends adidections shape the learning experiences
and opportunities of our children and young peapichools. We owe them national policies

that have, and that are seen to have, the fulldodmed consent of the Australian people.
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INTRODUCTION

This paper arises from widespread concerns withéneducation sector about the ways in
which the interaction between the Commonweadthd stat®governments within Australia’s
federal system affects policies for schools ands#téng of educational priorities.

Although constitutional responsibility for educatiaesides formally with the states, a
complicated interplay of Commonwealth and State ébowent policy-making has come to
influence pre-school education, schooling, vocatioeducation and training and higher
education. Using its fiscal dominance, the Commaithias increasingly attempting to drive
education policy.

This interplay is arguably at its most complex @odtroversial in the school sector. States
have responsibility for the provision of public ediing and for regulating the quality of
schooling generally, including for curriculum, ass@ent, credentialing and teaching, and the
registration of schools in the private sector. yThéso provide public funding for privete
schools. This is mainly in the form of recurremargs, as well as through other forms of
public assistance, including in kind.

The Commonwealth, through the political decisiohsuxcessive governments, has assumed
funding responsibilities for schools in both sestohe current situation sees public funding
being provided to public and non-government schogl®oth levels of government through
separate arrangements. The states and territooeglp the bulk of public funding for public
schools, with a lesser share for non-governmenbdash The situation is reversed for
Commonwealth funding, the lion’s share of which g¢é@ schools in the private sector and
the lesser share to public schools.

Particularly within the public school sector, thé&senounting concern about the asymmetrical
relationship that has developed over decades batweeroles and responsibilities of the
Commonwealth and the states in the funding of gowent and non-government schools.

According to a joint report of the then Australi@ouncil for Education Administration and
the Australian College of EducatioA, National Declaration for Education 2001he split-
level nature of educational provision and conttbk dispersion of legal responsibilities
among state and federal bodies and the complicatdriunding arrangements had by then
converged to make it difficult for those with alstain education to put their views, to be
given reliable data, to debate the policy optiond &0 search for answers and consensus. A
disturbing consequence of this imbalance in inteegomental funding roles and
responsibilities was a growing perception in thestdalian community that public schools

® In 2003 the Federal Government adopted the thtlestralian Government”. To avoid confusion between
references to the Federal and other Australianrgovents, the term “Commonwealth” is used throughloist
paper when referring to the national government.

® Throughout this paper, references to states shmuteken to include territories, unless othenivisicated.

" This paper uses an OECD definition to differemtia¢tween government or public schools and non-
government or private schools, as followsdticational institutions are classified as eithablic or private
according to whether a public agency or a privatéity has the ultimate power to make decisions earing
the institution's affairs ... an institution is cléd as private if it is controlled and managedanon-
governmental organisation (e.g. a church, a tradeno or a business enterprise) or if its governbwgard
consists mostly of members not selected by a paddincy ..
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Introduction

were being down-valued (Australian Council for Ealimnal Administration and Australian
College of Education, 2001).

Since that time, the roles of the Commonwealth states in education have continued to be
far from fixed. The past several years have segmfsgiant wrangling over responsibility in
education. In particular, the Commonwealth has Bbtggain greater influence over school
curriculum, to establish a standardised systenedification, to ordain the form of reporting
by schools to parents and, most recently, to sehdmnditions for teacher employment and
rewards. These recent movements towards greatdraligation of responsibility are
consistent with a longer trend of increasing Comwealth involvement in education, as in
other policy areas.

As part of a National Reform Agenda announced lasir, the Council of Australian
Governments (CoAG) has set broad but ambitious sgaal education. These include
significant improvements in participation and agkment. The Ministerial Council on
Employment, Education, Training and Youth AffaiMGQEETYA) is the body charged with
developing specific strategies to achieve thesdsgoghis assignment raises the question of
whether such improvements are best achieved throlghcurrent federal framework or
whether a more radical overhaul of our federalrggeanents in education might be needed.

This paper is intended as a contribution to thdtate It begins by looking at the current
state of Commonwealth-State relations, primarilythe school sector, through describing
developments in key dimensions of schooling. Theepafocuses on: schools funding;

curriculum, assessment and reporting; and teacHihg.circumstances that are described in
the paper have not happened overnight, howeversi@enation of the options for overcoming

current difficulties requires an understanding bé tforces that have led to the current
situation.

The paper considers the federal arrangements faro$e in the light of discussions currently

taking place about the need for reform of Austialfaderal system more generally. Finally,

the paper examines the options for re-definingrgdeernmental roles and relationships in

Australia in order to improve our capability forvédoping policies for school education that

can raise the quality of outcomes overall and réiselevel of achievement of those who

currently achieve least, to bring them nearer & tf the highest achievers. These options
range from maintaining the status quo to more eddiptions including handing absolute

responsibility for education to a single tier ofvgonment. The paper has been informed by
growing debate about our federal system beyondagidunc

As far as possible, this paper attempts to focushenissue of intergovernmental relations
within Australia’s federal system, rather than dw tprevailing ideologies of particular

governments at Commonwealth, State or TerritorgllewWhere particular policies are cited,
the purpose is to illustrate aspects of the relatip between the levels of government.

There is a clear distinction drawn in this papetween Commonwealth policies that relate
specifically to the objectives of the CommonweatBovernment and national policies.
National policy in education results from the admptof education policies that are of
concern to all governments and to the nation ashaley and where all governments
participate in their development, based on primspbf collaboration and partnership. Both
Commonwealth policies and national policies benggnerally from governments’

willingness to engage with the relevant authoriteggencies and interest groups.
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To support the preparation of this paper, a nundlberationally recognised and experienced
experts accepted invitations in 2006 to contriibidr own papers, setting out their views on
the directions that are needed to drive reform&ep areas of schooling, to improve the
effectiveness of our school education system. Tihdividual contributions are presented, in
full, as accompanying papers. These papers haea am invaluable stimulus and have
informed the views expressed in this paper.

Valuable research assistance in relation to thateetccurring about the need for reform to
Australia’s federal system was provided by David/@®o

It should be noted that neither he nor the accogipgrauthors bears any responsibility for,
or should be taken to agree with, the views expess this paper. These views are entirely
those of the author, who thanks them all for teimerous contributions.

This paper was commissioned by the NSW Public Betalliance as a contribution to
informed discussion and debate of how our fedesstesn might be made to work better from
the perspective of schools (and of public schoalgparticular). The author has been given
complete freedom and independence in preparingodper and in inviting others to prepare
accompanying papers.
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THE CURRENT SITUATION

By international standards, Australia’s schoolsteyys performs at a high level for most
students. It provides good value for the leveledources invested by governments. There
are, however, some serious flaws and deficienbigishiave persisted over decades.

Having recently returned to Australia from serviag Director for Education at the OECD,
Professor Barry McGaw is well placed to provide auerview of the state of Australian
schooling based on a range of international indisat He concludes that, when measured by
the percentages of its population which completdsallasecondary school education, for
example, Australia has had a persistently undigtgiged record over the years, by
comparison with many OECD countries. When seventdeghe 30 OECD countries were
achieving completion rates of 80 per cent or mooaiiad seven to sixteen years ago (that is,
in the age group now around 25 to 34), Australis wat among them. Since then, its rates
have grown relatively slowly from this comparativddw base, so that Australia’s ranking
has slipped further, from equal1® 20" (McGaw, 2006).

Despite its lengthy economic boom, Australia hageloparticipation rates in upper secondary
and, as a result, in tertiary education than sonteroOECD countries with which it
competes, according to McGaw’s analysis. Austr@ienmits less of its wealth to education
overall than most other OECD countries and requrkgher private contribution than all but
two. Australian school education is of high averamality, but social background is more
strongly related to educational achievement thanmany OECD countries. There are
relatively large differences in educational achimeeat among schools in Australia, with 70
per cent of the differences attributable to diffees in social background of students
(McGaw, 2006).

It cannot be said that our performance relativeotber countries can be attributed to
federalism, per se. If we look, for example, an&#a on the grounds that it is a federal
system which can well be compared with Austratizs worth noting that while Australia has
had a persistently mediocre ranking on the basgeobdndary completion rates among OECD
countries, Canada has held its place"abver the same period. And social background has
far less influence on educational achievement ima@a than in Australia.

But this leaves open the question of whether Aliatsafederal system is adding to or
detracting from the dividends we reap from our stw@nt in schooling from the standpoint
of the country as a whole or of its individual o#ns?

There is no evidence to demonstrate that, of jteeléderal system of government affects the
quality of a country’s education system. But itcsrtainly the case that the quality of

schooling can be affected, for good or ill, by thay in which the federal system operates in
relation to key dimensions of schooling.
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The Current Situation: Resources

Schools funding

Governments around Australia currently outlay mitwan $30 billion on schools each year.
Of this amount, state governments spend more tirae times the contribution made by the
Commonwealth: in the financial year 2004-05, stateflaid around $24 billion on the
recurrent operation of schools, while the Commorithespent around $7 billiof.

There is striking agreement among the authorsadwid contribute papers to this project that
arrangements for the public funding of schools iostalia are unique, and that their
consequences for the school system as a wholecasxaly negative. Their conclusions raise
serious questions about the integrity of schoatslifg in Australia, especially given that the
main way governments influence what happens indshs through their decisions about the
level of overall public investment in school edugatand the allocation of resources among
schools.

Max Angus, for example, in his paper “Commonwed&thte Relations and the Funding of
Australia’s Schools” makes the point that:

the negative consequences of the current fundingngements are a bit
like concrete cancer in a large building, or chasge the ozone layer in
our atmosphere. The degradation is slow and alnmogerceptible. The net
effect is a growing differentiation between thosevegnment and non-
government schools that serve the families on mgbmes and those who
are not well off. The Australian education systeéaken as a whole, is
evolving into something but we don’t know wifAngus, 2007)

Trends in schools funding since the 1970s have Iskaped by the irrational division of
funding responsibilities between the state and Conmealth governments for public and
private schools. As Louise Watson (2007) pointsimtiPossible futures for Commonwealth-
State relations in sustaining and improving Augislschools”, Australia is unique for its
policy divisions between federal and state/teryitgovernments with respect to public and
private schools:

In Australia, state governments retain financialdapolicy control over

public schools while the federal government is jprity concerned with

funding private schools. Although the federal gaweent provides a token
amount of funding to public schools, and the stateside the equivalent of
roughly half the federal subsidy to private schpolee governance
arrangements for public and private schools areirelyt separate. In

practice, the federal government controls the fagdiand policy

environment for private schools, while the stated gerritories control the

funding and policy environment for public schools

Brian Caldwell (2007) goes so far in his paper ‘iOps$ for a New Federalism in Australia” as
to identify the arrangements made for the publi@fog of non-government schools as one of
the main areas where federalism itself appearsudgsbnal:

8 Productivity CommissiorReport on government services 20@ible 3.1, p. 3.4. Note that these figures
exclude expenditure on capital works, but incluskneates for the ‘user cost of capital’ in the gowveent
sector only.
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The Current Situation: Resources

Before comparing arrangements for education in Adlist with those in
other countries, it is important to acknowledge@epments and debates in
matters related to the funding of non-governmehosts. This is one of the
main areas where federalism appears dysfunctional

Since the mid 1970s, when the Commonwealth entsobdols funding as a significant
partner, there has been a huge shift in distribubibits funding for schools. This has been
accompanied by a shift of around 11 percentagepoirthe total school population from the
public to the non-government school sector ovesehgears. This shift in the enrolment
balance between the sectors, in turn, has contdbiat the shift in the funding balance, but is
only one of the contributing factors.

There is an asymmetrical split between the two l&ewd government in relation to their
shared funding of public and private schools. Adaog to figures regularly quoted by
members of the current Commonwealth Government6éh@er cent of students in public
schools across Australia receive around 75 per @ktdtal public outlays on schools; while
the 32 per cent in private schools receive arouhpet cenf. States provide around 91 per
cent of total recurrent expenditure on governmehbesls, with the remainder coming from
the Commonwealth. The Commonwealth provides 73cpat of total government grants to
non-government schools, with the remainder comiagfthe state¥’

A huge transformation had taken place in the cbuation of the Commonwealth over three
decades. The share of the public funds the Commaltlwvprovided to schools in the form of
general recurrent grants had risen from just urifeiper cent, where it began under the
Whitlam Government, to over 75 per cent, with thédkbnow going to non-government

schools. This shift has led to the situation whaublic schools will now get around 31 per
cent and non-government schools 69 per cent otdta the Commonwealth provides for

schools — a near reversal of where it began. ©ftttal public funds provided by the

Commonwealth for schools starting in 1974, arouBg@&r cent was directed to government
schools, around 27 per cent to non-government $slzoml the remainder to joint programs.
This approximated their relative share of enrolrent

By 2004, Commonwealth general recurrent fundingnttependent non-government schools
alone reached the point where it outstripped iteding to the whole of the public school
sector. The Commonwealth Minister's Budget mediease at the time (Nelson, 2004)
showed that the roughly 13 per cent of student®malty in independent non-government
schools, with less than one-fifth of the enrolmenitshe public sector, would be allocated
$7.6 billion in general recurrent funding from Cania for the new funding quadrennium.
$7.2 billion was allocated for the 2.25 million dants in government schools.

For most non-government schools, Commonwealth aatk/grritory grants in total now
constitute the bulk of their funding. The 2005 AahWNational Report on Schooling in
Australia (ANR) shows that the public funding oésle schools is now around 57 per cent on
average (ANR 2005, Statistical Appendix, Table 2Bt there are significant variations
among the resource levels of schools across thegoeernment sector. The Catholic
systemic schools that make up almost two-thirdallofion-government schools, for example,
have a significantly higher reliance on public furgy which now makes up around three

° Hon. Julie Bishop, ABC’sateling 11/4/07; Hon. John Howard, doorstop interviewsaipt, 11/4/07, Prime
Minister’s Media Centre.
10 Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS), 4102.8ustralian Social Trend<006, p.6.
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quarters of their total funding, with the rest lgerovered through private fees, charges and
donations.

When funding for Catholic schools from all sourcg$aken into account, experts agree that
these schools now have resource levels at leagparaile with schools in the public sector,
particularly when account is taken of the more c@aonomically selective intake of non-

government schools, as set out in census data ¢BR€02).

The independent schools within the non-governmectios are now the most rapidly growing
area of schooling in Australia. According to Rich8ates (2007) in his accompanying paper
entitled “Public Education and Social Justice”, ist here that “the extreme form of
maldistribution of resources can be seen ... wheieathieved by the concentration of both
private and public resources”. This sector is cogegl of schools that cover the full range of
resource levels — from the lowest to the higheshéncountry. Drawing on a survey of 1,000
independent schools’ tuition fees plus funding ditan the Commonwealth, state and
territory governments, Watson (2004) estimated tttal average operating resources per
student in each independent school in 2004 and amdpthis to the average recurrent
resources per student in government schools. Tdngparison revealed that 27 per cent of
independent non-government school students in timgeyg attended schools where the
income from tuition fees alone exceeded the averageurces per student in government
schools. These schools received $368 million par y® government grants that assisted in
raising their total average resources per studennare than 62 per cent above average
government school resources. Overall, 55 per cénhdependent school students attend
schools where the total average resource levestpelent is higher than that of the average
government school.

In broad terms, and relying on data available thlothe Commonwealth’s Department of
Education, Science and Training (DEST) and the AKIRppears that the total expenditure
per student on average is comparable for both igecibhis is the conclusion reached also by
the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) in itsygmarison of funding between the sectors,
but its report does make the point that expendiparestudent in the non-government sector
can vary greatly due to variations in parental feembination with public grants.

A study by Trevor Cobbold (2003) demonstrated thethmdologies by which DEST
underestimates expenditure on non-government sshimolcomparison with government
schools. This study concluded that, depending diclwprojections of non-government
schools funding were used, non-government schoolsldvhave an advantage in their total
funding over government schools of between 12 andpér cent, with Catholic school
funding improving relative to government schootsnfrthe 9 per cent below in 2000-2001 to
being on a par with them by 2003-2004. This stoalythe funding advantage of independent
non-government schools over government schoolato444 per cent by 2003-2004. It
should be noted that such comparisons are pumeydial and take no account of the vastly
different public responsibilities between the sextm relation to student admission and
exclusion policies and practices; or for adjustioegrises, falls and shifts in the school
population. Even on this basis, however, it woalkletan increased investment of almost $4
billion annually to bring resources for studentggmvernment schools up to the average for
their counterparts in independent schools withia tlon-government sector, reflecting the
point made above by Bates.

1 Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS), 4102.8ustralian Social Trend<006, p.6.
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Yet, according to the recent Australian Bureau w@itiStics reportAustralian Social Trends
2006 funding for non government schools overall isvgrg at three times the rate of
spending on public schools. That is largely, thougit entirely, the influence of the
Commonwealth expenditure.

This can be explained in part by the fact thatRederal government raises the lion’s share of
all revenues. Watson (1998) provides a detailedwdcof the steps by which, at the time of
World War I, the states’ ceding of their incomeite powers to the Commonwealth created
the capacity for it to enter the field of educatidine Commonwealth can easily afford to
increase grants to schools in the non-governmeastbiseespecially when it is only half the
size of the public sector. It has been doing this aate that is far harder for states and
territories to match for the much larger publictegecgiven competing claims on their tighter
budgets for the delivery of basic services.

Three quarters of the $8.7 billion the Commonwealtbvides annually for schools is now
delivered through general recurrent grants. Whiehgwlitical party gains power at the
Commonwealth level now finds itself locked into thieuation of having to defend a highly
asymmetrical funding responsibility for private apdblic schools. As a corollary, the
Commonwealth’s policy relationship with public sofing has progressively weakened.

The rate of growth in public funding to schoolstie private sector can also be explained in
part by the use of a device known as Average Ganent School Recurrent Cost (AGSRC).

In his accompanying paper, Angus refers to thetfaadt much of the debate about the fairness
of school funding in Australia is based on averageach as the average government primary
or secondary school per capita recurrent costs thanabsence of capacity to compare the
total resources schools have at their disposaltladbility to compare resource levels for
schools serving similar communities (Angus, 2007).

The reason why there is much debate about averageabspending on a government school
student has little to do with the funding of thgaéblic schools. It is because a measure of
movements in average recurrent expenditure by atatderritory governments is used as the
basis for determining Commonwealth funding to noregnment schools. Most states and
territories use a similar measure for determinihgirt own funding of non-government
schools. In New South Wales, this is set outdgrEitlucation Act, which includes an explicit
provision that state per capita funding of non-gawgent schools is 25 per cent of the NSW
average expenditure on a student in a public school

As far as government schools are concerned, theRAISS simply an after-the-fact reflection
of states’ and territories’ outlays on governmettio®ls, turned into a per student average.
But the Commonwealth has adopted this measurelasia for indexing its own grants to
schools annually. If the annual average rises) the Commonwealth passes on the increase
to all schools as an annual adjustment to the fagltesat grants set out in legislation. The
benefits of this linkage to AGSRC are greater fdra®ls in the private than the public sector,
since the non-government sector gets the far highagrortion of its total public funding from
the Commonwealth.

From the standpoint of the public school systens, éirangement is given a bizarre twist by
what appears now to be an annual Commonwealth Budgal, where the Commonwealth
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attacks the states for ‘failing to match’ its owmding increases for government schools.
Yet, at other times, Commonwealth Ministers defaheir record by explaining that
Commonwealth recurrent funding for government sthas necessarily linked to state
expenditures, in an apparent attempt to suggedt ttha limits the Commonwealth’s
discretion to increase its own outlays on publicosids. Either way, the AGSRC mechanism
locks in the disparities arising from the imbalantéhe Commonwealth’s commitment to the
public and private sectors.

Understandable public confusion about the realnintef Commonwealth indexation
arrangements allows the Commonwealth to presesétbentrary arguments, usually without
any public or media scrutiny.

As a matter of bipartisan policy, the federal furgdarrangements that will deliver more than
$40 billion to schools for the next quadrenniuméiav their heart a funding mechanism that
consists of a mishmash of different cash and at@oeounting practices among school
authorities, that involves an 18 month time lag] &mat fails to acknowledge the different

responsibilities required of the two sectors. Tlaeserage’ simply aggregates and

incorporates such different influences on states! eerritories’ outlays as: the accounting
effects of the unavoidable diseconomies and inefi@es that occur when the public system
contracts overall or in particular localities; tlkests of provision of services to higher

concentrations of students with special needs anddhools in isolated communities; and
policy decisions designed to improve the qualitypoblic schooling in general of for specific

groups of students.

There are serious doubts about whether the AGSR®isper device for governments to use
as the basis for indexing grants. Indexation ismadly used in public finance as a tool to
maintain the real value of government outlays, tedefore to prevent the erosion of policy
intentions through inflation. Most Commonwealth dget indexation decisions use
‘deflators’, such as the GDP (non-farm) deflatoon@nonwealth expenditure on education
for most of the past three decades has used edocsgiecific measures such as the former
Schools Price Index and the ‘safety net adjustmént’university funding. Most of the
Commonwealth’s indexation arrangements, howevere fi@en contaminated since the time
of the Keating Government by the intrusion of podt, rather than educational,
considerations.

As in other parts of the education portfolio, ire thigher education sector the major ‘price’
driver is salaries, for academic and other staffiese have risen each year along with other
areas of the economy by an average annual ratet@f43per cerif. The Commonwealth’s
indexation measure, however, has provided anngadases of only around 2 per cent. This
under-indexation quite patently has failed to prbtée real value of Commonwealth grants
and has had to be offset by a more than $2 bilticrease in private fees and other income, a
more than doubling of student contributions. Tdascerous effect on university funding, at a
cumulative cost approaching $3 billion over tenrgedas not been able to surface as a
significant political issue despite the best efoof vice-chancellors and education unions.
Indexation has been a means of achieving by steaithcuts to public funding of higher
education that might have been far more politicatytentious had they not been buried in
the complexity of the language of indexation.

12 pustralian Vice-Chancellors’ Committee (AVCQ)ying the foundations: the AVCC /submission to the
Review of the Indexation of University Fundibgcember 2004, Table 1, p. 6.
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In the schools sector, the use of AGSRC as indexdtir Commonwealth grants to schools
has in fact provided real increases. Over mora thadecade, despite significant annual
fluctuations, the average annual increase in AGBRE been just over 6 per cent; whereas
teacher salary increases have averaged around! o cent. This provides, in effect, real
increases in Commonwealth recurrent grants to dshmfoaround 2 percentage points per
annum; a cumulative real increase over 10 yearsarE than 20 per cent. As noted above,
these benefits fall disproportionately on the nonegnment sector. Again, indexation — a
financial tool — has been used as a policy dewt#is case to link Commonwealth funding
for private schools to changes in state expenditore government schools. This is a long-
held policy within the non-government sector, withots to the origins of the ‘state aid
debate’ in this country.

This kind of measure arguably had more justificatio earlier decades, at a time when the
vast majority of non-government schools were opegabelow the resources standards in
public schools. The policy implications of emplogisuch a measure are quite different in a
situation where schools in the non-government seat® typically operating at or above the

resources standards in government schools. Asstisduearlier, in the growing independent
schools sector, for example, 55 per cent of stisdar@ attending schools with higher resource
levels than public schools and 27 per cent araédittg schools where the income from fees
alone exceeds the average resources per studenmiblic school (Watson, 2003).

In the current situation, where the school popatativerall is not in a period of rapid growth,
the formula has an insidious effect. The more esttgl drift to private schools, the more the
average cost per student rises in the public ssHmetause of the loss of economies of scale.
The more the public per student cost increasesntbie the per student grant to private
schools increases because the latter is indexetietdormer. This automatic flow-on of
increases in outlays on public schools to the peivschool sector ignores the competitive
disadvantage that public schools face where prigab®ol students come disproportionately
from higher income families; and where public sdheervices must be provided without
enough students to remain viable where these arertly school left in a district.

The current disreputable state of the Commonwegdtteral recurrent grant scheme for non-
government schools, however, can be largely atetduo the Commonwealth’s political
decision that its funding formula would not be aggbito any non-government schools where
this would result in a reduction in the schoolsamr As a result of this political decision
made by the Howard Government when it introducechéw SES-based funding scheme for
non-government schools (discussed below, see [2g25), only around half of the schools
in that sector are being funded according to then@donwealth’s own formula. The other
half are being funded above the level the formalsgshey should be getting, at a cost of $2
billion over the current four year funding periodix years into this scheme, there is no
readily apparent means for rectifying the anomadies inequities this decision has generated.
Despite this, it now appears to be a bi-partisaicyp®o provide political guarantees that no
non-government schools will receive less fundingthwull indexation of grants against
AGSRC.

The late Jean Blackburn was a member of both ttexibtm Committee for the Australian
Schools Commission, which provided advice to theitlm Government that laid the
foundations for Commonwealth funding for governmantl non-government schools, and of
the Schools Commission itself. Writing a decade about the situation that had evolved
then in relation to schools funding, she stated‘tih@ conditions under which private schools
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operate and draw subsidies in Australia are togaedean artefact of our federal system. The
Commonwealth Government has no national publicesyghat it could oblige private schools
to enter as a condition of national subventionne¥é@ favoured such a policy”. She referred
to “the Federal Government, on an unexamined lbgals, having covertly acted on the
unexpressed assumption that the public-privatenbalaof Australian school provision is
within its power to determine” (Blackburn, 1996)Both Angus and Watson, in their
respective accompanying papers, point to the faat federal schools funding arrangements
have evolved in the absence of any agreed eduahtationale.

Watson (2007) attributes the absence of a cohegrelity framework governing schools
funding partly to the division of responsibilitiésr education within the Australian federal
system and, in particular, to the “lack of any @rehing educational policy objective for the
provision of Commonwealth funding for schools”.

She finds it to be a curious feature of Austragaucation policy:

that government funding for private schools is jpied on the basis of
financial ‘need’ alone, rather than the goal of nmaising educational
outcomes for all students. As a consequence, prisetools receive public
subsidies without any consideration of the impaikctsabsidised private
schools on the public school system. There has lddennterest — at either
the state or federal level — in properly definifgetrole and purpose of
public schools alongside a subsidised private systar in regulating the
public and private sector to maximise student oontes overall. Instead, for
three decades, private schools have been funded wass basis, under
their own funding scheme, with few limits placedlair enrolment growth.

In the absence of an overarching educational polityective, private
schools receive government subsidies free of apylaory constraints that
might serve to maximise student outcomes. The stawd federal
governments expect no specific “dividends” fromvate schools in return
for a substantial public investment. Subsidisedvgig schools are not
subject to regulation over the tuition fees thegrgle, nor are they subject
to any expectations regarding access or equitysfodents.

Watson argues that a properly designed framewoskhmage “fashioned the subsidies” (from
both levels of government: Commonwealth and setdry) “to contribute to the public
policy goal of achieving higher quality schooliray fall students — in both public and private
schools”.

Angus sees the states as being strongly implicalsml in the lack of a proper educational
rationale for federal funding arrangements. Botlgésiand Watson see this lack of a clear
rationale as being a factor in current resourcguaéties.

There is no agreed federal framework for deterngrtime resource needs of
all schools, nor a national system of accounting dovernment funding,
nor a non-partisan agency that is able to ensurat fiunding from both
levels of government is being allocated fairly aftectively to schools. In
this vacuum, there is the risk that Australian eatiom, once envied by
experts from other countries for the equity ofsithool funding, is at risk of
becoming socially and educationally polarised. Enhere cases where
schools serving well-off families are operating hwitonsiderably higher

Making federalism work for schools: due process, transparency, informed consent 2007: 21



The Current Situation: Resources

resource levels than schools with concentrationsaafially disadvantaged
children. Current school funding policies appeart® extending this trend
and widening the differentiatiofAngus, 2007)

Watson points out that the increase in enrolmentgrivate schools at the expense of
enrolments in public schools has been achieved mithmal impact on the socio-economic

status of the non-government schools. As censte dizmonstrate, the higher the income
bracket in which a child’s family is situated, th@re likely the child is to attend a non-

government school. Watson argues that becausat@rschools have used their public
subsidies to position themselves in the marketstodents from more socio-economically

privileged families rather than to reduce their &$mon fees, they have managed to maintain
their own social economic composition while leavpuplic schools to cater for an increasing
proportion of students from families in lower incenbrackets and socio-economic

circumstances generally, with implications for batbie cost and the outcomes of public
schooling.

The current era of federal schools funding is ctt@régsed by, at best, an indifference to the
respective roles of the Commonwealth and stateét@ierrgovernments in schools funding.

Or, at worst, it could be argued that the federalicsures enable both state and
Commonwealth governments to pursue their policedlions in ways that obscure their

effects and constrain opportunities for public ustending, scrutiny and debate.

This new period of unilateralism on the part of ttemmonwealth follows a period — the
years of the Hawke and Keating Labor governmentehere the Commonwealth had
generally attempted to improve national consisteaog coherence in schools policies,
including funding, through negotiation with statesl territories. Policy for schools funding
was underpinned by the recognition that Austraéid b ‘dual system’ of public and private
schooling and needed to recognise this throughesfiss designed to minimise conflict,
inequality, duplication and waste. It was durihg tperiod that much of the action in driving
policy directions moved from Commonwealth agensigsh as the Schools Commission and,
later, the National Board of Employment, Educatiand Training to a council of
Commonwealth and state ministers. In June 1998 CGbuncil of Australian Governments
(CoAG) amalgamated a number of ministerial coundirls order to optimise policy
coordination across portfolios. Three councilg Australian Education Council, the Council
of Ministers of Vocational Education, Employmendafraining (MOVEET) and the Youth
Ministers Council (YMC), were merged to form the riéterial Council for Employment,
Education, Training and Youth Affairs (MCEETYA).

Current federal arrangements for funding and planni ng

In her accompanying paper, Watson (2007) drawstaiteto the way in which the split in
responsibilities for the public funding of publiadiprivate schools has created the potential
for separating schools funding from planning coesations. Under current arrangements,
the Commonwealth has been able to fund non-governsahools as if they were operating
in a demographic vacuum; leaving states and teegoto deal with problems from any
resultant maldistribution of school places in relato population demand. In political terms,
the Howard Government adopted individual parentalice of schooling as the driving idea
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behind schools funding. The disciplines necestamaintain a ‘dual system’ were seen as
barriers to such choice and were removed.

Watson argues that Australia’s inadequate poliegngwork has permitted — and possibly
facilitated — the expansion of its subsidised gavachool sector with little regard for the
consequences of this expansion on public provision.

The only period in which governments showed a patiterest in the impact
of subsidised private schools on public schools wdigring the
implementation of the New Schools Policy betwe@&® 5&d 1996

The New Schools Policy was introduced by the Hawlador Government tcsupport
‘planned educational provision’ by placing someitgmon the establishment and expansion of
private schools in areas of stable or declininglatt populations. It provided for priority to
be given, in the provision of Commonwealth fundfog new non-government school places,
to those being proposed in areas of population troso that public funding was being
applied in areas where there was a demographic foeeeew schools or additional places —
rather than in those areas where there was alraadgver-supply of places in existing
schools, public and private.

The 1996 Commonwealth Budget marked a radicalngrpoint in federal funding relations
in regard to schools funding through changes tofiheing of non-government schools, in
particular.

In that Budget the Commonwealth announced the tadmolof the previous New Schools
Policy, consistent with the political decision tocliease support for the growth of non-
government schooling as a means of expanding dreimbice of schooling while reducing
the public costs of schooling overall to governmserdA 1996 Commonwealth Treasury
Budget Statement estimated that the abolition ef Nlew Schools Policy would cost the
Commonwealth $66.7m by 2000.

The problem for the Commonwealth was that any gpvithat might result from students
transferring out of public schools would accrudtte states and territories, which meet most
of the costs of public schools.

It is arguable that encouraging more parents topgsasately towards their children’s tuition
by moving them from public to private schools wqudger time, reduce the proportion of the
costs of schooling met publicly. Particularly intime where the growth in the school
population has slowed, such savings would only noser a lengthy period as the result of
abandonment of public schooling on a significardlesdy parents and state governments.
Even then, it is not clear that public resourcesilditve saved even in the longer term.

If student drift followed recent trends, from peldchools into ‘low fee’-high
public subsidy non-government schools, the diffexern the public

expenditure on these transferring students wouldtba very much lesser
order than often suggested by advocates of unéettehoice. By way of
example, currently public funding for Catholic sol® and comparably
resourced schools in the independent sector, frami@onwealth and NSW
Government sources, represents around 80 per cénthar recurrent

expenditures. For such modest public savings touggthe drift would need
to be representative of the full spectrum of sttglen and it would need to
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be possible to adjust to and maintain efficientidputilization in the public

system. Realistically it is likely that neithertbése conditions would prevail
and per capita costs would be driven up for puphavision. Potential public
savings from increased participation in non-goveemmnschooling are thus
essentially illusory(NSW Public Education Council, 2005)

Whether savings were real and significant or nottf@ states and territories, the effect of
expanding the private sector is certainly a rea dinect cost to the Commonwealth. Every
student who enters a non-government school atteastdbsidy, and since the Commonwealth
is the major partner in providing public fundingrton-government schools, it foots the major
part of the bill.

To deal with this potential for cost-shifting, tl@mmonwealth introduced a mechanism
called the Enrolment Benchmark Adjustment (EBA)aameans of covering part of the cost
of its policy change. Its purpose was to redugespadent grants to government schools in
states and territories where the proportion of esttsl in non-government schools increased
accordingly compared with a 1996 benchmark.

Had consultations been held with the states andadees prior to the removal of the New
Schools Policy, the flaws in the Commonwealth’s emstAnding of the financing of school
systems, as distinct from individual schools, wolbé’e become apparent. It soon became
clear that, in calculating ‘savings’ to the statéesl territories, the Commonwealth had made
no allowance for the difference between averagenaadjinal costs in the public sector; and
had made flawed assumptions about how any ‘savingght result from the personal
decisions of individual parents about the schoatmeto which they would send their
children.

Following considerable political pressure, the EBAs wound back through a series of face-
saving modifications and the funds the Commonweghinered were used to create a
program focusing on science, mathematics and irtivan schools. This ‘initiative’
redirects more than $530 million over four year80® to 2008) from the general recurrent
allocations of those states and territories wheshith in the enrolment balance triggers the
EBA!® It is difficult to imagine any clearer indicatof the current bizarre state of schools
funding arrangements between the two levels of gowent than the establishment of a
program for the teaching of mathematics and scianceublic schools funded by the
Commonwealth in those states where its own funahogntives to expand private schools led
to a shift in the balance of enrolments (not inthenbers, but in the proportion) between the
public and private school sectors.

The Commonwealth continued its unilateralist apphowith the introduction of its current
scheme for general recurrent funding of non-goveminschools. The Howard Government
used the new scheme, introduced in 2001, to biealnéxus between the private resources
available to non-government schools and their lentgént to public funding; and to introduce
a measure of the characteristics of individual p&renot the characteristics of the schools or
school systems, as the basis for determining sshoelative funding entitlements. Since
2001, the Commonwealth structures its general rentiigrants to non-government schools
on the basis of a measure of the socio-econontiess(8ES) of the parents’ census collection
district. According to an average of parents’ S&®res, schools are ranked across 46
categories for funding purposes.

13 DEST,Backing Australia’s AbilityMay 2006, p. 60.
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The Commonwealth introduced this scheme withouanedgo the existing state and territory
arrangements for funding the same schools, ored@tiomalies which were thus produced. A
political decision was made by the Commonwealthmiantain the funding of those non-
government schools which were entitled to a lowangunder the new scheme than they had
enjoyed under the scheme it replaced. This hasupestlsome startling anomalies among
non-government schools, evidenced by the factdtlabols with the same SES score can be
funded at four different and, in some cases, widahgrgent levels.

States have generally and understandably beenlungatib simply adopt a parallel version of
the Commonwealth scheme. Even if they had beepaped to accept the political
philosophy it embodies, to piggyback their own fungdupon it would have simply magnified
its widely acknowledged inequities among non-gokent schools.

Thus, the federal funding arrangements for non-gowent schools lack national
consistency, coherence or complementarity for reafoat go beyond political differences. It
would have been quite possible for the Commonwealttonsult states and territories, as had
been done previously by the Hawke Government, amdinvite their adoption of
complementary arrangements. It would have beenlgeds invite states to examine ways of
dovetailing their own funding arrangements in timerests of reducing duplication in
administration, accountability and public reporting

One of the few areas of Commonwealth-state congrioliowing the Commonwealth’'s
change to an SES-based formula for distributing géneral recurrent grants to non-
government schools has resulted from action in Neswth Wales. In the wake of the
changes to Commonwealth funding for non-governmeohools, the NSW Labor
Government undertook a review of its own funding tleese schools, in 2000. The terms of
reference for the review were, however, restrici@da consideration of non-government
schools, as if these were operating in a vacuure. firkt report of the review, which dealt
with matters including state-wide planning, wasaskd in 2002 (Grimshaw, 2002). The
response of the NSW Government — responding tedhee political pressure for unfettered
parental choice as had motivated the Commonwealtlas-to follow the Commonwealth in
specifically excluding any planning criteria frons ifunding provision for non-government
schools. This further entrenched the situationretibe responsibility for the adjustments
needed to maintain an economic balance betweemutider of school places and the overall
size and geographic distribution of the school patmn falls almost entirely upon public
school systems.

As pointed out by Margaret Vickers (2005)Adstralia is unusual in lacking clear
mechanisms for adjusting the supply of school glaoedemographic demand. In the USA,
for example, neighbourhood schools are funded jinolecal property taxes, which means
that local citizens are more inclined to reform itheeighbourhood schools than to fund a
parallel system of schools that would potentiapd to a wasteful duplication of existing
facilities’. She points out that approximately 90 per cdrdhaldren in the USA attend public
schools from kindergarten to twelfth grade and,tlaspite substantial improvements in real
family incomes over the past sixty years, this allggroportion has not varied greatly over
that period.
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Funding and regulation

The growing convergence between the public anch¢imegovernment sectors of schooling in
terms of reliance on various forms of public furgdhras not been matched by the requirement
for non-government schools to take on key respdit&b that attach to public funding in the
public sector. It is not only in relation to thectfahat there are generally few planning criteria
attached to public funding for non-government sdéhdlmat makes Australian federal funding
arrangements for schools unusual. Non-governnaatas authorities have retained the same
right to make decisions privately about the settfidees, student admission and exclusion
policies, and staffing policies as if they werdyfyrivately funded. They have been granted
statutory exceptions from aspects of anti-discration legislation in order to preserve their
special character. OECD reports confirm that thentries with as high or higher proportion
of ‘government-dependent private’ schools as Aliattzave accompanied this funding with
stronger regulatory conditions.

Because of th@owerful religious and class interests involvedya@uld always have been a
daunting challenge for governments to impose reégua and funding conditions upon
schools in the private sector, commensurate wigr tincreasing access to public funding.
This would have been the case even if the fundasgansibility for both sectors had resided
solely with either one level of government.

In Australia, the asymmetrical split in funding pessibility for schools in both sectors has
provided governments with a convenient way of degplvith these interests. Each level of
government is able to shift to the other any of pladitical odium of regulation to force
private providers of schooling to take on respahés more comparable with those of the
public sector.

Advice on the need for greater consistency in tbeps and standards of regulation,
accountability and transparency between the scéeaibrs was provided periodically by the
Commonwealth’s major advisory bodies, including theerim Committee for the Schools
Commission and then the Schools Commission itBdlwed by the Schools Council of the
National Board of Employment, Education and Tran(NBEET). But this advice was
persistently ignored, despite the increasing cagesmee in relation to public funding. Under
current federal arrangements, the Commonwealthacgue that the responsibility for the
regulation of schooling lies with the states andittgies. All that the Commonwealth
requires from non-government school authoritiegpproval by state/territory registration
bodies and the normal accounting information andrfcial reporting consistent with meeting
acceptable standards of probity. The financial datavided by these authorities to the
Commonwealth are generally not available for puligpection other than in the form of the
aggregated data necessary to meet the requirenrepaiticipation in MCEETYA'’s national
annual reporting process.

The conditions imposed by the Commonwealth on i#gomfunding grants are increasingly
and randomly extrinsic to the program itself. TEhé almost no public regulation of the
funds provided to schools in the non-governmentosaghen it comes to the conditions that
determine which students are or are not able to @etess to these public funds, or the level
and range of private fees and charges that suaokclkan impose on top of their public
grants. Rather, the Commonwealth is increasingiggithese grants as a source of leverage
for imposing its own political and educational grefnces and priorities in areas ranging
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across flagpoles, the style of reporting to parantsthe devolution of power to principals to
hire and fire staff.

As for the states and territories, as the CommollseaSchools Commission stated in its

final triennial report (1985), these governmentgehseemed “rather unconcerned” about the
way in which their per capita payments to non-gow@nt schools were being used. This
lack of concern can be attributed, as well as tdig® to the states’ rationalisation that they

are, after all, only the minor partners in the fadléunding arrangements for non-government
schools.

There is little wonder then that an inquiry intocagntability in Commonwealth-State
Funding Arrangements in Education in 1995 (Senatpl&yment, Education and Training
References Committee, 1995) found that whateveyuatability mechanisms had been put in
place as a result, there still prevailed the saame& bf information that could shed light on
educational effectiveness as a guide to futurecpoés had been identified 22 years
previously by the Interim Committee.

In at least two States, NSW and Victoria, repoftéaditors-General have pointed out that
the provisions for accountability and transpareimgosed on government schools have not
been applied to private schools even when publciguare provided to these schools, and
have pointed out the risks of providing public fand non-government organisations that are
not directly accountable to government or taxpaj@rsheir overall operations (Audit Office
of NSW, 1999; Auditor General Victoria, 2000).

While the bulk of Commonwealth funding, providedtie form of recurrent grants to state
and territory governments and to non-governmenbaicauthorities, is subject to little real
accountability for educational outcomes, this doet apply uniformly across all its school
programs. There have been many examples whereethefits of relatively small project
grants are diluted by demands for evaluation apdrteng to satisfy accountability criteria
that are disproportionate in terms of the funds/jpled. Sadly, it has been programs for the
poorest children, including for indigenous studemtBich seem to be most burdened in this
way, including sometimes with contrived and ari#idorms of accountability.

The lack of a clear and consistent rationale fa tble of the Commonwealth in schools
funding, and, according to Angus (2007), the latla @ational basis for schools funding in
Australia more generally, have an adverse effeceducation debate in Australia. In these
circumstances, there is much scope for reducingashfunding to a matter of clashing
ideologies and media spin.

One of the reasons why the problem of school resodifferentiation is so
hard to establish or refute is that there is a pauof information about the
actual quantum of resources acquired by individusdhools from

government and private sources. In the absenceh information,

discussions about school funding are necessarilgebaon system or
sectoral aggregates and averages, or on the fundfngarticular programs

where the program funds constitute a minor promortof the total school
resource allocation. Neither provides a satisfagtbasis for making public
policy (Angus, 2007).

Angus argues, further, that funding mechanisms rgdlge- the formulae and the processes
through which funds get from governments into séheoare unnecessarily complex and
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lacking in transparency:n a national study of primary schools, my colless and | showed
how the resource allocation mechanisms for primsgfiools are unhelpfully complex and
exceedingly opaqueHe points out that the federal system merely add$é¢ complexities
that arise from arrangements established and niaactdy state authorities.

The federal system is only one of the complicatagjors. Much of the

complexity arises because of arrangements estadlistby system

authorities. The arrangements are often deeply ek in administrative

practice and in the case of staffing, the largesto®| recurrent cost, held in
place by industrial agreements. Simplifying the gess would require

public debates about new formulae, especially ef didoption of simplified

funding models meant that some schools receivesd desause the new
formula advantaged others ... the complexity of fugp@irrangements is the
initial stumbling block for further school financeform. It is hard to carry

any argument forward that some categories of schoneed more funds than
others while at the same time arguing that it itdrenot to know the facts.
The paucity of our knowledge of the facts of schadling leads advocates
of particular courses of action to base their arg@nts on conjecture or
hyperbole (Angus, 2007)

According to Angus, it would be possible for largfate systems to replace the plethora of
existing allocation mechanisms with a simple arghgparent model without necessarily
altering the funding outcomes for schools.

The complexity of federal arrangements for schaatsling is possibly even more of an issue
in the non-government sector. Here funding comesn fthree sources, with private funding
being added to the public grants received from @@wnmonwealth and state/territory
governments. A poll conducted in 2001 by the NSWhGIc Education Commission
revealed widespread confusion. Two-thirds of a#l @atholics who responded to the survey
believed that parents provided most or all of theding for Catholic primary schools,
whereas, according to figures provided by the Cassion, they provide less than 15 per cent
of the total resources (“Fundamental ignorance se@g Sun-Heralgd 16/9/01). There is no
evidence that either governments or non-governmenbol authorities have conducted an
education campaign since that time to ensure thegnts and communities understand the
extent of their reliance on public funding for thelildren’s schooling.

The complexity and lack of transparency in schdalsding in Australia has potentially
serious consequences. As Angus points out:

Schools are increasingly expected to disclose #rtopnance of students
on national benchmarking tests as part of the galneush towards greater
public accountability. Yet their performance is riggijudged without any
real regard to the resources, government and peyé#tat schools have at
their disposal. There should be much higher pertoroe expectations of
schools with selective intakes and per capita alfmns two or three times
the size of other schools. Disclosure of studenfop@ance results without
disclosure of resource levels is unfair and misiegd

Policy development and debate on schools fundingAustralia are bedevilled by the
difficulties of establishing valid and reliable dais a guide to the effects of particular policies
and to options for future action.
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As Angus points out, Australia has actually goneklaards in this regard.

During 1974-1987 the Australian Schools Commisgiayed an important
role in monitoring per pupil expenditures and adwisthe Commonwealth
on school needs and other funding matters. Inlffintithis role the Schools
Commission provided national leadership. Its repan school funding are
unsurpassed for their comprehensiveness, toughedimebs and detail.
Their authors were able to be provocative becabigeGommission was at
arms length from governmerfAngus, 2007)

The quality and availability of school statistics Australia at the present time, by contrast,
leaves much to be desired.

The so-called ‘inputs’ of schooling, especially then-financial data collected from school
authorities by the ABS, are well established. Wi ba confident about the quality of data
from this source on trends in the numbers of seh@blidents and teachers in government and
non-government school sectors. But ABS data on dcerpenditure is less useful, being
expressed at high levels of generality and takorgesyears to publish.

State, territory and Commonwealth authorities dafate with the ABS to produce the
annual National School Statistics Collection, unitter auspices of the Ministerial Council on
Education, Employment, Training and Youth AffaiMGEETYA). A selection of these data
is published in the statistical appendix of eachrigeNational Report on Schooling (ANR).
These data, however, are expressed at a high defaggregation, are heavily qualified so as
to protect the jurisdictions that are being comgaseand are often three years or more old by
the time they are published.

The Productivity Commission attempts to coordinddta from these sources in its regular
reports on government services. These reportsdadioe presentation of data in the form of
‘performance indicators’ for the ‘outcomes’ of etyyieffectiveness and efficiency. State and
territory authorities also publish a range of d&tlating to their responsibilities, most often in
annual departmental reports.

What is absent from these reports, however, iseardense of their implications for policy
evaluation and development.

For example, the current Commonwealth Governmestpleced ‘choice of schooling’ at the
centre of its policies and programs. This is evidaerits legislation for schoo!$ and related
administrative guidelines:

A fundamental principle underlying the Australiarov@rnment’s role in
school education is support for the right of pasertb choose the
educational environment which best suits the neédkeir child, whether
this is in the government or non-government sectbr

This principle has been in place since at least619¢en the Howard Government was
elected — although it could also be argued thah Inwdjor parties have included ‘choice of
schooling’ within their policy rhetoric for the gatiree decades.

! Learning Together — Achievement Through Choice@portunity Act 2004
5 Department of Education, Science and Train(gadrennial Administrative Guidelines (for schoels}007
Update paragraph 4, p. 8.
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But the current state of educational statistics atter information provides no more than a
superficial understanding of the effects and ingilans of this policy. We may know about
the numbers and ‘market shares’ of schools andestadin the government and non-
government sectors over time (although even heieriecessary to examine the underlying
data ‘cubes’ for the ABS collection and the acconyiag papers for the National Schools
Statistics Collection, the ANR and the Productivi®pmmission reports on government
services, if we want to know more about the charstics of schools and students within the
non-government sector). This is a technical egerthat few would have time or expertise to
analyse in depth. Raw numbers of students and {Haowever, tell us little about some of
the key questions for monitoring the outcomes efghlicy of ‘choice’, including:

¢ Which schools and communities have benefited fieenpolicy; and which have been
disadvantaged?

e How many new schools — and extensions to existihgas — have been fostered by
the policy?

e What are the factors associated with the expressfochoice: resources? religious
background? enrolment criteria? school structures?

e What have been the effects on teacher numberstamdateristics?

e Is ‘choice’ resulting in changes in student choafesubjects and other curriculum
patterns?

e What are the effects on student participation ardexement?

e What are the changing characteristics of students @mmmunities affected by the
policy?

The answers to each of these questions would ee@uirange of detailed data, which are
generally unavailable to the public.

Previous governments — and more recently the curfederal Opposition — have
supplemented the ‘choice’ principle with concernsowt quality and equity in school
resources. The work of the MCEETYA taskforce ohost resources, for example, is
developing advice on the recurrent resources thatchools should have to achieve the
national goals of schooling for their students.sTtaiskforce has presented a ‘national school
resources standard’ as a policy goal for all govenmts.

Providing a minimum standard of resources for aldents may be a long-standing and
fundamental policy goal, but it is impossible to mtor progress from currently-available
data. We are left with drawing implications fromatet and sector aggregate and average
financial statistics. But even here, the intereseadler is confronted with a bewildering array
of technical issues: accrual versus cash accoynbmgications of recurrent and capital costs,
such as estimating the ‘user costs of capital’; ingaksense of the funding provided by
governments across general per capita grantsatgpénts and interest subsidies for building
projects and targeted programs for schools, stadentdt communities; and the balance of
Commonwealth, state/territory and private sourdefiinding. Not surprisingly, all sides of
the political arguments about school funding arsbueces select from the data for their own
advocacy purposes. The dysfunctional split in respmlity for schools now embedded in
federal arrangements offers governments wishingvtad controversy and challenge to their
policies a ready means of burying major indicatoigolicy trends in a mire of statistics
which distract from the educational realities tbamfront Australia’s schools.
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School retention and participation are clearly fumental policy issues for education. But
deciding when and how to use dataapparentschool retention rates (which are significantly
affected by internal and overseas migration andpdst-year 10 structures in schools and
TAFE, for example) on the one hand awtual school and education participation rates for
particular age groups (for example, 15-19 year )otus the other is a key technical and
educational policy question. Similar questions denraised about monitoring trends on
completionrates, for Year 12 and its equivalent in the viocetl sector or for a particular age
group (for example, 19 year olds). Decisions abswth data sources will determine the
validity of otherwise of the conclusions drawn.

A final example: governments are increasingly ieseéed in policies to support higher levels
of literacy and numeracy. But the annual natiomeglorts, through MCEETYA, on student
testing are presented at very high levels of aggieg and show very little change in trends
over time. These reports do provide valuable indiom on differences in achievement by
groups of students, such as indigenous students;aoutell us little about trends and ranges
in literacy and numeracy standards over time, and tihese relate to other policies, such as
concerning school choice and school resources.

Understanding these issues involves a number oplontechnical and policy questions.

What is needed is a credible mechanism for thesciadin, coordination and analysis of data
so that their policy implications can be clearlyscgbed and explained. A national agency,
established by ministers but operating at armsgtlerfrom governments, would be best
placed to do this. Such a body would need to hawk technical expertise and authority and
the capacity to balance policy and political sewisigs, including balancing the legitimate

needs of governments and educational providerstl@droader community’s need for an
independent view of policy implications.

The potential benefits of a more vigorous natioagéncy for advising on schools policy,
including regular monitoring of school statistics discussed further in a later section of this
paper.

Some of the more hardened observers of the potfiexiucation in Australia might see the

establishment of an ‘arms’ length’ process for¢b#ection and analysis of schools’ data as a
naive view of the way things work at the highestls of government. Such scepticism is

understandable in the light of recent history.

But it should be possible to persuade the commugéyperally and government more
particularly that the fostering of informed pubtlebate on trends in the finances, resources
and educational inputs, outputs and outcomes -trancklationship between these — would be
a positive step. The alternative is the currentagibn: increasing media and public interest in
school issues, but no readily available data tormfdebate. As a result, the data are mainly
interpreted by ministers and interest groups. Ruldinfusion continues to be exploited for
political gain and media reports are generally siippal and simplistic.

In the void left by the abolition of advisory andnsultative bodies such as the Schools
Commission and the Higher Education Commission #meh the National Board of

Employment Education and Training, it is left t@ thmall cadre of those with expertise in
reading the entrails of assorted sets of data tk waolependently of government in order to
try to bring to public attention matters of polisignificance. There is no doubt that, had they
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still been in operation, the bodies referred tovabwould have alerted the public to such
important indicators of policy trends as, for exdnpthe extent to which teachers in

Australian schools now rely for their salaries ba public purse. Across both the public and
private sectors, 90 to 95 per cent of all teachreisustralian schools now have their salaries
met entirely from the public purse, the remaindeing a proportion of the teachers in non-
government, independent schools, whose salarielessehan fully covered by their public

grants.

Angus argues that, while the Schools Commission @ run its course, its demise has left
a vacuum. “Nearly 20 years on it is clear that MCKRB cannot fill the void. MCEETYA
has achieved some success. All education minikgers agreed to a set of national goals for
schooling, a national curriculum and assessmentevweork and various national policies on
important educational matters. What is needed matéonal system of school funding that
underpins these educational frameworks” (Angus,7200

As Angus points out also, there has been almogirogress despite attempts to produce such
agreement through MCEETYA. Following the introdaatiof the Enrolment Benchmark
Adjustment (EBA) referred to above, the state Labowernments responded in part by
establishing a national Schools Resourcing Taskfohcough MCEETYA. The Taskforce
was asked to advise all ministers on resourcesublig schools, especially to answer the
accusation by the Commonwealth Government thaethers a direct relationship between
resources required by public schools and the aatter of students to the private sector.

This Taskforce continued its work even after then@mnwealth was forced to back down on
the EBA. The focus of its work changed to advisgayernments of resources needed to
achieve the National Goals for Schooling. This beea significant reference point for the
Federal Labor Opposition in the development ofpitdicies for schools prior to the 2004
election. The Taskforce put forward the idea oiaéional schools resources standard which
would be sufficient to enable all students to aehi¢he educational goals set out in the
National Goals for Schooling. Its current role dadctions are unclear, largely attributable to
the wariness of individual governments to committihe resources required to meet the
standard. In particular, the absence of any fiommitment by the Commonwealth to real
increases in recurrent funding for government sthdmeyond indexation is a major
impediment to any further progress.

There is no doubt that the federal funding arrareygmfor schools in Australia have evolved
in ways highly conducive to duplication, buck-pagsiblame-shifting, political opportunism
and bullying. The role and responsibility of ther@monwealth has been ill-defined; and
there are inadequate mechanisms for the sharedogewvent of educationally strategic
policies based on the best available evidence.

A recent example of political opportunism was thelden and unilateral decision by the
Commonwealth in 2006 to introduce a National SchBbaplaincy Programme. The $90
million allocated to this program over three yeamss highly significant for this form of

targeted program, comparable with the annual expeerdoy the Commonwealth on teacher
professional development. According to the Commealtihh Government, the program was a
response to the call that chaplaincy services ldemaore broadly available. Where this call
came from has not been identified, but it soon becalear that it did not come from school
authorities. The National Catholic Education Cossiun advised that the program in its
current form is not appropriate for Catholic sclsp@nd representations from other religious
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denominations sponsoring schools have also exmltessacerns. The National School
Chaplaincy Programme was not based on any evatuafithe chaplaincy programs already
operating in parts of the public sector, or of tle®-government sector.

Because of its greater financial capacity andait& lof responsibility for the direct delivery of
education, there is greater scope and temptatiothéoCommonwealth than for the states and
territories to indulge in political opportunism apdint-scoring. As Calwell (2007) points out
in his accompanying paper, the Commonwealth hasysween able to use its funding
capacity to force states, territories and non-gevemt school authorities to adopt its own
particular priorities, by threatening to withholahfls.

But states and territories are not necessarily ipassctims in this kind of game. If the
Commonwealth imposes a policy which attracts maltbpposition, states and territories are
well placed to accept the funding but to defle@iasms towards the Commonwealth (even if
the state or territory was not necessarily avevgbe policy imposed by the Commonwealth).
This was the stance taken by the NSW Governmentnvthe Commonwealth recently
imposed a form of reporting to parents that wasogpd in NSW by many in the education
community, including principals, teachers and ptremhe NSW Government argued that it
could not afford to put the state’s Commonwealtiiding at risk by refusing to comply.

One of the cards that school authorities hold infederal system is that, in the end, it is up to
them whether or not policies imposed by the Comneaiila can work, and can be seen to
work, effectively. Rather than resisting the coiotis imposed by the Commonwealth,
authorities can simply accept them in order to sedbe funds, and then manipulate the
conditions in order to suit their own circumstanoas purposes. In this case, the
Commonwealth may judge that it is unable to affpotitically to have its programs simply
fail to be implemented.

A further example of such policy dysfunction wae t@rstablishment of a national network of
twenty-five Australian Technical Colleges. At aalocost of $343 million over five yeat$8,
this was one of the Howard Government’s definingoadion policies in the 2004 election.
This policy was trumpeted as a major event in Aalist's federal system, where for the first
time the Commonwealth Government would take diresponsibility for the delivery of
education.

The application of this policy, however, has takewery different form. The bulk of the
colleges that have been announced are eitherrexistin-government schools or have had to
be established as independent non-government schoobrder to qualify for general
recurrent grants and other programs for schoolsald®e the Commonwealth insisted that
applicants adopt Australian Workplace Agreementsa asndition of funding, almost all of
the applications from State Government authoritefgsed to do this and were unsuccessful.
The Victorian Government was able to attract fugdior some of its existing secondary
colleges, either alone or as part of a consortiuth an existing non-government school, by
separating the employment conditions for new adstrative staff and existing teaching staff,
and applying the AWA condition to the new staffyonl

Some of the agreements with Catholic school auiberiwere even more creative. As
reported in a letter to its members by the Gen&edretary of the NSW Independent

16 Hon. Andrew RobpMedia Released February 2007.
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Education Union, in relation to the winning tendgra Catholic college in Port Macquarie
and Taree:

... to this end the Diocese is establishing a sepacampany that will be
the employer for all staff at the Technical CollegeThis will be reflected
in a collective Certified Agreement that will ... moirin all its terms and
conditions the Teachers ... State Award ... In ordecdmply with the
funding requirements employees will be offered viddial Australian
Workplace Agreements (AWAS) that will be identitalthe Collective

Agreement ..’

In these cases, the Commonwealth has the choibearing the political costs of failing to
get its programs implemented; or of agreeing ttigpate in a charade.

This approach by government in relation to educamd our children’s futures is not

particularly edifying, nor does it represent a ¢ondive use of time and resources. But
perhaps what is most disturbing is that the prastiaf federalism in schools funding in this
country act to reduce our school system to a maitedisputes about cost-shifting or

industrial relations, rather than a matter of cotnment to investment in schooling as a nation
building enterprise and a source of shared, ndtjonide.

The broader context

Bates (2007) describes the current federal scHoolding situation as having produced “a
pernicious maldistribution of resources in the [Bmn of adequate schooling in Australia”.
Both Bates and Michael Furtado, in their respect@sEompanying papers, remind us,
however, that current problems in schools fundiagnot be simply attributed to dysfunctions
in the federal system. Trends in schools fundiegdito be seen in their broader context.

Bates argues that the current realities of schboiding are the outcome of shifts in the
economic, political and cultural contexts which édeft public schooling stranded between
“two great steering mechanisms: on the one handketeaand money with all their associated
strategies, risks and uncertainties; on the othadhculture and values, with their competing
demands for loyalty and belief”.

Furtado (2007) also identifies these and othettedldactors and their effects on the role of
governments:

The cultural imperative of nationalism, from 187#dnards, giving dramatic
impetus to the rationale for state schools, hasgl@ince gone, to be
replaced by a global imperative, in which, whiléslbscribe to some forms
of global identity, they actually succumb to a kimidfragmented identity
based on ethnicity, gender, religion and class. tMifsthese identities are
readily reflected in the variety of schools thatvbaemerged since the
funding dispensations to non-government schoolsneamed from 1975
onwards.

" Dick ShearmariYew College at Port Macquari®SW/ACT Independent Education Union, General News
21 December 2006.
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Once the nationalistic imperative wanes, such anph&non cannot be
contained within the ambit of one public schookeys especially in a post-
statist context, in which the very role of the stég to assist the reform
agenda and actively disengage from the task ofgoaifair and just arbiter
of educational provision in the polity other than tnsure that the
conditions of the market economy, and especialy phinciples and
practices of equal opportunity and inclusion, apheld (Furtado, 2007)

The argument that schools funding in Australiaeef the effects of these broad economic,
political and cultural shifts does not negate tmgument that these effects have been
exaggerated, rather than tempered, by the asynualesplit in funding responsibilities for
public and private schools between the two levegoeoernment.

The Grimshaw Review of non-government schools iWN2002) concluded that:

Educational resourcing has become an issue of natisignificance and it
is clear that any lasting new settlement in schwiding can only be
achieved on the basis of a consensus among thenfupdrtners. Neither
New South Wales nor any other jurisdiction actingna can resolve the
funding debate and see relations between the sectstored to more-or-
less equable levels. Work currently being undema&t the national level
on schools resourcing may therefore offer the Ipesspect in the longer
term for a new funding deal that addresses the si@ed entitlements of all
Australian schools and their communities.

Much the same conclusion had been reached theopeyear by the author of this paper in
the course of thinquiry into ACT Education FundinGACT Department of Education, Youth
and Family Services, 2003).

If there is one area of striking agreement amomgehvho have contributed papers to this
project, however, it is that federal arrangemeatste funding of public and private schools
have now taken on a life of their own, to the pevhere they will be very difficult to change.

Angus doubts whether for the time being the Commonwealth andsthes will agree to an
alignment of funding so that there is a proper ctanpentarity. It does not suit their political
interests to do sb

Caldwell sees little chance of agreement eitherrapgovernments or stakeholder groups for
a shift of power to the Commonwealth, whether ot ingolving constitutional change, to
enable a truly ‘national’ approach to schoolinge téfers to the “possibility of a continuing
relatively high level of cooperation through theegment of governments in forums such as
MCEETYA or CoAG”. Angus takes the contrasting vjewhat attempts to produce
agreement through MCEETYA on a national system dfosls funding to underpin
educational frameworks on, for example, curriculand assessment, have made almost no
progress.

This is partly a result of the habitual distrusttiveen the Commonwealth
and states over financial matters but is also duéhe fact that neither side
feels compelled to reach an agreement since aneaggat would impose
some constraint over spending priorities. The Comnealth seems content
to position itself as the principal provider foretmon-government sector
and the states are obliged to provide principablly the government sector.
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Neither side recognises any impending crisis armdetls no circuit-breaker
in sight (Angus 2007)

This is a view that is widely held inside and beydhe education community. In the absence
of an agreed national framework for enabling anysm of whether individual schools have
sufficient resources to produce the results expeofethem, Angus argues that (as cited
earlier) "Australian education, once envied by experts froherocountries for the equity of
its school funding, is at risk of becoming sociabucationally polarised . with a growing
differentiation between those government and noregoment schools that serve the families
on high incomes and those who are not well off

The problem of federal arrangements for schoolslihghhas now become such a source of
frustration, exhaustion and cynicism, such a disiva from the realities in schools, that it is
increasingly common to hear proposals from academm politicians, in particular, either
that there are no significant differences, in pulplolicy terms, between public and private
schools (and between vastly different kinds of @evschool); or that any differences can
simply be ignored in funding arrangements; or talitproblems can be swept away by
governments supplying parents with public fundinghe form of a voucher to take to their
school of their choice. None of these proposalenef they could be implemented, resolve
the deficiencies in federal funding arrangementsea®ut above.

As Angus argues:

These deficiencies affect all school sectors. Hewewhile the present
funding arrangements remain in force it is hardo® optimistic about the
longer-term future of public education as we knawMhen | talk on an off
the record basis with senior educators who throughtheir professional

life have been staunch supporters of state edutasygstems, they are
invariably pessimistic(Angus, 2007).

From the standpoint of the private school sectoe, ¢urrent arrangements lack integrity.
While they have secured continuing increases ifdip@iinding, they have been brought into
disrepute by ongoing controversy and reliance diiged deals.

Those who are critical of the outcomes of curredefal funding arrangements for school on
the grounds that they are inconsistent with th@aesibility of governments for equality of
educational opportunity are not alone. The conaiuseached in the latest report in the
OECDEducation at a Glancseries (2006) has relevance to circumstances strélia:

The education systems in OECD countries will havenake considerable
headway if they are to meet the demands of moaeiatees. Some of these
changes will require additional investment, but thedence also suggests
that money is a necessary but not sufficient guasafor strong results. Put
simply, education systems need to develop mordeadgatg and more
supportive learning environments and learn to beenitexible and effective
in improving learning outcomes. And they must sdmek the inherent
class bias and sometimes catastrophically regressmay of funding
existing educational opportunities — taxing the pmosubsidise educational
opportunity for the rich — in existing system©ECD, 2006)
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Lack of clarity about the purpose of Commonwealth i ntervention in
schooling

Watson (1998, 2007) identifies the fact that then@Bmnwealth became a major partner in
school funding in the absence of any nationallyeadr overarching educational policy
objective for the provision of its fundindn the context of World War 11, it was the ceding b
states of their income taxing powers to the Comneaitla that created the capacity for the
Commonwealth to enter the field of educatioWwatson then traces the emergence of human
capital theory as a basis for the advocacy of esmd public investment in education at all
levels in Australia. This kind of argument was udedsupport increased Commonwealth
expenditure on higher education. It was also thenale used by state education ministers,
when they requested direct assistance from the @owwealth in 1963, citing economic
goals. But, as Watson documents, successive Comeadtth governments were careful to
avoid economic issues in their policy statementglie funding of schools. This is de spite
the fact that the Commonwealth Government has timaapy role and responsibility for
national economic policy.

By the 1970s, there were social, educational andnodeaphic imperatives for
Commonwealth funding assistance to schools overabule what states were providing.
And the Commonwealth’s greater revenue basis ghvbei capacity to assist. But the
Commonwealth’s entry to schools funding, unlikeatgry to funding for universities, was
grounded more in political than educational impegest It was the willingness of Menzies, as
Liberal Prime Minister, to reverse a long held ogpon to Federal involvement in schooling,
that took the Commonwealth into schooling. Thetdplithe Australian Labor Party and the
formation of the Catholic-dominated breakaway Deratc Labor Party provided the ideal
opportunity. Menzies promised to provide direct &@dl assistance to non-government
schools, aimed at luring Catholic voters away frhra Labor Party while its ranks were
divided on the issue of state aid for their schoblis landslide win in 1963 turned schools
funding into a challenge issue that Labor had tept Labor won the 1972 election with its
promise of funding increases for public and nonegament schools. The entry of the
Commonwealth to schools funding had the effectpoéading the politics of schools funding
to another and more fiscally powerful level of gowaent.

There are many signs that the Commonwealth’s rogehools funding has never been able to
rise above the political opportunism and the semapolitics that loomed so large in bringing
it into existence. If anything, the signs are tbatisfying political considerations has become
even more blatant. Th8chools Assistance (Learning Together — Achieventigntigh
Choice and Opportunity) Acovers schools financial assistance for 2005 @B820This Act
sets down the terms of the agreement that a stateeratory must make with the
Commonwealth for the Commonwealth Minister to aud® payment of this funding in
respect of government schodlsThese conditions ride roughshod over the states’ a
territories’ authority and power for determining evl responsibility is best placed for school
staffing appointments and for other functions witthe school systems they own and operate.
The conditions require devolution of responsibility programs, staffing, budget and other
aspects of schools’ operations to individual schp@icipals. But when it comes to Catholic
schools, the Act has a ‘let out’ clause, providiag arrangements for staffing appointments

'8 Schools Assistance (Learning Together — Achievetimigh Choice and Opportunity) A2004, Sections
14 & 31.http://scaleplus.law.gov.au/cgi-bin/download.pl@lsfdata/pasteact/3/368accessed 9/5/07).
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“to take account of the relationship of the schoith whe bishop, parish priests and the
leadership of religious institutiofis

The current situation is not sustainable. The nposicipled and the most practical way to
move forward is to place educational consideratmms$ goals at the heart of federal schools
funding arrangements, with an emphasis on clagfyihe role and responsibility of the
Commonwealth through its major programs.

When government funds schools, what they are pioyidrimarily is teachers. Public funds
are being provided to meet the costs of studenison, through funding salaries to hire
teachers. Teacher salaries are the major drivesclobols funding. Of all the factors that
governments can influence to affect the qualityanfindividual's schooling, the quality of
teaching is widely accepted as the most signific&iisuring that there is an adequate supply
of well-educated and able teachers is one of thprmasponsibilities of government in
education and the key to equality of educationgloofunity.

By focusing less on the dollars governments prgwaael more on the teachers whose salaries
these dollars pay, the citizens of this countryhhige able to frame sensible questions about
the respective responsibilities of the Commonwealtd the states and territories. They
might be able to frame even more sensible questiofitem the standpoint of students in
schools and the community generally, about who lshdecide the conditions on which
students gain access to those teachers and how teashers should be allocated among
schools — than those that lead to wrangles abaents status as taxpayers rather than about
the education of their children.

A rationale of focusing general recurrent funding $chools on the costs of teachers has the
virtue of a logical consistency with the historicabts of public funding for both sectors in
Australia. The original political imperative foeeurrent subsidies to non-government schools
in the 1970s was the crisis in the large Cathadict@r. This resulted from the decline in the
supply of religious teachers prepared to contribléd services. It can be argued that there is
both a need and a rationale for a new funding fvamnke grounded in the provision of
teachers, given that the public purse now provifldly for the salaries of such a large
majority of the teachers in the non-government®edas well as of all teachers in public
schools.

To express Commonwealth and state and territoryrret funding of schools in both sectors

in terms of the numbers and conditions of teactiexg provide to achieve agreed educational
purposes would have the virtue of being an apprababhmost members of the community

could readily understood. Such an approach colshl provide a means of maintaining the

real value of grants — they could be linked to aktacreases in teacher salary costs. This
would provide an alternative to the current practichere the Commonwealth, as well as
some states, pass on movements in expenditure\@rrgoent schools to the private sector,

whether or not these are relevant.

It would be naive to imagine that reform of feddualding arrangements for schools based on
teacher salaries would, of itself, remove politiaisions or ideological debates. But such a
reform could transform the quality of public debat® broaden the range of those able to
take part in it.
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Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting

Curriculum

While the Australian Government’s funding contribat for schools is
significant, State and Territory education authast have the primary
responsibility for the provision of schooling ind@lia. School curriculum
issues, including in relation to science and raligs education, are
therefore State and Territory responsibilities ...

This is an extract from a response to a constitéremt the Federal Minister for Education,
Science and Training in March 2086 The constituent had written to the Minister segk
clarification on the specific issue of whether emmonwealth Government advocated the
teaching of a US program entitled ‘Intelligent @psias a replacement for, or in addition to,
the teaching of the theory of evolution in schamé¢ace in Australia.

The Minister's response reflects accurately thesttutional reality that responsibility for
curriculum, as for schooling generally, lies witletstates and territories. At the same time it
serves the purpose of locating responsibility fgogential controversy with another level of
government.

But this is an expedient and selective responsachwbelies the true situation. The
Commonwealth has had no compunction about intemgeim the responsibility of states and
territories in relation to the history curriculurfgr example. Nor was its intervention
confined to the issue of improving consistency asrhe nation, but rather it was motivated
by the Commonwealth’s disagreement with the congmt philosophical approach to the
teaching of history in some of the states.

As described by Alan Reid, in his accompanying papeutting the Public Back into
Curriculum” (2007):

Since 2003, the Liberal Federal Government has bpeamsuing an
increasingly interventionist agenda, proposing atiowal certificate of
education, compulsory (narrative) history at evemyar level, common
‘plain-English’ report cards, national benchmark steg, nationally
consistent curriculum in ‘key’ areas of learningdaso on.

Predictably the states have either resisted on gmeunds of local
autonomy, reluctantly agreed (especially where thaye been threatened
with the loss of federal funding) or compromiseddking a lowest common
denominator approach, such as adopting ‘nation@peoaches that identify
what is already common in state curricula. Givea tlature of the federal
proposals, many of which herald a return to an edional past, these
responses are understandable. But they are notymtoge.

The real story is that there have been variousmgtt® by the Commonwealth over the past
four decades to strengthen national curriculumataliation in Australia, employing the

19 Copy of letter held by author.
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disparate rationales of consistency, quality amdeitonomic use of resources. These have all
succumbed to a range of obstacles. States havétfdagd any attempts to weaken their
historical ‘ownership’ of curriculum.

According to Reid,

“since school education is constitutionally the esgpbility of the States,
for most of Australia’s history curriculum debategre conducted inside
state boundaries and largely dominated by educapimfessionals. This
history of state-based curriculum ‘ownership’ medmat when, from the
1970sonwards, the Australian Government began to expaessterest in
curriculum matters there was a tendency for theestao protect their
curriculum turf, by overtly or passively resistirgtempts to engineer
national approaches or by trying to control the pess’

What serious attempts there have been to achieaegrnational consistency in curriculum
have largely been made by the Commonwealth, ratiaer through spontaneous collaboration
among the states and territories. Angus (2007) aeladges this in relation to the current
situation:

The present federal system in which the Commonwegdivernment
assumes leadership for providing an overarchinggydlramework through
a ministerial council has been a positive forcerdhe years, particularly in
regard to the brokering of agreement about the aval curriculum
framework (Angus, 2007)

For those who see value in collaboration betweeatest and territories and the

Commonwealth to improve the consistency of curdoulacross the country, progress has
been slow and halting. This is despite the arrofatechnologies that make collaboration
more practicable than was the case for most diittecentury following Federation.

This cautious response by states can be attritattdelast partly to the fact that they have
already invested time, resources and political tehim working through these curriculum
issues in their own jurisdictions and are reluctardee their efforts wasted or undermined. It
may also reflect an understanding on the partatéstthat, in working through these issues as
the authorities directly responsible for the prmmsof schooling, they have gained insights
and experience that may not be shared by a Comnadthwgovernment more distant from
the field.

Some observers are more critical of the cautious defensive behaviour of (mainly state)
authorities and of the current state of curriculumAustralia’s federal arrangements for
schooling. Bruce Wilson, for example, in his acpamying paper, “The Politics of
Curriculum” resorts to metaphor:

Curriculum in Australia is a dog’s breakfast. Désprecent attempts to
achieve greater consistency, it is one area of raliah school education in
which practice across the nation is utterly incortiipla.

Each state and territory has its own structures fdeveloping,
implementing, supporting and assessing curricula. Each jurisdiction
adopts its own approach to the structure of theicutum, while claiming
to operate within a set of national goals which éakeen painfully
negotiated twice. The goals do not impose unredsenaonstraints on
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curriculum development. Indeed a comparison of tberriculum
frameworks of any two states will reveal that adimee to the same goals
can produce startling variety, suggesting that tfa¢ional goals impose no
constraint at all. Those are the kinds of goals yeant if the outcome you
seek is complete autonomy with an illusion of conatity. ...

Such variety is extraordinary in a relatively smalhtion with a mostly
common language and a strong sense of a shareareul¥Vilson, 2007)

There is support for this point of view.

The current system of curriculum and assessmentahathe marks and
wounds of a system that has emerged over timerréthh@ one that has
been carefully planned. Despite the numerous ex@sygdl co-operation and
collaboration among the states and Commonwealtéetlare many more
examples of inefficiency, waste, opportunistic tudling and dysfunctian
(Riordan, 2006)

Wilson grounds his overview of the state of curdoo nationally in the realities of
classrooms. As he points out, differences in culuim documents among states do not
necessarily translate into equivalent differenceahool practice. Teachers in the privacy of
their own classrooms across the country produde ¢lnn versions of the official curriculum
guidelines and requirements as they grapple wighindividual differences of their students
in schools in vastly disparate communities. He @sathe wry observation that they often
deal with the stream of ad hoc and uncoordinateebvations and policy changes by
“hunkering down and acting on the assumption thay twill survive most innovations, an
assumption which proves empirically well-founded”.

He observes that “it would mostly be difficult tdentify the state in which a specific school
was located based on curriculum and teaching peaetione. One reason for this is that the
variety in curriculum is not only evident betwedates and territories, but within them”.
State agencies might jealously guard their cummicubutonomy and display a reluctance to
learn from each other. It is, however, quite pdssibat classroom educators are participating
in a greater degree of cross-fertilisation acrbssdight jurisdictions than central authorities
know about, as well as drawing on curriculum froime tCurriculum Corporation,
Commonwealth projects and international sources.

As Reid (2007) points out in his accompanying paparriculum debate cannot simply be
reduced to a demarcation dispute based on geogedghoundaries drawn up in the™9
century. Curriculum — what our children should aeght — “lies at the heart of the education
enterprise”

When public monies are expended on education, assaimed that such
expenditure will function in the public interesin& what constitutes the
public interest is contested, then public engagenrerdebates about the
ways in which education policy contributes to thublg good should be an
important part of the democratic life of any sogiet Curriculum lies at the
heart of the education enterprise and should tlweetbe a key focus of
these debates.

Arguments for and against greater national conststeand commonality in curriculum all
come up against the questions of ‘whose curriculum?
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When there has been more than one authority indolaecurriculum, there is nothing

surprising in the fact that each has produced ws wersion of curriculum. These reflect
different local traditions and power relations amdhe various contributors to curriculum
policy and development between states. But they wdflect different understandings of the
purposes and nuances of curriculum.

Over the past century, there has been a range ntérmaing education philosophies about
curriculum content and process. In the heat of wehfey can be represented falsely as
dichotomies. Examples are the ongoing tensiongvdmt the academic curriculum and
vocational and technical education; between the Wt the curriculum should pass on to all
children society’'s commonly valued and validatedwledge and the view that curriculum
should be shaped around the needs and intereacbfiredividual child to develop his or her
unique, personal capabilities. There is continudiefpate about whether there are different
purposes for curriculum to serve according to paldr stages of schooling — from early
childhood, through primary and secondary to the&-pompulsory stage; or whether schooling
is a seamless process with a corresponding cwintulState differences embody changing
responses over time to these persistently contesseds. So it is not surprising to find that
arguments for changes to curriculum decision-makimgctures and processes federally are
often thinly veiled arguments about the conterthefcurriculum.

It is certainly not the case that national consisyeand commonality are universally hailed as
virtues. Relocating the source of authority forrmudum is seen as one means for keeping out
opposing ideological forces, or even for reducimg influence of governments significantly.

John Roskam, for example, argues that “for decadebpol curriculums have been
manipulated to serve a particular world view” (Raxsk 2006). Roskam sees damage control
as a central argument for a federal system:

the whole point of a federal system, and of diggower between different
levels of government, is to dilute that power amditl the reach of
government. Having each state and territory admbémisg its own
curriculums might be expensive and inefficient.t Biguments based on
expense and inefficiency have their limits. ... Aptsnio centralise the
curriculum ignore one of the key advantages ofdefa system. A mistake
made by one state government affects only the @eoplicky enough to be
living in that state. Exactly that principle appé to education(Roskam,
2006)

In his paper, “Comparing School Systems acrossrAlist, Banks agrees with Roskam on
this point:

While greater uniformity should bring national béte in some areas, it
can have risks in others. The fact that so muclcastentious about
educational system design is cause for caution. Trhgosition of a
uniformly bad approach can turn what might haverbeelocal problem
into a national one(Banks, 2005)

Roskam argues against centralising the curriculnaugh increasing Commonwealth control
on the grounds that “if the curriculum was writt@rnthe national level, it would be a process
eight times more complicated than now, and withhieigmes as many compromises”.
Roskam backs his arguments against Commonwealthoterith specific examples of recent
‘administrative blunders’ by the Commonwealth (ieas other than education).
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David Kemp, former Commonwealth Education Ministeom 1996 to 2001, shares
Roskam’s opposition to state governments havinghéamopoly over the school curriculum”.
Kemp, who served as Minister in the Howard Goveminfeom 1996 to 2001, argues that
“the prospect of having a monopoly over the schmoticulum is surely one of the great
motivating forces that attracts the faddists aneblogues” (Kemp, 2007). In contrast to
Roskam, he argues that the only government thabigag together the elements necessary to
achieve a new high quality curriculum available fadoption around Australia is the
Commonwealth Government. But he does not see amgicalum developed by the
Commonwealth as being mandatory, arguing that parshould be able to pick the
curriculum to be taught into their children’s sclsotdrawing on the best minds in each
subject area and the best evidence-based teachinghere are real possibilities for the
production of new high quality curriculums outsithe historic institutional battles between
school systems, teacher unions and universities .prihciple, this can be done by private
think tanks and organisations as well as (or betiten) by government authoritiés

In Kemp’s scenario, information and communicatitexhnologies would be used, not to aid
collaboration among states to develop curriculums@iency against agreed standards, but to
permit schools to select from a smorgasbord of iquier developed nationally and
internationally. Kemp argues further that choice afrriculum from an international
smorgasbord does not mean that “we have to acaejplf comparability across the country.
The issue here is not curriculum, but standardsassdssment.”

These examples illustrate that, especially on theservative side of politics, there is an
ideological schism when it comes to federal arramg@s for curriculum. On the one side,
there are the ‘culture warriors’ seeking the reisipon of older forms of authority; and on
the other side are those encouraging individualism.

In his book,The War for Children’s MindsStephen Law argues that what we are seeing, in
the form of the so-called ‘culture wars’, is a visatween two ways of looking at the world.
One is the idea that morality comes from an extemaghority — human or divine — and is
imposed on the individual. The other is the vidwattvalues come from within and that
individuals should be free to question and to thlankically and rationally for themselves — to
develop the capacity to think independently andnaily about how the world works and
how things came to be the way they are and to teten the ways they consider most
appropriate — as long as they are not damagingothais is a way of thinking traditionally
associated with small ‘' liberalism. And, as Lawipts out, this idea of a ‘culture war’ cuts
across traditional political allegiances, left aight.

In recent times, there has been a push by the Comeath Government to impose its own

‘authorised’ view of history on the states as tlsidé for curriculum. That being said, the
national history summit which ensued provided gulseminder of the potential benefits of

bringing together some of our leading historiand aducators for the purposes of debating
approaches to curriculum.

The view that an ‘authorised’ curriculum should ipgposed on all schools comes into
conflict, however, with the political shift desceid by Don Aitkin (2005) as “the triumph of
individualism over social solidarity”. According tAitkin, “individualism has diluted the

homogeneity of Australian identity. Conforming txially prescribed models of behaviour
and character, so heavily sanctioned in the pass fiven way to the endless pursuit of
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authenticity to the self, creating a population imunore diverse in aspirations than ever
before...”

This is consistent with Kemp’s argument thahding the monopoly of state curriculums will
establish accountability by schools to parentstha curriculum they teach, an accountability
parents would welcome and one very much in harmeily the federal Government’s
philosophy of choice in educatidn

Kemp’s scenario simply shifts the imposition oftarity from curriculum to assessment and
reporting. He refers to examples of national amérnational assessments whiagssume

that students have not studied the same curriculufhey are designed to find out what
students have learned against common standards finenenormous variety of curriculum
they have actually studiéd He goes on to argue that such forms of assessmaee

compatible with systems that “enable parents asdctimmunity to determine what and how
well students have learned, and to compare themeainces of schools and school systems”.

This argument — that it is not desirable to préscaven broad curriculum requirements at the
national level — raises both practical and ethigadstions of how it would be either possible
or desirable to monitor the performance of schoolstudents at that level. What is the use or
significance of information gathered in the abseata@any explicit or agreed criteria as to
what students were expected or required to be itegarim the first place? And, if the
acquisition of certain knowledge and skill is sontcal to the national interest and to
“standards” as to require national monitoring, wte be the argument against requiring that
it be taught in the universal curriculum?

As to informing parental choice among schools, doesitoring or assessment for this
purpose really need to be done at the nationaldeWarents are, after all, generally seeking
information in order to choose among schools inrtleeal area, rather than sending their
children away for their schooling or basing deaisicabout where to live on a national
comparison of schools. And would the form of higakes assessment advocated by Kemp
not drive over time the development of a de factomal curriculum — to enable schools to
teach to the test?

If, as Kemp and Roskam seem to be arguing, govartsreve no particular responsibility,
acting on behalf of the states or the nation ashaley for decisions about what values,
knowledge and skills children and young people &hdoe assisted to learn through
schooling, then it is difficult to see what groungevernments would have for making
schooling compulsory. If it is not because theyaibody of valued learning to which all
citizens should have access, then compulsory siclgp@ reduced to the status of child-
minding. To reduce curriculum to a matter of indual parental choice is to ignore the fact
that what students learn or fail to learn in a sthws effects far beyond the interests of
individual parents. At a very practical level, &rcbe argued that, having made schooling
compulsory, governments were obliged to provider&s®urces needed, since few parents are
able, even in today’s affluent society, to meetfthecosts of their children’s tuition. Since
society as a whole contributes heavily to the costschooling, public and private, it should
be able, through its democratically elected govermisy to express a broad interest in what
schools teach.
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Simply shifting the issue of monitoring standardsni curriculum to assessment does not
remove the question of the resources that mustdogght to bear for individual students in
individual schools to have comparable and fair ofyputies to meet those standards.

Richard Teese draws out the ethical consideratibmsing curriculum to resources.
“Curriculum is a political imposition whose morauthority rests on making adequate
provision”; and, therefore:

If all Australian children, wherever they live angherever they go to
school, are to be set on the same broad courseloés and ideas that will
make them good men and women, government mustedhemimpediments
thrown in their way by poverty, poor nutrition, llealth, ignorance, social
distance, and poor or zero child care, to say maghof conditions in
schools(Teese, 2007).

In the current circumstances in Australia, it canaogued that the Coalition Government in
Canberra couples an ‘individualistic’ view of sckotunding with an ‘authoritarian’ view of
curriculum.

The difficulties of separating the issues and temsiin relation to curriculum that are

philosophical, political and ideological in natdrem those that result from the constitutional
arrangements in Australia have been evident owepd#st four decades. Caldwell and Reid, in
their accompanying papers (along with Wilson andjmplication, Angus), see the current

divisions in curriculum responsibilities betweene tistates and the Commonwealth as
outmoded and dysfunctional in light of the needdaurriculum to meet the challenges of the
21% century.

Reid and Caldwell agree that the current CommortWwé&advernment under Howard has been
pursuing an actively interventionist agenda, uding threat of loss of federal funding to
achieve compliance with their goals, including commplain-English’ report cards, national
benchmark testing and nationally consistent culuituin ‘key’ areas of learning. Caldwell
sees the Commonwealth’s initiatives as ‘settingphee’, by adopting approaches in relation
to issues such as simpler reporting to parentstaedteaching of literacy that are more
strongly aligned with community opinion. He alsegards the use of funding to drive
compliance as “part of the scene” in CommonweattteSrelations. Reid, by contrast,
describes the nature of many of the Commonweatttiposals as “a return to an educational
past”. And for this reason he finds the actionghef states, in resisting these proposals, as
understandable, though not productive.

Reid (2007) maintains also that the arguments rinequently proffered as justification for
national curriculum have produced a narrowly “tactst’ response to national curriculum.

When the matter of national curriculum collaboratioentered the
educational landscape in the last third of thé"2fentury, the arguments
(mainly put by successive Federal Ministers for &dion) related to
student mobility and the efficient use of resourdéswas argued, for
example, that the different state curricula disatteged children of
military personnel when their parents moved states This technical
rationale rarely extends to broader philosophica@nsiderations, such as
the contribution of the school curriculum to natiduilding, and so
invariably the debates about approaches to nationafriculum have
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focused on the question of states’ rights. Thatisiarrow rationale has
produced a technicist response.

Reid points out in his longeRe-thinking National Curriculum Collaboration. Tokgda an
Australian Curriculum(2005) that the needs of the 3 per cent of stsdehb move interstate
annually can be more sensibly met by other meaaas #im entirely new curriculum edifice.
He likewise rejects the metaphor of the ‘standaifivay gauge’ which has often been
invoked to support moving to a national curriculomthe grounds of efficiency. This was a
metaphor frequently used by Minister Dawkins in Hevke Government era, who conceived
the need for greater consistency in education filoenperspective of nation-building, as an
aspect of micro-economic reform.

The complexity and ambiguity of the social, paiticultural and economic
shifts that are shaping our world suggest that swsh impoverished
rationale is no longer adequate. The debate abgur@aches to national
curriculum demands a richer rationale and set afpenses(Reid, 2007)

As well as dealing with fundamental philosophicaéstions about the nature and purposes of
curriculum, Reid makes the significant point there is a need for an approach to curriculum
nationally that would “provide the Australian gomsrent with a mechanism to directly
influence the curriculum agenda”. For one of tleaokst sources of dysfunction in the current
federal arrangements concerning curriculum polieyedopment and decision-making is that
the Commonwealth — the national government — hadonmal standing. It can sponsor
projects which generate curriculum materials. Butas no structure or process, other than
MCEETYA and the leverage provided by its fundingnicoution, through which to express
its interest, exert influence or exercise respalitgibn a continuing way. When it comes to
MCEETYA, the Commonwealth is technically outnumiget®y the eight state and territory
jurisdictions. Its position is especially apparéntthe current circumstances, where all of
these jurisdictions are governed by the opposirgiqad party. The Commonwealth is, as it
were, ‘outside the tent’, when it comes to curticul There is perhaps little wonder that it is
behaving in ways commonly associated with this tmosi and resorting to political
opportunism and bullying.

It could be argued that the Commonwealth’s fundwlg and the use of the funding lever to
gain influence has been a hindrance rather thaglpaih gaining support from the states for
curriculum collaboration. Especially given the lajesl nature of its funding role in schools,
the Commonwealth dependence on dollars has argubdiigsed the national curriculum
debate. Commonwealth requirements attached to rigndave tended to be introduced in
recent years as a means of confronting public dcteazher unions and state authorities,
despite the fact that they receive the much lesisare of Commonwealth funding than non-
government authorities. Whether or not it fundsostyy the Commonwealth Government
should be able to make a case for its place inatam decision-making on the grounds of
its responsibility for expressing the ‘nationakiregst’.

Instead, it has sought in recent years to intrasiefiinto curriculum through attaching an
assortment of conditions to its funding. Thesduide such requirements as: all children
being taught Australian values and the dangerswud dse; national curriculum standards in
numeracy, literacy, civics and citizenship, scieand information technology; and minimum
time in schools for physical education. The lackredponsibility for the implementation of
curriculum in any school or system has proven coivduto political opportunism and to this
scatter-gun approach.
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While the Commonwealth remains outside the strestuand processes where any real
educational debate about the nature and contentra€ulum is conducted, it will continue to
launch sporadic raids. At the national level, deba@bout national curriculum is likely to
remain largely grounded in the question expresseWilson’s rhetorical question: “If we
were designing a management structure for curmoultm Australia to meet current
circumstances, is this the system we would devig@flson, 2007). His assessment of the
current situation is that this system is denyinghe nation as a wholghHe advantages of
commonality, shared responsibility and economiescafé.

Australian curriculum management is in about theatest of mining
exploration in this country a couple of decades.dgming exploration was
then run by engineers and geologists, conductethfobenefit of those who
ran it, and managed essentially without a ratioaahlysis of need or cost
or return on investment. That is how we do curuoul We presently spend
scandalous amounts of money exploring the deeggdf curriculum in
every corner of the country, sinking numberlesslagapry shafts, and
building competing infrastructure to exploit thensa resource base. It is
time the exercise was directed to the benefit ofugters, rather than its
providers.(Wilson, 2007).

For Geoff Masters, chief executive of the Austral@ouncil for Educational Research, the
fact that there is good deal of commonality amotajescurricula raises the question of
whether there is unjustifiable duplication of effat state level. He recently drew attention to
the example of what is happening in the senior @&y school:

With a population less than some American statastralia now has seven
government authorities developing nine senior Gedies ... It has to be

asked, in a country of 20 million people, do wellyeaeed nine senior

certificates? As part of these nine certificaté® seven authorities develop
27 different mathematics courses and more thani&0ry courses that can

be used for tertiary entrance. They also develtyerobhon-TER mathematics
and history coursegMasters, 2007).

Some would argue that such course differences nwitate certificates often arise from the
perceived need to differentiate and diversify l@agrprograms even within the one discipline
area to reflect the range of students’ interestisadmilities.

According to Masters, however:

The closer one looks, the more obvious the proddecomes. A recent
ACER study showed that 95 per cent of the chemistught across
Australia is common to all states and territoriés.other words, the seven
government authorities are busily developing esaliynthe same chemistry
curriculum seven times. Despite this, each state it own method for
assessing students’ mastery of this curriculum #&sdown system for
reporting student results, making it impossibledonpare chemistry results
between any two states. This observation is nateldio chemistry: 90 per
cent of advanced mathematics and 85 per cent ofigdycontent are
common to all states and territorigddasters, 2007)

The study to which Masters refers is the invesiigatcommissioned in 2005 by the
Commonwealth Department of Education, Science aathifig and carried out by ACER. It
culminated in a report on models and implementatorangements for an Australian
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Certificate of EducationAustralian Certificate of Education, Exploring thlveay forward
(ACER, 2006).

It is no accident that, in order to refute Mastengjument, Roskam also uses the example of
science:

The claim that Australia as a country of 20 millipeople is too small to
have eight different education systems is ... flawdwre really believed
that a student in Melbourne should be taught theesacience course as a
student in Brisbane, then in theory there’s no osa#ustralian students
shouldn’'t get the same science curriculum as stisden New Zealand
(Roskam 2006)

Nor is it surprising that it was in the areas o¢rhstry, advanced mathematics and physics in
the senior curriculum where the ACER study fourgldgheatest convergence among the states
and territories. These are areas of the curricdhahare less likely to be the battleground for
waging political and ideological contests about twbanstitutes the public good. Masters
would have had more trouble with his argument hmdhosen, say, history, for his example.

At the same time, there are differences which #feult to justify on educational grounds.
Masters (2007) and Wilson (2007) concur that these differences are exacerbated by a
bewildering variety of terminologies, which rendeurriculum statements and guidelines
difficult to understand and to use. As the ACERdgtrevealed, there are as many different
schemes for reporting Year 12 results as therageacies responsible for doing this.

The history of Commonwealth-state relations in apphing national curriculum has
consisted largely in attempts by the Commonweadltlaftect state-based curricula. Reid’s
paper cited above provides an excellent guide ihistory. He points out that over more
than four decades, ‘eey Commonwealth strategy has been to seek teeidé the official
curricula of the States by indirect means, sucHuwmsling curriculum projects that develop
teaching resources in (nationally) strategic cuuligm area’ (Reid, 2005)

The Australian Science Education Project (ASEP)969 was the first of these initiatives in
national curriculum development. Then followed éstablishment by the Commonwealth, in
1974, of the Curriculum Development Centre (CD@Y).generated a significant discussion
paper in 1980 on core curriculum for Australiansul and undertook such curriculum
projects as the Social Education Materials Pro{&&EMP). This was a period where the
imperatives for change were more grounded in edugtconcerns than approaches which
were to follow, which were more influenced by picli, economic and bureaucratic
considerations. Even this gentle approach, whichdad challenging the states’ curriculum
autonomy, failed to avoid the destructive effectsmMbat Reid aptly describes as ‘shifting
political whims’. The CDC was abolished under Eraser Government and re-established as
part of the Schools Commission by the Hawke Govemtnuntil the Commission was itself
abolished after the 1987 election.

The next period of development, under Labor Mimigkghn Dawkins, Reid describes as one
of full-on frontal assault — an explicit and deta@red push for a single national curriculum,
while allowing for legitimate expressions of stdiferences. Cautious support from largely
Labor states led to a great deal of activity, whiduded mapping existing curricula in states
and territories as a basis for the developmentatibnal curriculum statements. For a time,
New South Wales, where there was a Coalition gowem, played a leading role. But by the
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time the writing teams based in the various stasesdeveloped the ‘Statements and Profiles’
for the agreed eight Learning Areas there had laeehange in the political balance among
the states and there was less willingness to silgrezontrol over the curriculum.The most
ambitious attempt at national curriculum collabaaat in Australia’s history had foundered
on the old rock of State-Commonwealth suspic{®eid, 2005).

In Reid’s account, the 1993 to 2003 period “savetainn to the more indirect strategies for
national collaboration that had characterised its period”. Most states adopted the eight
learning areas, some in a modified form. The Culuim Corporation (jointly funded by the
States and the Commonwealth) began to play aneacile in common materials production.
Projects that were sponsored by the Commonwealthflteence state and territory curricula
included the Discovering Democracy Program and}bhality Teaching Project.

Then in 2003, Coalition Minister Brendan Nelsoneatpted to achieve greater national
consistency in curriculum through imposing conaitioon Commonwealth funding. This
attempt soon degenerated, according to Reid, int@xercise in consistencya “lowest
common denominator approach that makes an offmiaticulum out of only those content
elements that already exigReid, 2005).

On the basis of past experience, it is difficultpredict the outcome of decisions now being
taken by the Commonwealth and states through MCHEETY achieve greater national
consistency in Australia.

Commonwealth and state Ministers for Education,tmgdogether as a Ministerial Council,
have resolved to pursue a national approach tacalum on a number of occasions. The
most recent example was the decision of the A07Z2MCEETYA meeting to develop
nationally consistent school curriculum. This deaiswas variously described in the major
media releases following the meeting: The Commottivédinister Julie Bishop claimed that
the decision was “a victory for commonsense aseStitally agree to a nationally consistent
school curriculum” (Bishop, 2007); while the Viciam Minister said that “it was pleasing to
see that the proposal put forward by the statestamdories was the one adopted by the
Commonwealth” Daily Telegraph 2007).

Leaving aside the gquestion of whether the Commolilvea the states should get the credit
for this decision — a perennial question at eachid¢krial Council meeting — the practical
outcome of the meeting was to continue with the ehad a national working group of
officials ‘to determine the framework of a natiomakriculum’ in core subjects. This process
is also likely to consider options for the oversigh curriculum, assessment and reporting,
including the possible establishment of a natidiaaly to do this.

The MCEETYA decision was subsequently overshadoleed than a fortnight after the
ministers’ meeting by state premiers, meeting withbe Commonwealth as the ‘Council for
the Australian Federation’, who issued their owpor&® and resolution to pursue nationally-
consistent curriculum based on the traditional ao@d disciplines. This action indicates that,
if necessary, states can exclude the Commonwealbth hational collaboration on education
if necessary, especially where no Commonwealthifgni$ involved.

20 Entitled The Future of Schoolindgrarrah Tomazin, “Back to basics: studies scrajipedrriculum revamp”,
The Age24 April 2004.
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Although this kind of ‘process’ decision is typicaf Ministerial Council discussions on

curriculum, the tone of the media releases aregpsrimore constructive and positive than
previous announcements, given the ministers’ aepegt of what they see is ‘huge
community support for a nationally consistent @uiim’ and the reinforcement of this by

state premiers. And the outcome is supported bly bbthe major parties at federal level. But
it is still a long way from presenting a clear vieiwoutcomes, timetable and structures.

The debate about federal arrangements for curncutuAustralia seems to be happening on
two separate planes. Both Reid (2007) and Mag2&@7) are impatient with the stance they
see being adopted by states. According to Masters:

Each appears to consider its curriculum superiotthose of the rest of the
country, which are variously described as lackimg dcademic rigour,

unresponsive to local and student needs, too r@gid bureaucratic, based
on narrow and limited forms of assessment, anduagtby educational

fads. But a dispassionate analysis suggests tlaé surricula have much
more in common than is often suggestéthsters, 2007)

Among ministers, what commitment there has beematmnal curriculum over the years has
largely been grounded in utilitarian concerns, iagtc to the curriculum itself. As the recent
MCEETYA decisions demonstrate, this remains the.cas

Reid and Masters argue, however, that the moveswtional curriculum should not be an
obsession with consistency or the more economicofisesources, but much higher order
considerations:

more important than removing unnecessary difiggen minimising
duplication and achieving comparability across sgts the opportunity
that now exists to re-think the school curriculufhis is a national priority
and it requires a national response. For exampte few students are
choosing to study advanced mathematics and scid@etéer teaching will
be part of the solution, but bold new approachesdbool curricula also
are required. The answer will not be found in auratto curricula of the
1950s, but in new high-quality multi-disciplinaryuracula that are
grounded in contemporary issues such as global waynsalinity, nuclear
energy, genetically-modified foods, cloning and mstell research
(Masters 2007)

Reid also sees the need for a national, radictiinéing of the curriculum rather than some
kind of harmonising of states’ existing programdesrning; and he sees an opportunity for
curriculum debate in terms of nation-building. dimilar terms to Masters, Reid maintains
that:

Australian society, like the societies of other iomt states, is undergoing a radical
transformation, as established ways of organisingd avorking and living are under
challenge. In such an environment people have fosado new ways of understanding the
world, doing things and living together. It demamdeving well beyond the nation building
phase of the 20century and into a process of nation re-buildiimyolving a reconsideration

of many established practices and institutions. lBuw do people develop the knowledge and
skills to meet these challenges? This is a cumiicufuestion par excellence.

At a time of significant change in the nation-stdakee curriculum presents
itself as the major means by which the citizenrgllectively and
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individually, can develop the capabilities to playpart in the democratic
project of nation re-building(Reid 2007)

Reid argues that a national approach to curricidtould be driven by curriculum concerns,
based on: a clearly articulated rationale relat@dcdrriculum purposes; a theorised and
articulated view of curriculum; and a strong reshaand conceptual base. He proposes a
“capabilities-based” approach to national curricadu

... one aspect of an official curriculum might be teelopment of those
capabilities identified from a continuingational conversation, albeit
ongoing, unfinished and tentative. But there wawddd to be another part
of the curriculum — that is, the vehicles throughick the capabilities are
developed. These are traditionally known as subjelcéarning Areas or
disciplines.

These two parts of a capabilities-based curriculwould form the
foundation of a national approach to curriculum. ubh a set of richly
described capabilities could be common across thenry. Instead of the
teaching OF subjects as ends in themselves, teashauld teach through
subjects FOR the capabilities.

Reid proposes that all states and territories waglegte on the capabilities that would become
the focus of teaching and learning in each jurtsali; through a process perhaps led by the
Australian Government and starting with a revievinaf National Goals of Schooling.

He also sees this approach as a possible meamzodiraging the kind of debate about the
public purposes of schooling and the curriculuma agy of dealing with the divisive public-
private debate from an educational rather thamdifiy perspective.

Simply changing federal structures and processethédevelopment of curriculum will not,
of itself, affect the quality of curriculum or answfor us the questions about what, if
anything, we want all our children and young peojgelearn. Moves towards national
curriculum, taking as their starting point the ldeamework provided by the National Goals
for Schooling and the curriculum frameworks develby the states, could provide the
catalyst for curriculum debate and renewal drivgrihe ideals expressed by Reid and others.
It is difficult to argue against the idea of a shmaition pooling its experience and expertise in
the curriculum theory and practice for the benefiits students. And aspects of the recent
history summit convened by the Commonwealth Mimigt®vided glimpses of the educative
potential of public debate about education itselfl avshat we want our children to learn.
Whether curriculum responsibility continues to desiwith individual states or is shared
nationally in the future, the approach to currienlgontent and standards needs to be open
and forward-looking and grounded in the relevastigiines. As both Reid and Masters make
clear, the complexities and the challenges of tbdem world make obsolete any notions of
using moves to national curriculum as a vehicle ifaposing a once-and-for-all ‘fixed’
curriculum for schools across all jurisdictions.

If greater consistency and quality in learning peogs can be achieved across the country,
this has the potential to increase public undedstgnof and confidence in our school system
nationally; and to provide a framework within whid¢bachers can do their work with
confidence. A national approach to curriculum dopitovide the basis for the development
of a ‘curriculum guarantee’ to provide all schowlgh the resources needed for teachers to
engage the students they serve in the agreed pnegtaking account of the widely differing
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circumstances in which schools work. This wouldjuiee a national curriculum and

assessment body bringing together those with eigpart curriculum policy and design from

the stage of early childhood education throughh® post-compulsory years, as well as
academics and practising teachers; and with regpblysfor consulting with parents and

employers. Such a body would need the capacityotodinate curriculum with all related

forms of assessment and to provide advice on isdios for professional development. This
body would need to work within the resource caj@dsl of all schools. What needs to be
avoided, as past experience is shown, is a reliaoxwebodies composed entirely of
departmental officials, Commonwealth and state,ctwhilegenerate into members being
driven to defend their own particular patch.

A national body would provide the Commonwealth watHformal avenue for pursuing its
curriculum objectives. Such a body would need daconstituted in a way that allowed for
openness and transparency in decision-making.Wdwugd mean that arguments for particular
curriculum decisions would need to be justifiedeniucational terms and in relation to any
available evidence.

There is a real risk, however, that without carefidnment of curriculum, resources (the key
resource being effective teachers and teachinggsasgent and reporting, moves towards
national curriculum have the potential for a negagffect. National curriculum could lay the
basis for the development of an inappropriate yakisgainst which schools, and the work
done by teachers and their students is measuréowvitegard to differing contexts of gross
resource disparities. This is not to deny thatlerforms of assessment can provide such an
inappropriate yardstick whether or not they areaupohned by national curriculum.

Assessment and reporting

Federal arrangements for assessment consist imhiation of state-based tests in literacy
and numeracy, and national tests for a sampleudfests in several other areas. Australia
also takes part in an international assessmentgmo@r 15 year olds. Literacy (reading and
writing) and numeracy are assessed annually threeggimg of all students in years 3, 5 and 7
in all states and territories, with tests equategrovide comparable reporting of student
achievement data. MCEETYA is now developing itshowational tests and from 2008 all
students in years 3, 5, 7 and 9 will sit the saestst Science is assessed every three years
through a national test of a sample of Year 6 sttgléAssessments though the Programme of
International Student Assessment (PISA) are cardat every three years for literacy,
mathematics and science for 15 year olds.

The progressive development of a national systerseéssment as a basis for performance
measurement and reporting has been driven throttgbhang conditions to Commonwealth
funding since the Howard Government was elected1®®6. It is a condition of
Commonwealth funding for schools for 2005-2008, édeample, that education authorities
establish common assessment standards in Engligithematics, science, civics and
citizenship education and information and commuroca technology (ICT).

As noted previously, the Commonwealth is committed introducing an Australian

Certificate of Education as part of its prograninorease national consistency in schooling;
and has now received a report on options for demffom the ACER.
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Prior to 1996, the testing and reporting of litgrand numeracy was a state matter, and there
were little national data on school outcomes amdetiore limited scope for comparability of
student achievement levels between states. Shee ted by the Commonwealth, key
performance measures, benchmark standards andrparfce targets have been developed
for the purpose of national reporting in an expagdiumber of areas. These developments
have taken place through MCEETYA. The benchmarkswmess have been controversial. The
minimum benchmarks are set at a level where ardestuailing to reach the standard would
be at risk of making unsatisfactory progress abstiBanks points out that the MCEETYA
benchmark approach focuses on an ‘extreme’ — tists#ents who fail to reach even a
minimum standards. “This design features meanssth®published results are unlikely to
identify any major differences between jurisdicipnalmost by definition ... most
jurisdictions consistently report around 90 pertasinstudents reaching the benchmarks ...
and that, even so, the MCEETEYA data are publishitid extensive qualifiers and caveats
...” (Banks, 2005).

From the perspective of the Productivity CommissBanks finds the process of reporting on
national learning outcomes data deficient:

... data are usually well out of date by the time tlzag released ...
protracted delays reduce the usefulness of the datacomparative
assessments, as well as reducing transparency ecwbatability. A second
deficiency is that while non-government schools mpasticipate in the
national testing, MCEETYA only publishes data fall ‘schools’

(government plus non-government) on a nationalipgarable basis. Not
only does this make it impossible to compare thefopmeance of

government and non-government schools — it is wen @ossible to isolate
the performance of government scho@Banks, 2005)

McGaw expresses similar professional irritatiort the information distinguishing public and
private schools in the Australian data is suppikdssfore it is submitted for international
analysis and argues that the practice should begela He points out that, using the 2003
PISA data from OECD countries, there is no sigaific overall superiority of non-
government schooling in any country. Any observegesiority of non-government schools
in the base data appears to be due to the stutteatsenrol rather than what they do as
schools (McGaw, 2006).

But it is largely the relationship between publrdaon-government in Australia that leads to
this suppression. No other country has createds#me circumstances as Australia, of
placing public schools in competition with privadehools which are able to set their own
private fees without affecting their entitlement pablic funding and where progressive
increases in public funding have brought with thee corresponding increases in public
responsibility. There is widespread ambivalencéhiwithe teaching profession and the
education community towards student assessmenteguiting once this goes beyond the
information that assists individual schools andcheas to analyse their own students’
performance and to target assistance. This is gwiay to arguments that empirical evidence
is needed as a basis for policy; and that it cavige the evidence needed to support
arguments for differentiated resource allocatiortaxmet resources to where they are most
needed to improve achievement.

Resistance to ‘league table’ comparisons of schaslsunderstandably strong in the
circumstances that prevail in this country. It hamme, on the one hand, from those
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protecting the interests of the most socio-econalyicselective non-government schools.
The release of apparently superior results fronh setools tends to draw public criticism of
the levels of public funding being provided to theifhere is also resistance by those in the
public sector to exposing results from those scheolh a disproportionately high share of
those students who are most costly and difficuktdacate and a disproportionately low share
of the resources needed to meet their needs.

Using evidence from recent research, George CodR@§6) points out that large-scale
assessment programs can result in improved studéobmes if they share the qualities of
good classroom assessment tasks.

These qualities include a close relationship witkatis taught and how it is
taught, high quality items that allow the achievemef all students to be
accurately determined against standards, and adegaad timely feedback
to students and schools that supports their teaghimd learning strategies.
(Cooney, 2006)

In our federal system, the most potent means alailr dealing with such resistance has
been the Commonwealth’s resorting to making itsling conditional upon compliance with
its own demands for reporting. This is hardly asigator of a mature, professional education
system.

The potential of federal arrangements for schoolorgfostering political pettiness has been
further demonstrated by the Commonwealth’s decis@mequire reporting to parents on
student achievement according to an A to E tempdatequivalent. While there was some
resistance on educational grounds, most states|lemmpith this requirement and deflected
any public criticism by blaming the Commonwealtti.a national approach to reporting to
parents is considered to be a priority, then begitecesses are clearly needed to avoid turning
such matters into a political football.

It is one thing to agree that there are potenealdhits to be gained through the development
of a national curriculum, assessment and repogysgiem for Australian schools; and that the
impetus for moving in this direction has been dusth over decades. Support for such
directions ranges from arguments for the cost ggvihat greater consistency might bring,
through to arguments that there is a national rieedurriculum regeneration if our schools

are to assist students to deal with the challemjebie modern world. There are tensions
between these views, but they are not necessactympatible. What is irrefutable is that

developing the structures and processes necessachieve the potential benefits of such a
move will take time and will require delicate neigabns between the Commonwealth and
state and territory governments.

The fact that progress towards the goal of a natioarriculum and the related issues around
assessment and reporting has been so halting midyevan indication that this is one of
those goals that are valued in principle; and tihate is a sense that it is a pity that it had not
been put in place by now. But that is differemnirarguing that it is now, or has been over
the past decades, the most pressing priority imdesf improving the overall outcomes of
schooling. This question needs to be asked icdn¢ext of the challenge facing the nation as
its experienced high levels of teacher turnovesirgi from the large numbers of the
profession now retiring.

In our current situation, it is important to undarsl that the quality of teaching is, after all,
what determines the quality of the curriculum frthva point of view of students.
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Teaching

Research clearly indicates that one of the bessv@ygovernments to support the education
of children and young people is to provide an adégsupply of effective teachers. The
effectiveness of federal arrangements for schoofsuistralia in this area is critical, especially
in relation to such key issues as: sustaining #iarice between teacher supply and demand;
the quality of initial teacher training; the qugl&ind form of ongoing professional learning;
and sustaining the conditions necessary to reandgitretain good teachers.

These conditions entail ongoing responsibilities governments, Commonwealth and state.
This is a time, however, when it is critical to #gucation of students now in our schools and
future generations that governments marshal tlemources to meet these responsibilities.
Australia is facing the challenge of replacing tligye numbers of teachers recruited to deal
with the surge in the school population of the 196808d 1970s. High retirement rates will be
adding to the normal rate of teacher turnover fdeast the next decade. Governments will
need to have strategies in place to ensure theg¢ thean adequate supply of new entrants to
teaching to replace them.

Australia is not alone in this situation. Many atloeuntries are facing the same significant
demographic shift in their teaching forces, whicleams that there is an increasingly
competitive international labour market for teasher

This increase in teacher turnover arising from stasned rate of retirements over the next
decade entails risks of loss of the experience expertise of those retiring. The high
turnover also brings opportunities for renewing aeathvigorating the teaching profession,
through investing in professional learning for nemtrants, so that they can work effectively
with students from their first days in the classmo

By contrast with curriculum, where the respondiilultimately lies with states, the
responsibility for ensuring an adequate supply wdligy teachers for Australian schools is
more evenly shared between the Commonwealth an&tdtes. The Commonwealth has a
clear responsibility for ensuring an adequate supphuality teachers for Australian schools
arising from its responsibility for funding the warsities where teachers undertake their
initial preparation for teaching. States, with theéirect responsibility for schooling, rely on
the Commonwealth to supply the graduates neededafb all their schools. These school
authorities then have a responsibility for the anggrofessional learning of the teachers
they employ. Responsibility is thus shared betweih levels of government for providing
the conditions necessary for trainee teachers tkembe transition from university to
employment in schools through provision for fieldsbd experience prior to graduation and
then for induction and mentoring processes. Resbpititysfor ongoing professional learning
and growth is shared by governments, by public pridate employing authorities and
teachers themselves.

But such an analysis, while accurate as far asalsgmasks the complex interaction that is
needed between both levels of government for seshtodbe guaranteed the supply of teachers
they need. States cannot simply rely on univessiiieensure that there are sufficient teachers
in the pipeline to satisfy their needs. Teachingampeting with demand for talented people
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from other professions. Unless teaching is seea agfficiently attractive job by potential
recruits, they will not enter universities to trais teachers. All governments have a capacity
and a responsibility to contribute to creating @iamal culture and climate conductive to
effect teaching, and to making teaching an attracind rewarding career.

Responsibility for ensuring an adequate supply wdlity teachers does not end with the
Commonwealth’s responsibility for the recruitmemidaraining of sufficient graduates. It

makes no sense to invest effort into preparingheacif they leave the profession soon after
they enter it due to the lack of the adequate indn@nd mentoring programs or other forms
of professional support that beginning teachersinethey are to experience early in their
careers the intrinsic rewards of their work thattivade teachers to stay on to become
accomplished practitioners.

Teacher supply: the current national outlook

Australia now appears to be better placed to deati the accelerating rate of teacher

retirement than was predicted a few years ago.pi8uas been affected by large increases in
the numbers of completions of initial teacher ediocacourses. There was an increase of 40
per cent in those completing their initial teackeucation in Australia between 1999 and

2003.

Barbara Preston (2006) argues that while the nexsint data from DEST appear to indicate
sufficient growth in numbers going into teacher @tion to avert an imminent crisis in
overall supply of teachers, this does not justiynplacency. She points out that any labour
market needs some degree of ‘surplus’ to allowtler matching of individuals to position.
This process takes time and not all recruits welldible to be matched to a particular vacancy
because of matters such as specialist qualificatiwrgeographic availability. She argues that
there will continue to be a need for expanding nemslof teacher education graduates for
some years as the peak in retirements nationally ma& occur until around 2012. Preston
also points out that the progressive rejuvenatibmhe teaching force may well alter the
resignation rate, as the proportion of all teachére are in their twenties will be rising, and
among teachers in their twenties there is a generalency nationally for high separation
rates, both temporary and permanent.

Within this general picture, there are serious pecsistent shortages of secondary school
teachers in important subject areas. This shorgafether masked by positions being filled
with teachers teaching outside their subject areaambers of schools. This latter expression
of ‘teacher shortage’ is unable to be quantifieduaately. According to the recent National
Beginning Teacher Survey Results for 2006 condubsyetthe Australian Education Union, 44
per cent of respondents reported having been as@etkach outside their areas of
qualification and expertisg.

The report,Science, ICT and Mathematics Education in Rural @&wehional Australia

confirms the severe shortage of secondary scié@deand mathematics teachers in rural and
remote areas of the country. In schools in rurehs described by the report as ‘provincial’
areas, teachers were twice as likely as those tnopaitan areas to report that it was very
difficult to fill vacant teaching position in thosaibjects in their schools, while for areas

1 Results available atttp://www.aeufederal.org.au/Publications/Btsun@&iml (accessed 5/5/07).
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described as ‘remote’ this was four times morelyikeThis report was prepared for DEST
and released in 2006. It was based on a survehéWational Centre of Science, ICT and
Mathematics Education for Rural and Regional AulistiégeIMERR) based at the University
of New England.

This highly detailed report comments on the dirassmuences of the situation where a large
proportion of those teaching in Years 7 and 8 irsthalian schools do not having any
university science in their professional qualifioas. It reported the situation with
mathematics as seeming “even more fraught”. Thertegentifies the risk of a ‘downward
spiral’ effect in teaching in these areas.

One consequence of requiring teachers to teaclnseiand mathematics,
despite their lack of suitable expertise and tnagjiis the lower likelihood
that they will be seen as enthusiastic role modeélsther, such teachers
may be ill-equipped to give advice on careers isrste and mathematics ...
The net effect on students can be a negative inwgecience and
mathematics that may become entrencf®@iMERR 2006)

All the indications are that finding qualified pesfionals to teach mathematics and science is
becoming more difficult in many countries; and thaistralia’s shortage of teachers of
science, ICT and mathematics could well be madesevby other countries seeking to attract
Australian teachers in an attempt to overcome thei.

The general picture also masks the significant uaéties arising from the fact that some
schools are less attractive to qualified teachévgn where there is an adequate supply of
gualified teachers overall, some students — inlehging schools serving low socio-economic
communities or in difficult locations, or both —Istill be vulnerable to various forms of
teacher shortage. This is a persisting problemStww\as well as in the education systems of
the other Australian states and territories ancha$t other countries.

Wherever there is a shortfall in teacher supplg,litunt will be borne by those who are most
vulnerable to poor outcomes from their schoolinghwvall that this implies for their future
lives. This will apply whether there is a shortageerall or in specific areas such as
mathematics or science; or of expertise as meadwepialifications and experience. A far
stronger effort is needed to recruit and train heas who are committed to spending the time
needed to give students in poor and in remote arede state the quality of education taken
for granted in schools in more advantaged and paogubreas. This effort will require
collaboration between states and the Commonwealtievelop incentives to recruit, retain
and reward teachers who are prepared to serveeas af shortage. A range of collaborative
strategies is proposed in the report of a receamtystindertaken by this author for the NSW
Public Education Alliance in that state (ConnoG02).

It would not be sensible to attribute these compikess shortages and inequalities in access to
quality teaching to Australia’s federal arrangemeior schooling. A recent report from the
OECD, Teachers Matter: Attracting, developing and retamieffective teacher§2005),
makes it clear that these problems are not uniquAustralia but are widespread among
OECD member countries.

But this leaves open the question of whether orcnotent federal arrangements are effective
in dealing with them.
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Predicting future teacher requirements is lessgttforward than may generally be realised.
The OECD report cited above provides an excellastudsion of the complex web of
influences on teacher supply and demand (OECD, )20D&%ese include influences well
outside the control of education authorities, sastthanges in the economy and the labour
market more broadly, or changes to superannuatiicigs which may affect the age at
which older teachers decide to retire.

The fact that there are not more serious problemnelation to the overall situation of teacher
supply and demand in Australia could be arguedthenbasis of evidence, to owe more to
good luck than to good management of the plannioggss. It could be partly attributable to
states’ recruitment efforts; as well as to cultdiaators outside the education sector itself.

The debate over the past decade and more abolhevlmtnot Australia would face a critical

shortage of teachers has occurred in the contexa gkenerally acknowledged national
problem of insufficient data for the purposes dadd®er workforce planning. This was the
conclusion of the Committee for the Review of Teaghand Teacher Education, which was
set up by the Commonwealth with a focus on scieteghnology and mathematics. In its
main report, the Committee stated that “moves nadeu way to strengthen data collection
and analysis and research into conditions affedi#agher demand and supply will need to
become more intensive to provide a basis for potieyelopment” (Committee for the

Review of Teaching and Teacher Education, 2003).

In response to a range of such expressions of coatehe difficulties of forecasting teacher
supply and demand nationally, DEST has also conwmed the Australian Council for

Educational Research (ACER) to undertake a surggyrdvide a descriptive picture of the
teacher workforce and collect data relevant toaeting and retaining teachers to the
profession.

Even then, it is highly likely that work of thisrnd will need to be backed by a more
sophisticated and better coordinated approach té aadlection and analysis by the states to
meet their own workforce planning needs. This isaose of the complex interplay between
broad national and highly local factors and thedniee school authorities to have the capacity
to respond to local as well as state-wide needenEe, the range of MCEETYA working
parties no longer includes one specifically forctex supply and demand. Supply and
demand issues now need to be considered througirkang party on improving teacher and
school leadership capacity

Under current arrangements, the workforce needegisal by the NSW government, itself
the country’s largest employer of teachers, comsnto have surprisingly little influence on
shaping the teacher education programs run by rtgiies. The Commonwealth presides
over a higher education system within which uniites continue to train larger numbers of
primary schools teachers than secondary, desgiteater need for the lattérhis problem is
compounded by the flow-on effect for primary scisool the large NSW public system,
where primary schools and teachers divert effod ssources into providing the school-
based experience (known as the ‘practicum’) for yrteacher education students who are not
going to proceed to employment in teaching in sthoothis sector, nor to teaching at all in
the near future or even in the longer term.

The supply of university places is always influethcby student demand and course
preferences. But recent years have seen the neflp&anning approaches designed to meet
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the needs of the society for graduates in favoua oéliance on market-based approaches.
What has this to do with federal arrangements ¢boeling? The answer is ‘a great deal'. It
is clearly easier for a government to adopt a ntaokeed approach to universities when it
can devolve the costs of market failure to anotieel of government. And that is precisely
what happens in the case of the split between thmn®nwealth which funds universities
and the states and territories which are dependpon those universities for an adequate
supply of well-trained graduates to employ as teesh

Faced with shortfalls in the supply of teacher edioo graduates in subject areas of current
or anticipated teacher shortage such as mathenaaticscience, states need to find their own
alternative source of teachers. New South Wales,ekample, has introduced its own
Accelerated Teacher Training (ATT) Program as aer@tive source of teachers. The
Program targets those with industry backgrounds qumalifications to undertake an 18
months retraining program to become teachers. T8®/NDepartment of Education and
Training also provides sponsorships for studentslied in this program, with a view to
placing them in hard to staff schools. Universiteharge the Department at the rate which
applies to full fee-paying overseas students fas #iternative form of teacher education
(New South Wales Parliament, 2005).

There may well be some benefits in such stratediesy do, however, represent a shifting of
the cost of initial teacher education from the Camwmealth to the state. In New South
Wales, this cost-shifting is compounded by the dgeiBenefits Tax liability imposed by the

Commonwealth on the Department for the sponsomshgpscholarship arrangements it offers
to attract the teachers it needed to fill shosfall

Quality Matters the report of the review of teacher educatioN#W conducted by Gregor
Ramsey in 2000, sets out the steps by which tegcbhetame a ‘federal’ policy matter
(Ramsey, 2000). Recruiting sufficient entrantsetaching and for their initial education and
training was a matter for the states until 1973gemteacher education became part of the dual
system of higher education and the Commonwealtk tx@r responsibility for its funding
either through universities or colleges of advaneddcation. No agreements were negotiated
between the Commonwealth and the states to enbatestate need in terms of education
quality and supply of teacher could be met. Thet988, higher education was restructured
into a unified system of universities. AccordingRamsey this led to a situation where “the
internal funding decisions of individual universiihave become a major determinant of the
quality of the intake”. He describes the positidithe states in the following terms:

It is clear that the State has very limited inflaenin this arrangement
between the Commonwealth and individual univessitoe the funding and

education of teachers. The only sanction availdabléhe State is to make
clear its expectations of beginning teachers andefoise employment of
those graduates whose preparation falls short es¢hrequirements. This is
a weak power that comes too late. The State’stgbib influence the

graduate pool from which it draws, both in termsnoimbers in particular

fields and their quality, is extremely limited.
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Teaching quality and standards

Attracting well-qualified and committed entrants teaching and providing them with an
effective degree program are necessary pre-condifar quality teaching in schools.

Teaching began to enjoy a resurgence of intereshenmid 1990s among well-qualified
entrants, following concerns during the 1980s aantlyel 990s about the quality of entrants to
teaching as measured by minimum university entrguirements. By the mid 1990s,
minimum entry standards for teaching bottomed aedah to rise, with this increase
accelerating from around 2000. Most primary teaghaourses now require far higher
minimum entry scores than previously. Teacher eulutaplaces are being filled by a
growing proportion of entrants to teaching who lgaskceed these minimum entry scores
(Dinham, 2006). There is evidence that expansionstakes to teacher education over recent
years have not been accompanied by any appareimudiom in ‘quality’ of entrants; with the
proportion of students commencing teacher educatmong the top 25 per cent of all higher
education entrants having risen between 1989 a@f @@reston, 2006).

This resurgence of interest in teaching by welllified entrants to university has not been
accompanied, perversely from an education stantipbyna commitment to investment in
higher education generally or to providing teachducation students with the quality of
initial preparation they deserve. The Commonwesltfailure to index its grants to
universities to keep pace with academic salaryei®es has had the effect of a cumulative cut
to public funding for universities. This policy,hweh started under the previous Labor
administration, has been continued by the Howarde@oment. This stands in stark contrast
to the Commonwealth’s policy for indexing its geadenecurrent grants to schools, which, as
discussed previously, has delivered real increge@sarily to the benefit of schools in the
private sector.

As pointed out recently by University of New Souitlales Vice-Chancellor Professor
Hilmer, Commonwealth spending on tertiary educatisra share of gross domestic product
places Australia in the bottom 20 per cent of allrtries in the OECD (Hilmer, 2007).
Melbourne University Vice Chancellor Professor Balias drawn attention to the funding
gap in universities between average course costtheone hand, and the funding available
from the Commonwealth and student contributionghenother, stating that the system only
survived because this shortfall was met with incdroen local and international fee-paying
students and subsidies from high earning faculewis, 2006).

Within the universities that supply graduates tackein schools, teacher educators are
working in the context of this significant declimepublic investment. Academics, including
teacher educators, are overburdened by pressummsbtsh research as well as to teach an
increased student load, and much teaching is dgnpobrly paid casuals. From a state
perspective, there are unacceptable variationseirexperience of the practicum provided for
teacher trainees, within and between universitaggely due to reduced capacity of university
teachers to invest their time in engaging withrtsaudents beyond the confines of university-
based studies (Ramsey, 2000; NSW Parliament, 20B&j.it is not only teacher educators
who are finding it difficult to make time to linkwdents’ professional experience in schools
to the academic content of their programs. Manylestits have just as much difficulty in
making time in their own schedules. The restriceed low level of government funded
income support forces students into paid employneritnance their studies and to cover
their living costs. Education faculties report thatrking long hours makes it difficult for
many teacher trainees to make arrangements to $perane and effort needed to engage in
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practice teaching in schools at the same time amdao attend lectures and complete
assignments.

The tensions inherent in the relationship betwbeerGommonwealth Government, as funding
provider, the universities delivering pre-servieadher training and the state and territory
governments as primary employers of teachers atedaeumented in the chapter on pre-
service teacher education in the report by the N®Wislative Council's Standing Committee
on Social Issues on recruitment and training othees (NSW Parliament, 2005). Recent
attempts by the Commonwealth to raise the statusawhing through awarding it national
priority status have had perverse results. Themmaie continuing disincentives for
prospective teachers to undertake science and matles degrees; and the effect of
additional funds provided by the Commonwealth talgsameeting the costs of the teaching
practicum was undermined by its failure to takertbeessary steps required to ensure that the
increase was actually applied to this intended gsgp

The persisting problems in teacher education adliabove are confirmed by the report and
recommendations of the Commonwealth’s most recaquiiy into teacher education.
Conducted by the House of Representatives Stan@logimittee on Education and
Vocational Training, and informed by a wide randeswbmissions, its findings were set out
in the report published in February 2000p of the ClasReport on the inquiry into teacher
education(Parliament of Australia, 2007).

While criticism for funding shortfalls in and flawepolicy decisions can be levelled at the
Commonwealth, it is also the case that some sta&s been less active than others in
recognising that their universities are a vitalt pdrstate infrastructure and in taking an active
or sustained interest in their work. This appearbd the result of a political assessment that
the Commonwealth’s assumption of funding respolisilfor higher education removed any
rationale for a state interest in universities; #mat when a state might be confronted by the
failure of higher education policies to meet threeds in such fields as teaching and nursing,
it could simply shift the blame to the Commonwealth

What is now needed is a shared commitment by l@méld of government, Commonwealth
and statefterritory, to achieving the conditioncassary to ensure that initial teacher
education programs prepare student teachers gsafsilpossible to be able to engage their
students in learning from their earliest days ashers. The Commonwealth has taken on the
responsibility for providing the resources to tragachers. Even if it were to commit to
investing sufficient resources for universities goovide student teachers with the ideal
preparation for teaching, this effort could be wdstinless schools and systems at state level
accept their responsibility for providing the cdmhs conducive to the effective transition
from student teacher to professional. But adeqantkappropriate resources, including time
in schools, are needed to fulfil this responshailit

Teaching standards
If the plethora of reviews and reports on thesgesib are any indication, there is no lack of

interest by governments, Commonwealth and stateeanitbry, in the issue of the quality of
teacher education and teaching standards.

The recent decision of COAG is the latest indicabd the growing interest of governments in
guality teaching as the key to improving outcoma&sg their acceptance of the need to
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recognise and accredit teaching standards andeteadhcation courses. At its April meeting,
CoAG agreed , in order to improve literacy and niamg outcomes, to develop a core set of
nationally-consistent teacher standards for liter@ed numeracy by the end of 2007, as well
as a core set of nationally agreed skills, knowdedgd attributes for school principals. By
2009, the Council agreed also to accredit univwetsiicher education courses and register or
accredit teachers to meet these national standagisement was also reached to implement
school diagnostic assessment systems for childegting) school by 2010.

There is still more to be done, however, in detammg how this would be given effect
through Commonwealth and state and territory stnest

Since the Commonwealth assumed responsibilityiferfinding of teacher education in 1973
and became a partner in schools funding, it hasiged funding in support of teachers’
professional learning in schools through a sucoessi programs.

The Commonwealth interest in teaching was drivamjnd the terms of the Hawke and

Keating Labor governments, by the inclusion of sdimg and teaching in the broader micro-
economic reform agenda under the rubric of ‘theverlecountry’. There was a drive to

improve teaching across the country through a Mati®roject on the Quality of Teaching

and Learning. Participating schools were encourdgeldok at how the work of teachers
could be performed more effectively in the intesest productivity gains and teachers were
encouraged to join the search for ways to ‘work réena not harder’. In the context of

industrial award restructuring, a system was pre@ofr recognising ‘advanced skills

teaching’, and an Australian Teaching Council wasalgdished which brought together
governments, teacher employers and unions. Notigesé initiatives survived the change of
government in 1996.

Under the Howard Government, Commonwealth fundiog drofessional development is
provided through the Quality Teacher Program. Bliscates around $35 million annually to
education authorities, government and non-goverhmena variety of projects designed to
improve teaching, leadership and management incpeting schools.

In 2004, the Commonwealth set up the National tmstifor Quality Teaching and School
Leadership, now known as Teaching Australia, toettgy nationally consistent standards for
teachers and principals as a means of promotingtbiession. In addition to conducting
professional learning and research, its agendadesl the development of a national policy
framework and procedures for the accreditationrefgervice teacher education.

The establishment of Teaching Australia createdearcpotential for duplication, if not
conflict, with existing state and territory agers;isuch as the NSW Institute of Teachers,
which oversees teacher accreditation against its pnefessional standards framework and
criteria. These were, in turn, consistent withftaenework endorsed in 2003 by MCEETYA.

The interests of quality assurance in teacher edurcaill not be well served by subjecting
teacher education faculties in universities to sgts of accreditation processes, the voluntary
process issuing from Teaching Australia as welltlas processes based on statutory
requirements and employment criteria already wetidglished in some states.

What is needed is an agreed national approachsuriag the quality of teacher education
courses. This should build on the experience aéstand territories. It should be an approach
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designed to merit the confidence of the states tandtories which are responsible for
schooling, including as teacher employing authesjtand of the profession itself.

The development of such standards should be censistith thenational framework of
professional teaching standards endorsed in 2003VIBYEETYA. The development of
standards and criteria for recognising the quaditynitial teacher education should not be
undertaken in a resources vacuum, however. Stamdahduld inform governments,
universities and the profession of the resourcesired to enable graduates of approved
teacher education programs to meet quality crit€ma governments, Commonwealth or state
or territory acting independently or in partnershgset standards while turning a blind eye to
providing the resources needed for the achievemititose standards is not only unethical
but will prove futile or lead to cynicism. Withosteps to guarantee that all schools have
adequate and appropriate resources that make tdiena¢nt of such standards feasible, the
adoption of teaching standards will simply add x@sting inequalities among schools, within
and between the public and private systems.

The need for a concerted national effort to impregaality of access to quality teaching will

include a commitment to greater public investmenteiaching by the Commonwealth. The
practical effects of shortfalls in Commonwealthding available for initial teacher education

are borne by students in schools. The time anduress of teachers in schools must be
diverted from students to provide beginning teasheth aspects of training and with skills

that could and should have been done during theialiteacher preparation in universities.

But some schools and the students they serve am@ votnerable than others to this form of
cost-shifting, or more accurately, this shiftingwadrkload.

An adequately funded and planned initial degrepamagion that includes meaningful periods
spent in schools is of special importance for tieaehers starting their careers in the schools
that are doing more than their share of the ‘hditwyg’ of universal schooling. These are the
schools with a disproportionate reliance on begigrteachers, and where the demands on
those beginning teachers are greatest.

Angus (2007) has drawn attention to the fact thastralia, once envied by educators from
other countries for its commitment to the valueegtiality of opportunity and the equity of its

school funding, is now at risk of becoming socialhd educationally polarised. Providing for

equality of access to high quality teaching isnist effective means by which governments
can combat this risk.

When the Commonwealth first became a significamtnea in schools funding, one of the

programs it established was the Disadvantaged &&Hemgram. This program targeted

schools serving concentrations of students fronrgrofamilies, where there are ‘community’

effects which amplify the effects for individualugsients, compounding their educational
disadvantage. Variations of this program contirmexist in school systems, often supported
through Commonwealth funding, though the prograselit no longer exists as a

Commonwealth program. But such programs have net lable to tackle the problems

arising from the difficulty of attracting and renag experienced staff in these schools and
from the consequent over-reliance on less expeerieachers in these difficult-to-staff

schools and the high teacher turnover.

This was how the current situation has been sumupeddy Lamb and Teese in the 2006
report of their review of equity programs in NSWbpa schools:
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There are systemic or structural factors that sesig limit the potential

impact of all of the equity programs and need tabdressed in any future
equity framework ... Staff turnover rates, averagd®bg3% in PSFP schools
in 2004, continue to work against the impact of @bgrams. High staff

turnover means that the benefits of professionakldpment and capacity
building, particularly delivered through new andnowvative programs
designed for disadvantaged students, do not sttt school.

It is this issue that continues to seriously undaarthe whole equity effort
in NSW. Fundamental to any framework of change béllthe need to
promote continuity in teaching staff in disadvamdgschools and the
recruitment of quality teachers..(Lamb and Teese, 2006)

The SIMERR study (2006) reveals that school stug@ntrural areas are achieving much
lower standards than their city counterparts gdiyer®ne of the biggest problems is
retaining staff in country areas. The study foumat & 20 per cent per year turnover of staff is
six times more likely in rural areas than in metidpn areas.

Teese, in his paper “Condemned to innovate” gogerzethe argument that the interests of
the students in the most hard-to-staff schoolssanply neglected. He describes the way in
which market and policy influences within today'sheol system not only fail to confer
benefits on these schools but actually combinexpto& them and the students they serve for
the benefit of others. He argues that many of tsekeols do a highly disproportionate share
of the work of developing the professional skilsbadf a significant share of new entrants to
the teaching force; and that they do this for ty&esn as a whole. He describes the way in
which our school systems work as a transfer systaking resources out of — rather than
sending them into — the schools that need them.most

Every year, hundreds of teachers move out of tloegsd schools in search
of professional advancement ... we routinely remee most important
resources they need to promote student achievemexperienced teachers
... They offer up to other schools the skills and céapahey have helped to
build, without adequate recognition or remuneration their work (Teese,
2006).

The OECD has graphed data on student achievemetiteirProgramme of International
Student Assessment (PISA) according to the relshipnbetween students’ achievement and
their socio-economic status in all participatingicties. The flatter the line for a country, the
less the difference in achievement between studemts socio-economically disadvantaged
and advantaged backgrounds. The OECD consideratbatintry has been more successful
in providing students with equal opportunities @dueation if its line on the graph is relatively
flat, showing that the range of scores betweenhigbest and lowest scoring students is
relatively small. Australia has a moderately steapve, putting it among countries that are
high on measures of quality and low on measuresgaélity of opportunity The PISA data
also demonstrate that the links between low socamemic status and low educational
achievement and outcomes can be reduced througly peotion (Masters, 2005).

Teese argues that, as a nation, we need to searthoke policies that recognise and build
upon the links between quality and equality ... iagtef opting for policies based on a false
dichotomy between these two important attributearyf decent education system. He argues
for priority to be given to providing schools senyidisadvantaged communities with the
conditions that would be needed to transform thetm ideal sites for professional learning
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for new entrants to teaching. With better initeh¢her preparation, professional incentives to
serve in and to stay in these schools, as welh@sdntinuation of programs designed to deal
with welfare and social needs, these schools amatdnly career teachers appointed to them
can provide their students with the quality of saing they deserve.

A comprehensive and coherent policy approach tsingi school participation and
achievement in those areas where it is currently tlrough investment in quality teaching
and in teachers’ professional learning is well sarpgd by research evidence. What is needed
is an agreed effort between Commonwealth and stadeterritory governments to make a
start by increasing public investment in the prapan of those teachers who are willing to
begin their teaching careers in schools servingmaost disadvantaged communities and to
stay long enough to make a real difference

A nationally collaborative approach to the develeptnof teaching standards is one strategy
for providing Australia with a strong foundationrfassuring the quality of teaching,
rewarding effective teachers through professiomareditation and renovating the current
overly flat structures for professional advancemdptoviding career opportunities and
recognition based on standards that have educhimegrity and professional acceptance is
a far better investment in the future quality algiy of schooling than populist strategies
based on picking individual winners. This kind gfetformance bonus’, which typically
provides monetary rewards so insignificant as t@lpgost insulting, ignores the importance
of building the teamwork in schools that producesuits. In relation to performance-based
rewards, the OECD concludes the¢search in this field is difficult and there aenf reliable
studies. The limited evidence suggests that theee same benefits from group-based
performance pay programmes, but less so from iddali performance pay programnies
(OECD, 2005).

The Commonwealth has indicated it will include gueement for states and territories to
introduce performance pay for teachers as a comditr its funding for government schools
in the next funding period from 2009. Whether amvithose conditions would apply to
Catholic and independent schools, which receivenifsegntly higher funds from the
Commonwealth, is unclear at this stage.

The proposal for imposing the introduction of penfiance pay suggests that there is a need
for federal arrangements that provide the Commolttvedath greater access to advice from
those directly responsible for the provision of@aling and better placed to identify genuine
educational priorities and the strategies thatraost likely to be effective in dealing with
them.

Experience of federal arrangements in relatioretxter supply, teaching standards, and the
initial and continuing professional education cddleers suggests that this is an area where it
is difficult to cleanly isolate the responsibilgieof the two levels of government. What is
needed is a framework within which responsibilitas be shared to achieve agreed goals.
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Federal arrangements for schools seen in their broa  der context

Questions of Australia’s future as a federal system of how the federal system could be
made to work better for the benefit of Australisare now the subject of extensive public
inquiry, reporting and debate. This makes cleat thany of the dysfunctional aspects of
federal arrangements for schools in Australia —dbst-shifting and the blame-shifting; the
lack of comprehensive, consistent national datetifiects of unilateralism; the examples of
duplication; and the tendency to political opporsam— are not peculiar to education.

Twomey and Withers (2007), for example, see thi htio political opportunism as a more
general trend:

Recent trends in Australian federalism show a dnifin competitive and
co-operative federalism to a system of ‘opportuaitderalism’, where the
Commonwealth uses its array of financial and ledige power to intervene
selectively in areas of traditional State activity make ideological or
political points.

They argue that thisindermines the benefits of federalism and exaa®problems such as
duplication and excessive administrative burdens

The argument generally advanced for federal systepasticularly for a large and
geographically diverse nation like Australia, isttithey enable policy responsiveness to
localised needs. Other arguments are that federgdisvides for a dispersal of power which
protects against an over-powerful centre and claedihe impact of poor policy decisions at
any one level, and for governments to be exposexiass-jurisdictional comparisons among
the diverse service providers, which can whichstamulate competition and innovation.

Twomey and Withers point out that international pamsons do not support the assertion
that federalism is an old-fashioned system thaibiscompetitive in the modern world. They
argue that: 6f the G8 nations (the countries with the eighg&st economies in the world),
four are federations, seven have at least threes toé government, and all still manage to
compete powerfully on the world stage ... In the ksiears, federations have consistently
out-performed unitary states in economic termse ore decentralized the federation, the
better the performanceéThey maintain that governments share a respdigito make the
federal system work better, to harness its advastagd to reduce or eliminate problems.
Their report also sets out evidence of the groveiogsensus across politics, business and the
community that there needs to be rethinking ofg@ed responsibilities in the federal system
to provide greater clarity and to avoid the proldeof cost-shifting and buck-passing
(Twomey and Withers, 2007).

Yet federalism also presents significant challendfgzoorly managed, federalism can lead to
fragmented regulatory structures. The allocation re$ponsibilities between levels of
government in federations is frequently contestad ambiguity can reduce accountability
and lead to poorly coordinated services with d@ien or gaps in provision.
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The Warren Report (2006) argues that the benefitiederalism are maximised and the
downsides contained when a number of measuresnapdace. These include: matching
taxation powers with expenditure responsibilitids each level of government; genuine
autonomy in state/territory decision making; chardtnd transparency regarding respective
roles in policy areas where responsibility is sbaend regular review of the operation of the
federal structure.

Warren and others have argued that Australia’sr@dgstem performs poorly on all of these
counts. Australia’s taxation system is marked byeaceptionally high degree of “vertical
fiscal imbalance”, whereby the states retain cdmver relatively few, mostly inefficient tax
bases (such as from gambling and stamp dutiesjedypdheavily on funding allocations from
the Commonwealth. Revenue-raising is hence detadnech spending, obfuscating
responsibility and reducing the ability of statesatljust spending levels in accordance with
localised priorities. This top-heavy system of mawe-raising is accompanied by a poorly
understood formula for the distribution of centyatiollected taxes to the states as general
payments, one which provides distorted policy itees to state treasurers. Further, the
extensive and expanding use of special purpose @atgny the Commonwealth impinges on
state autonomy (Allen Consulting, 2004; Producidmmission20096.

Centralising tendency

The increasing influence of the Commonwealth incadion since the 1960s is partly a result
of education having become an increasingly impoér@ament of economic and social
development. States and territories themselvesiefisas various other interest groups, have
looked to the Commonwealth to meet growing demdad&ducation. Schools funding has
now become a shared, though an unequally sharsgpmsibility of the two levels of
government. The public funding of non-governmerfiogds, in which the Commonwealth
plays the major role, is how an integral elementhef provision of schooling in Australia.
Despite these developments, the Commonwealth imar rpartner in the overall financing of
schooling, with states and territories annual spgndaround three times that of the
Commonwealth.

The move of the Commonwealth to play an increagisgjnificant role in schooling, starting
from the latter half of the last century, is coteig with a general tendency towards
centralisation in Australia’s federal system angkrinationally. In Australia’s federal system,
this tendency has been strengthened by a rangefloénces. These include: the states’
ceding of their income taxing powers to the Commealth in World War |l and its
progressive financial dominance; interpretationghaf Constitution in the High Court; the
increasing centrality of national economic poli@nd the need for national responses to
international pressures.

Education has been caught up in this tendencylygarough the drive for greater economic
productivity and in recognition that successful agement of the Australian economy
requires development of human intellectual potémtizadd value through the improvement
and diversification of services. All this has onlyderscored the importance of education as a
government responsibility.
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But government responsibility in education is nagtja macro-economic exercise. For the
individual in the new, dynamic labour market, edioal attainment has become the most
reliable determinant of life-long welfare. Poor @stment by government in a child’s
education is likely to lead to extensive and expenseliance on remedial safety-net
programs later in life. Education policy today & important because it is as much a tool of
economic and welfare policy as a portfolio in itgroright. Governments also find that they
are increasingly under pressure from their corestitsito provide public services that cater for
diverse needs and aspirations. These improvementdtcational outcomes must occur,
however, in a context of ongoing budgetary pressemming from downward pressure on
taxation and upward pressure on expenditures iarateas, notably, health care; and, as is
increasingly accepted, on dealing with the effectsnvironmental change.

Schools funding and fiscal federalism

The problems embedded in federal fiscal arrangesngiude the mismatch between the
Commonwealth’s revenue raising powers in Australiféderal system and the states’
obligation for providing basic services; and thee ud special purpose payments which
impinge on states’ power to make their own dectsiabout the best way to deliver services.
These general problems and the shortcomings indederangements for schools funding are
now part and parcel of each other.

In its report to the Victorian GovernmenGovernments Working Together? Assessing
Specific Purpose Payment Arrangeme2904), the Allen Consulting Group cites the
Schools Quadrennial Funding Agreement as a prinagnple of this problem from a state
government perspective:

the Schools Quadrennial Funding Agreement isexifle, imposes
prescriptive and burdensome administrative requésata out of proportion
to the funding received, is focused on inputs amtgsses rather than
outcomes, and makes funding conditional on matterslated to educatian
(Allen Consulting Group, 2004, quoted in Twomey &vihers, 2007)

Warren (2006) noted that Australia was unique endhgree to which responsibility in major
policy areas, such as health and education, iedHagtween governments. Yet the sharing
mechanism is poorly delineated. This problem isnegesater in education than in health
according to an overview report prepared by Unitwersf Melbourne’s Centre for Post-
compulsory Education and Lifelong Learning for thepartment of Premier and Cabinet in
Victoria. The report A New National Agenda for Education and TrainingAnstralig
identifies schools funding and, as a consequermé&ypand planning as the areas in which
the roles of the Commonwealth and states anddee# are least well delineated, integrated
or clearly assigned. It states that:

Decisions on funding levels for the schools sectmesmade independently
by the Commonwealth and the States and not threugiint planning and
resource allocation framework, which is common timeo portfolios, such as
health.(Centre for Post-compulsory Education and Lifelbegrning 2004).

Public schools are largely dependent for their lngan the states and territories, where they
compete with a range of other costly services dedgrowing bill for health, in particular;
and where they have an obligation to educate aflers. Private schools, in addition to their
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private sources of income and the public fundireytteceive from states, receive the bulk of
their public funding from the Commonwealth with significantly greater financial power.

The Commonwealth now accounts for 80 per centxattan revenue raised by governments
and 54 per cent of all government expenditure, evthie states raise 16 per cent of taxation
revenue but spend around 40 per cent (Businesso@@fiustralia, 2006). This problem of
‘vertical fiscal imbalance’ lies at the heart oktpersistent and divisive debate about the
public funding shares allocated to public and tegte schools.

In his accompanying paper, Caldwell (2007) refersclaims that this problem has been
reduced if not removed by the introduction of theo@s and Services Tax (GST), and that the
revenue they receive from this tax provides theestavith the financial capacity and security
they need. That is, according to this argumentsthges’ capacities to meet any shortfalls in
resources in their own public school systems haenlstrengthened by the GST revenue and
that any failure to do so is a failure on theirtp&aldwell argues that the states have been
guilty of a deplorable neglect of infrastructureyith hundreds if not thousands of schools
long past their use-by date in terms of qualitgomstruction and suitability for teaching and
learning in the 2% century”. He refers also to the fact that in tatext of the last Federal
election, the Commonwealth made available more thanbillion over four years for
refurbishing existing facilities in both governmemd non-government schools.

Caldwell goes on to argue that any case that negl#t for a more powerful role for the
Commonwealth is made even strongérohe accepts the view that the states and tereiso
have failed to make good use of the additional $uthcht have come from the Goods and
Services Tax. While the GST is collected by then@uomwealth, all revenue is delivered to the
states and territories, and the amounts distributeddate exceed initial projections by a
considerable margin

In support of this claim, Caldwell cites a repoftthe Institute of Public Affairs (IPA)
(Nahan, 2006) which refers to a “reform bonus”,ngeihe amount by which revenue from
GST exceeded projections. The IPA paper arguesliasvé:

In the main, the States have squandered their mefoonus. While there is
variation among individual States in terms of figsarformance, through a
combination of sloppy budgeting, failure to contpmlblic service wages,
and a propensity to throw money at problems, thayehin aggregate,
consumed their reform bonus without undertakingmaf or investing in

infrastructure (Nahan, 2006)

Evidence that the GST has done anything to redue@toblem of vertical fiscal imbalance
generally is disputed by those who argue that ti$¥ Gias done nothing to change the
increasing concentration of financial power in tlends of the Commonwealth, along with
the shrinking capacity of the states and territoteefund their spending responsibilities.

Twomey and Withers (2007) argue that it is disingers to suggest that the states are failing
in their responsibilities because they require Comwealth funding and that the
Commonwealth should therefore take over state pdlioctions:

The impression is often given that the GST funde gmanted in addition to
existing State funding, providing the States witireat windfall. In fact, the
GST was designed to replace a range of existintg $aaes plus the former
general Financial Assistance Grants from the Commeaith. The States
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remain reliant on the Commonwealth for substantiahtinuing funding

through Specific Purpose Payments (SPPs). Thetabilithe States to raise
their own revenue has been reduced by the requitethat States abolish
certain types of State taxes. The Commonwealthinsnafull and effective
control of the amount of funding received by thate&s, because it can
reduce the amount of new SPPs at its discretiorthasamount of GST
transfers grow.

Moreover, if one takes into account the abolitidrState taxes required by
the GST inter-governmental agreement, the granteived by the States
from the Commonwealth in 2006 amount to 5.5 pet oeiGDP — exactly
the same percentage as in 1996. Indeed, the (@sthents to the States
over the entire post-GST period remain at levelswehe pre-GST average
of 6 per cent of GDP for the whole period of th&Q®and 1990s. During
the same period, the Commonwealth’s revenue rosefhyther 2 per cent
to 20 per cent of GDP. This is a $20 billion winitlfar the Commonwealth
well ahead of State and Territory gains both absduand proportionately.

Therefore, it cannot sensibly be argued that tleeStare now ‘financially

independent’ because they receive funding from @S/Enue. If the

Commonwealth had been serious about giving thesStatcal autonomy, it
would have ensured that the States had accesvémue that covered, and
eventually exceeded, the loss of State taxes plascombination of

Financial Assistance Grants and the SPPs. It did do so. Instead, it

ensured that the States remained dependent upomGowealth funding. It

is disingenuous to suggest that the States amadaith their responsibilities

because they require Commonwealth funding and tttetCommonwealth
should therefore take over State policy functiomisen this is the system
that the Commonwealth deliberately created.

In relation to schooling, even if it were acceptieat the GST had provided states with greater
capacity to increase their expenditure on theirlipubchool systems, the net effect of
Commonwealth (and state) indexation arrangemergadhk that the flow-on effects of those
increases would be far greater to schools in thegavernment sector, numbers of which
already have far higher resource levels than gonem schools.

Within current federal funding arrangements, thisreo rationale for the Commonwealth’s
contribution to public and private schools.

The lion’s share of public funding for schools e tamount states and territories provide for
public schools, through processes that are reaallg to be understood. The level is
determined annually through state/territory budgeicesses. Such decisions reflect the
budgetary and political pressures and prioritietheftime. To that extent, it is not surprising
that the decisions are heavily influenced by tmeintg of state/territory elections, such as
recent and expensive election commitments to rediass sizes in the early years of
schooling — even if sometimes offset by savingstimer areas of the education portfolio at
other stages of the electoral cycle.

On the other hand, flexibility around state anditi@ry budgetary decisions on schooling is
heavily constrained. Providing resources for thacation portfolio represents around one-
quarter of all state budget outlays. Schoolingampulsory and funding for the delivery of

primary and secondary education in public schoalsnot be denied. The fundamental cost
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driver for this obligation is the set of assumpsian the number of teachers required to meet
the school-aged population, including the publict@es share of projected enrolments. These
assumptions are built into staffing and school latohg formula, which are the starting-point
for annual negotiations around each year’s budipatadions.

The other major cost driver is the price of defyewxhich for public schools is centred on the
assumed salary levels for teachers and other sehaidl Setting the final salary outcomes for
teachers is often hard-fought in political and isidial arenas, but has to be accepted by
government as a financial staple in the budgeteryggss.

Demographic changes are also an important parhefmix for determining state budget

outlays on schooling. Trends in the school-agedufadion over the budget period, including

the projected number of students overall and tleadlof primary, junior secondary and

senior secondary students, are fundamental imgetiie base for government spending on
schools. Similarly, budget outlays on staffing aféected by demographic changes in the
teaching force, where fluctuations in teachers’ pigdiles, such as the growing proportion of
beginning teachers on lower salary scales are dadawith increasing pressures for teacher
support and mentoring, for rewarding outstandingcléng and for meeting pension

commitments for retired teachers.

Almost all of the fundamental influences on stateldets for public schools, then, leave
Treasury with little room to move. State capitalri®programs have traditionally been the
target of budget changes, but these programs hees tnder considerable political pressure
in recent years to attend to urgent renovation mattenance needs, as well as to provide
new facilities in local areas of population growBtate and territory governments have been
as unwilling as the Commonwealth government to theepolitical cost of finding savings in
their commitments to non-government schools, inolgdhe expensive student transport
programs in some areas. Population change an@akade of enrolments and teachers to the
private sector can provide options for savings fritwa closing of existing schools, but this
has been notoriously difficult to achieve and inngnaases is offset by other commitments to
provide enhanced school facilities and progranwther areas.

What this discussion demonstrates is that theranisunderlying set of formulae and
commitments for the level of state and territorglipet resources provided annually for public
schools. Most of these are predictable or outdidecontrol of state/territory treasuries. This
is the case, despite the relatively haphazard appea of annual state and territory budget
decisions in media releases and analysis, whicthasige the political story of the day.

These ‘givens’ for state and territory budget otglan public schools, however, stand in
contrast with the Commonwealth’s funding arrangesér private schools.

How did the reversal of the Commonwealth’s fundgi@res for public and private schools
reach the situation where the minimum general reotirgrant the Commonwealth provides
for a student in the non-government sector is novias above the grant provided in respect
of any student in the public sector? And why hatler countries, comparable to our own
and subject to the same political and ideologiofilénces, not produced such an extreme
circumstance?

According to the Commonwealth Gazette of I8ctober 2006, which sets out the schedule of
grants for theSchools Assistance (Learning Together — Achievetmeotigh Choice and
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Opportunity) Act 2004this minimum level of grant for non-governmenhaals is 13.7 per
cent of AGSRC. If we examine the situation as fees NSW schools, for example, it
appears that there is only one private school iWN8r which the Commonwealth scheme
finds this minimum level of funding to be adequaléhis is a school whose recurrent
resources from its fees alone are well above tkeage resources of NSW public schools. All
other such private schools, including those whaaatg from the NSW government take their
resources levels above the average resources 6t mghools, draw an even higher grant
from the Commonwealth.

The levels of Commonwealth grants to schools fahestudent in the NSW public system
are, by comparison, 8.9 per cent of AGSRC for prynaand 10 per cent for secondary, both
significantly less than the 13.7 per cent of AGSBYL student that is the minimum attracted
by any private school. If every child in a NSW pabschool were to attract the same
minimum grant from the Commonwealth as it provit®she private school it ranks as least
in need of funding support, then this would repnésen annual funding increase for public
schools across Australia of over $750 million.

The reversal of the Commonwealth’s funding shamesgbvernment and non-government
schools — from the 70 per cent of its total fundmnglaid on government schools in 1974 to
around 34 per cent in 2007 — has a long histongingr from the changing policies and
priorities of successive governments.

Key changes to the Commonwealth’s general recugenits program over that time help to
explain the peculiar arrangements whereby the f@anfor general recurrent grants for
government schools calculates those grants ated.@ent and 10.0 per cent of AGSRC for
primary and secondary schools respectively; whike grants for non-government schools
range from a minimum of 13.7 per cent of AGSRC tmaximum of 70.0 per cent, for both
primary and secondary schools in that sector.

When the general recurrent scheme was introduceédebWhitlam Government in 1974, they
were paid in the form of block grants to governmantl Catholic school systems, and to
independent schools ranked into eight categoriea apeds basis. The Fraser Government
implemented long-standing Liberal Party policy topde a ‘basic per capita grant’ for non-
government schools set at 20 per cent of the agesdgndard’ cost in government schools;
‘needs’ grants of 30 per cent and 40 per cent vgetefor two other categories of non-
government schools. The dollar amount arising frilis ‘basic grant’ of 20 per cent of
‘standard’ cost became a benchmark for subsequaitiqs and schemes. The per capita
mechanism also provided a formula for matching fngdvith growing enrolments in the
non-government sector from that time. But the Rr&&evernment did not extend the per
capita mechanism to the government schools sewtbich continued to receive block
amounts unrelated to any particular resources atdndCommonwealth general recurrent
funding for government schools over the time of Eraser Government turned out to be
around 7 - 8 per cent of total funding of governtr&shools, but this was an artefact of the
Commonwealth’s block funding, not the driver of tasmount as in the non-government
sector.

The Hawke Government extended the per capita meéxrhato government schools. It
provided real increases in the per capita rategdeernment schools and, at a lesser rate to
most non-government schools, for almost a decale.dbllar rates for government schools
have been maintained since that time, with anndpisements for indexation. Funding for
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non-government schools was differentiated overgdlinding categories from 1984, with
the minimum grant set at 12 per cent of the funditandard at that time (for schools with
private sources of income of 88 per cent or morthatf standard).

With the introduction by the Howard Government tsf socio-economic scheme (SES) for
general recurrent grants in 2001, all per capitaegs recurrent grants were expressed as a
percentage of primary and secondary AGSRC. Whenddiear amounts for government
schools were expressed in these terms, the figuees the 8.9 per cent primary and 10.0 per
cent secondary outlined above. For non-governmamads, the minimum per capita grant
turned out to be the equivalent of 13.7 per cethefAGSRC. All grants for non-government
schools were distributed over a ‘continuum’ of 4@sdy levels from a minimum of 13.7 per
cent to a maximum of 70 per cent of AGSRC. The ludilkon-government schools, including
the large Catholic systems, cluster around theoSiDtper cent of average government school
funding levels.

The outcome of this piecemeal and arbitrary devetg of the general recurrent program for
government and non-government schools — the bu®oshmonwealth funding for schools —
is that any rationale for those funding levels tisappeared.

There is nothing unusual or sinister in the faett tthese trends and directions in schools
funding have been influenced from the very startthmy differing ideologies of successive
governments and their political manoeuvrings. dwd be naive to think that this will not
continue to be the case. But what is clear is that non-government school sector in
Australia since the 1970s has been protected frearimg the financial costs that often
accompany changes to funding programs and entitisneamely the costs of the inevitable
redistribution. Negative implications for schoafsthe non-government sector from changes
in their relative entitlements to Commonwealth gahescurrent grants, the mainstay of their
total funding, have been able to be smoothed oeesalse the Commonwealth has the
nation’s revenues at its disposal. There has heameed to smooth over changes to relative
entitlements within the public sector and therefoogoolitical imperative to ratchet up grants.
Ownership of public schools resides with the statesthese schools bear the brunt of states’
disciplines to meet any need for frugality. Thifedence is seen most starkly where states
and territories close educationally ‘uneconomidieals in order to make the most effective
use of the education dollar, while small or poddgated schools are fortified by public
funding in the non-government sector with no reg#ardtheir educational or economic
viability.

Any attempts by states and territories to matchrée of increases to public schools to keep
them competitive with the private schools receivingre favourable rates of increase from
the Commonwealth have proven to be futile in clgssource gaps because of the flow-on
effect to private schools in the Commonwealth’'sexation arrangements and, in many
instances, their own.

The view that current federal arrangements for slthg are dysfunctional is widely shared
across the school community; and not simply codfiteethe public school community. These
views were widely reflected in submissions to then&e Inquiry into Commonwealth
Funding for Schools in 2004, including from the sgwvernment sector:

The general statement | would like to make is teatrecognise that our
society needs quality schooling for all childrene \Afe a supporter, not an
opponent, of state schooling. We support the oalafiequate - and, indeed,
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better - funding for state schools. We are ofteriraged as opponents, but
that is far from the truth.
Association of Independent Schools of NSW, Senadaity into
Commonwealth Funding for Schools, Hansard, 27 2004

... the Catholic community and the Catholic schoahicmnity share the
concern of the Australian community as a whole dahd educational
community as a whole that the present mechanismsawe in this country
for funding public and non-government schools -t thia is partly
Commonwealth, partly state and, especially in thsecof non-government
schools, private income — have reached a pointysfuhction. It is a system
that lets governments and other groups blame edbkrdor inadequate
resources or inadequate responsibilities.

We think the national goals provide the basis foloag-term solution in
determining the resourcing levels of Australiancal and our need to find
some mechanism to measure resources and changeEsources over time.
NSW Catholic Education Commission, Senate Inquity Commonwealth
Funding for Schools, Hansard, 26 July 2004

This situation is made the more dysfunctional by f&ct that non-government schools are
now drawing their students disproportionately froigher income families — a change from
the circumstances which existed when the Commonlvéabk on a significant funding role.
This affects the share of the work that each seatoepts, with public schools now generally
recognised as being asked to accept more thansteie of the ‘heavy lifting’. This disparity
in the conditions placed upon public funding betweéke sectors is also an outcome of
politics, but it can also be attributed in parthe split between the role of the Commonwealth
as funder in our federal system and the role okthtes and territories as regulators.

The fact that federal schools funding arrangembat® evolved in the absence of any agreed
educational rationale, as argued by both Angus{p@dd Watson (2007), and without any
fundamental consideration of the respective roleshe participating governments, is not
remarkable in the Australian context. AccordingNarren (2006):

One of the most striking failures of Australia’sdéeation is our

disinclination to re-examine the terms under whilch federation operates.
While other federations regularly review their ingovernmental relations
(such as Austria), or have recently undertaken réaehing restructures
(Germany, Switzerland, Italy and Canada), Austrddes not had a serious
discussion about the assignment of functions asgamsibilities between its
different tiers of government since prior to federa in 1901 (Warren 2006)

But in relation to schools funding, in particuléing stealth made possible by the vagaries of
our federal system has enabled cumulative policyatministrative decisions to be taken in
the absence of public information or understandabgut their combined and cumulative
implications — in the absence of informed consent.

In a federal system with an extreme case of ‘vartiscal imbalance’, where the financial
power is concentrated at the Commonwealth levestralia has positioned private schools so
that they draw on the Commonwealth coffers forlgnge part of their public funding while
the public schools rely for their funding on thates and territories. There are no educational
resource standards to guide the level or allocatidtBommonwealth expenditure on schools;
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or against which to justify measures of resourcee. No account is taken, in funding
decisions, of the share of responsibility for theliwery of universal schooling that the
different school sectors bear. Increases in funtbritpe public sector, where the students who
are most costly and difficult to educate are insiegly concentrated, flow on to all schools in
the private sector through the inappropriate usadgxation as a political and policy tool.

No federal mechanism exists to sort out educatipnatities and to match Commonwealth
funding to them. With growing amounts of Commonwealunding now locked up in
guadrennial cycles, there is a disconnection betwesional debates, such as those now
taking place around curriculum and teaching, andn@onwealth funding. This creates a
climate conducive to political opportunism by gaweents at the Commonwealth level.

A further by-product of Australia’s federal systésnthat Commonwealth and state elections
are held at different times, with the result tHa¢ tountry is, in a sense, permanently in
election mode. This makes it difficult to find tipelitical space within which to deal with
politically sensitive issues.

Schooling itself, and schools funding, in particulaise complex and sensitive issues. They
are inextricably linked to some of the key themresur country’s political and constitutional
history. As well as issues relating to inter-goveemtal relations within Australia’s federal
system, these include considerations of what idipalnd what is private in our society and
the respective roles of governments, communitie$ parents in the education of young
people; and the relationship between church ani,staligious and secular affairs. The
balance in public policy and funding between publd private schooling is arguably not the
kind of issue that can best be dealt with in thitipal heat of election campaigns, but rather
the kind of matter that many politicians try to gesf the political agenda where possible.

The electoral cycle also makes it difficult to asre an alignment of inter-governmental
policies, which may involve securing national agneats for a specified period, in these
circumstances. For example, there could be goodsesdn having federal funding
arrangements for schools cover a five year pedodhat they could be linked to census data.
This would, however, be difficult to achieve padlly where there is no common electoral
cycle among states or between states and the Cowwadih. As a result many decisions are
based on grossly outdated data.

The Constitution

When it comes to schooling, the Constitution offéitHe assistance in resolving the

difficulties that have evolved in relationships ween the states and territories and the
Commonwealth. The constitutional position is thdti@tion is a responsibility of the states
and territories. Commonwealth involvement in schapls based primarily on section 96 of

the Constitution which allows the Commonwealth takem payments to the states and
territories, and to impose conditions on the puesder which those funds must be used.

Political attempts to justify the Commonwealth’svimg taken on the role of primary funder
of private schools with reference to the Constitutare, however, profoundly misguided. The
Constitution provides no basis whatsoever for ctatimt either level of government has a
special responsibility for funding non-governmemhaols. Such claims have been put
forward in recent years in an attempt to explaid pstify the level and the rate of growth in

Making federalism work for schools: due process, transparency, informed consent 2007: 75



The Broader Context of Federalism

Commonwealth funding to private schools compareth wublic. One minister claimed that
the imbalance had its origins in a long-standingeament between the states and the
Commonwealth that the latter would take princigedponsibility for public funding of non-
government schools, despite the fact that then® isvidence of any such agreement (Kemp,
undated). His successor, Brendan Nelson, then rtedelaim that the term ‘state school’
which has been traditionally used for public sckanlsome states but not others, meant that
the funding of these schools was the responsilolitthe states and not the Commonwealth.
This either reflected or exploited a lack of untemding of the generic use of the term ‘state’
in this expression, as well as of the fact that éhipression was in use well before federation
and has nothing whatsoever to do with the ratioratethe current division of funding
responsibilities for the sectors between the tweleof government. The division of funding
responsibilities between governments for the twaass, public and private, is politically and
not constitutionally produced.

The Commonwealth’s role

Problems with the relationship between the Commailtlveand states and territories in
policy, planning and funding can be seen acrosseaitors of education and training: from
pre-school and early childhood education and piynaard secondary schooling through to
vocational education and training and higher edocaBut the problems are not identical.
They reflect the historical differences among tlieuenstances and the timing that led to the
entry of the Commonwealth, with its entry to schoglbeing by far the most politically
charged.

The states were running schools before federanonretained this responsibility through the
Constitution. This history has placed the Commoritieia a difficult relationship with the
states as a partner in schooling. The Commonwéakhbeen cast, in a sense, in the role of a
wealthy relative, invited in by the states from éirto time to fix periodic problems. The
Commonwealth’s presence is not always welcome;tastsometimes regarded as almost an
interloper or intruder.

It is widely accepted in the Australian communibatt the Commonwealth should create a
sense of national cohesion and identity by ensutfvag all Australians have access to the
basic minimum conditions that governments can pi®wio enable their citizens to live

productive and rewarding lives, both as individuaisl as members of the nation. Australians
want services to reflect local needs and circunt&snbut they do not expect their more
significant entitlements and obligations as citizém be vastly different when they cross state
borders. So it was that one of the principles thaterpinned the expansion of

Commonwealth funding to schools under Whitlam we it had a role in ensuring that the

educational opportunities available to studentsewast simply determined by which state

they happen to live in or be condemned to infeaoinadequate resources by dint of their
parents’ choice of suburb.

Equality of educational opportunity was one of thenciples that underpinned the
Commonwealth’s decision to become a more activénparin schooling. Commonwealth
general resources programs complemented the fummtongded by states to both sectors of
schooling and, in the case of non-government sshobly non-government school
communities, to assist in bringing schools up tec#ped resource standards.
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The Commonwealth has, for example, taken on a lsihgee of responsibility for indigenous
education. This was consistent with its assumptiotie right to make laws for the benefit of
Aboriginal people following the 1967 referendum ahhgave them citizen rights. It was not a
necessary consequence of the referendum, and &temghe time of the setting up by the
Commonwealth of national advisory bodies on ind@en education. The National
Aboriginal Consultative Group was established 1748 undertake an investigation into the
enormous educational problems facing indigenousplpea study recommended by the
Interim Committee for the Schools Commission. Twé&s replaced in 1977 by the National
Aboriginal Education Committee, established to sdvithe Commonwealth on the
educational needs of indigenous Australians. Comweafth funding for indigenous
education and training (across the schools andniezhand Further Education sectors) will
amount to $2.2 billion for the 2005-2008 quadrermiu

The Commonwealth also accepts the obligation,rayifiom its particular responsibility for

immigration, to assist school authorities in thate$ by providing funding for intensive

English tuition. This contributes to the educatafmewly arrived students of school age to
the point where they can gain the benefits of pigdting in mainstream schooling and the
English as a Second Language teaching providedingtieam schools.

Another role and responsibility of the Commonweditds been to coordinate the national
action needed to further our international intesestd to meet our international obligations.

National social and economic policies rely for muzhtheir success on national effort
through education. The Commonwealth has, for exaniphded the expansion of vocational
education and training in schools as part of tlspoase to dealing with skills development
and shortages.

The former Commonwealth Schools Commission (CSC)ktahe view that the
Commonwealth’s role went well beyond its fundinglermr its direct involvement in
particular programs. Its views were articulated, dgample, in its 1985 repomQuality and
Equality (CSC, 1985). The Commission saw the Commonweatthis as being to play a
supportive role in the provision of general researfor schools, complementing the resources
provided by the authorities directly responsible tfiee operation of schools: the states and
non-government school authorities. It also saw @wmnmonwealth as having a role in
providing educational leadership through specificposes program and through sponsoring
nationally collaborative education initiatives.

The Commission also expressed the view, in thisntefhat:

the Commonwealth has an obligation to create aaomai climate for

schooling which contributes directly to its quality Creating a supportive

national education climate involves:

e The co-ordination and dissemination of educatiomdbrmation and
statistics necessary to national planning and pesgt

e Constructive support for the endeavours of teaghsttedents, parents,
the work of systems and schools, and for undedinire importance of
schooling in general,

e A serious and responsible interest in the quality the school
curriculum, resource provision and outcomes froimosding;
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e A reliable commitment to funding and involvementpiograms to
supplement or expand provision by the governmedtrenm-government
school authorities directly responsible

(Commonwealth Schools Commission, 1985)

The Commission was not formally a ‘national’ ageneyt its membership brought together
representatives of state and non-government atig®and interest groups around the table.
In its report,Quality and Equalityit made the statement that in creating a supmortational
climate for schooling: It is especially for this support to be provideda public schooling,
which is susceptible to fluctuations in educatioclahate arising from a range of social and
economic circumstances and to criticisms which lteBom the fact that, like all public
services, it is available to all

This report does not endorse the view that goventsnghould attempt to relegate to such
agencies their own responsibility for making podti decisions about the relative priority to
be given in funding and support for public or ptezachooling, and it can certainly be argued
that tensions over this very issue contributechéogdolitical demise of the Commission. But it
did provide a forum for those with experience argegtise across the different parts of the
Australian school system to come together in agngit to arrive at consensus and with the
obligation to explain the reasons for their advwicegovernment. The discipline of producing
public reports where members have to sign theiresato their shared views and opinions
was, in this author’s experience as a member afGoanmission, an incentive to be rational
and fair-minded.

Because it operated at arm’s length from the Comwealth, the Commission had a capacity
to play an ‘honest broker’ role in consulting witates and territories to inform its policy
advice. It was in this role that the Commissionistied the Commonwealth to negotiate
genuinely national policy, such as the Nationaidyofor the Education of Girls. Through the
Schools Commission, interest groups such as teaiemparent organisations were able to
press the Commonwealth to exert pressure throwgpriigrams for their inclusion in the
operation of its programs at state level. For @&ti@ommonwealth programs operated by the
Commission were managed by educators rather thaficpservants with no educational
experience or expertise. These programs providezh&le for professional collaboration and
development across state borders; and in some daseght together educators and
authorities from across the public and private asctThe discretionary funding provided
through numbers of Commonwealth programs, thougtesioin comparison to the education
budget overall, enabled schools to engage in exatiation and innovation.

Political changes have, as would be expected, @thrtge emphasis in Commonwealth
funding over the years. But as early as 1976 it Wasoming clear that not only were
increases in Commonwealth funding being consumethéygrowing recurrent expenditure
on non-government schools, but that this was aésngbfunded through reductions to other
programs, including capital grants to governmemitosts. The Commission concluded in
1984 that the large increases in Commonwealth génecurrent grants to non-government
schools over the decade since the introductiom®fnbajor schools programs in 197#ay
have had the practical effect of restricting then@oonwealth’s capacity to provide for
expansion of other program areas, including genematurrent grants to government
schools. If anything, this situation has intensified.
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As noted previously, however, one of the most akriaoles played the Commonwealth’s
education commissions was the publication and amsabf data to inform policy debate and
development. This, of course, became politicallysgeze when the spotlight was turned on
the Commonwealth’s own programs.

Where the Commonwealth became an active partnechooling it was widely seen as a
champion of equity, particularly through programscls as the Disadvantaged Schools
Program and a range of other programs designednpoove education for those whose
families were poorly placed to protect or advarartinterests.

The report by the Centre for Post-compulsory Edanaand Lifelong Learning discerns a
quite different tendency that has developed in rible of the Commonwealth across the
sectors:

The Commonwealth has now largely assumed fundimglation to higher
education and non-government schools - sectors ewherivate
contributions are growing most strongly, which ame@st highly valued by
the community and from which the highest studettomues are obtained.
However, these sectors are the least accessibldesmsii comprehensive in
terms of their student profile¢Centre for Post-compulsory Education and
Lifelong Learning 2004)

The Commonwealth is now a significant partner ihasding in Australia for philosophic,
politically pragmatic, economic and financial reaso Its influence goes beyond its direct
funding contribution to schooling, through its rafecontrolling the way revenue raising is
matched to responsibilities for services.

The challenge now is to make that a role that @igded in an explicit understanding of the

objectives it is designed to achieve. For this toldave integrity, there is a need to ensure
that the centrepiece of the Commonwealth’s effothe- responsibility it has taken on to

provide public funding for the operation of schogablic and private — reflects a serious and
proper interest in the educational purposes of@aip There are lessons to be learned from
looking at the Commonwealth’s changing role over ylears. The Commonwealth is now

locked into a contribution to federal funding agaments which offends the principle of

equal opportunity to a high quality education ftir ka the context of broader problems that

have developed in Australia’s federal system gdiyeraublic funds are being used to widen

the gap between the resources available to thesadgl best served by schooling and the
opportunities these resources bring; and thoseebbdkto a persistent pattern of under-

achievement. Through a combination of policy andkeiaforces, schools are caught up in an
uneven competition for resources, students andhéesc

Recent action by heads of government to reform the federal system

The Council of Australian Governments is now thenar for attempts to deal with the
ailments of federalism. Schooling is being caughtruthe CoAG agenda.

In 1991, premiers and chief ministers adopted fpunciples to guide a review of
Commonwealth, state and territory roles and regpoiies, in the course of a ‘new
federalism’ initiative launched by then Prime Mieis Bob Hawke. These principles
recognised the need for cooperation to ensure rthabnal interests were resolved in the
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interests of Australia as a whole; and that “resgalities for regulation and for allocation of
public goods and services should be devolved toridwe@mum extent possible consistent with
the national interest, so that government is adalesand accountable to those affected by its
decisions” (the principle of subsidiarity). Tharthprinciple concerned structural efficiency
and the need for increased flexibility and compatitess in the Australian economy, and the
fourth concerned the accountability of governmemtthe electorate. The process was
formalised by the establishment of the Council ais#alian Governments (CoAG) in May
1992.

The work currently being undertaken through MCEETUW@scribed earlier in this report is

taking place under the aegis of the broad goalsducation set by CoAG as part of its
National Reform Agenda adopted in 2006. Theseudelsignificant improvements in the

level of participation in formal education as wadl in student achievement. Under the CoAG
processes, states were recognised as significapernsl whose policy input was crucial, and
the Commonwealth accepted that policy by unilatdegkee was ineffective and that it had to
work through the states to achieve many of itsgyajioals (Twomey and Withers, 2007).

This appears to confirm that policy by unilateratkee, so evident in Commonwealth schools
policy over the past decade, is not confined tocation. It remains to be seen whether the
commitment to this process will be sufficient taleeks the kinds of problem this paper has
already identified; and to enable genuine educatipnorities to receive the attention from
governments that they deserve.

The approaches being taken to date by MCEETYAgadasponsibilities under the aegis of
the National Reform Agenda are conservative insirese that they are working well inside
the existing structures of federalism and the shaesponsibilities of the Commonwealth and
states and territories for schooling. There is amplesis on harmonising the efforts of
authorities to achieve greater consistency, rdtiem any sign of a more radical approach to
clarifying responsibilities. The next section ofisttpaper examines whether or not this
approach is likely to prove the most effective optior moving forward.

The fact that a recent MCEETYA decision on curtecualwas subsequently overshadowed
less than a fortnight after the ministers’ meetiygstate premiers meeting as the ‘Council for
the Australian Federation’ (see pages 49-50), nenainder that national collaboration need
not necessarily require participation by the Comvwesaith.

This development also raises the question of win¢tie capacity for collaboration is greatest
where there is no Commonwealth funding involved. Wilothe Commonwealth be better
placed to fulfil a ‘higher order’ role in schoolirgit were not a funding partner and were free
from the temptations to use its funding to achigaditical leverage? Would states and
territories seek to deal collaboratively with pichtlly sensitive issues in education, on the
grounds that there is safety in numbers, if theyewaable to shift the blame for problems so
readily to the Commonwealth? While relationshipsaueen the Commonwealth and states
and territories are complex and currently, in masgpects, dysfunctional in relation to
schooling and beyond, what recent history demotestria that they are far from fixed.

Both by political design and default, Australiaésléral system has contributed to producing a

great ‘disconnect’ between the distribution of tb&al workload of schooling among schools
and the allocation of resources from governmenentible them to do that work.
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Some argue for the abolition of states altogethertae abandonment of federalism. But the
weight of argument appears to lie with those whguarfor the need to make our federal
system work better rather than with those who wailddndon it in favour of a unitary system.

Many of the problems outlined so far in this repan¢ not unique to schooling. The options
we develop for dealing with them through changefederal arrangements must, however, be
driven by an explicit understanding of what we &ed our schools need to achieve for the
students they serve and for the nation as a whole.
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As has been argued in this report, federal arraegé&snfor schools, and for funding in
particular, have militated against the conditiorseded for formulation of rational policy
options and public understanding of and debate tattam. Federal decision-making has
been obstructed by the absence of a shared amlisanter-governmental commitment to
policy-related studies and research, to informatyathered through reputable methodologies,
and to gathering and analysis of information onttggas of educational participation,
attainment and achievement; the learning envirotmsneanschools; schools resourcing; and
attitudes and expectations. In these circumstaticesAustralian community has been denied
the information and understanding that is a coodifor democratic engagement in rational
decision-making. The extent to which current natldrends and directions in schools policy,
planning and funding are the product of informeflale or consent in this country is open to
guestion.

Key priorities in schooling

There is widespread acceptanceAustralia that greater effort is needed to imprake
conditions necessary to raise achievement leveé&saivand, in particular, among those
students who are gaining least from their school@iyen the lengthy period of economic
growth, Australian governments could have done ntorput these conditions in place. But
this would have required, and continues to requirere effective collaboration between the
two levels of government: Commonwealth and statetarritory.

In terms of its expenditure on schools as a progpomf GDP, Australia now ranks in the

middle of OECD countries. This does not suggest tia entry of the Commonwealth as a
direct partner in schools funding from the middle tbe 1970s has had any sustained
stimulatory effect on the level of public investrheéhat might be expected of a relatively
affluent nation.

But the artefact of federal arrangements that istrddficult to justify on rational grounds is
that the Commonwealth’s major function in educat®mow the public funding of private
schools. Among federal systems of government, ithisnique to Australia. Australia’s
investment in schooling is internationally notevwngrdue to the fact that increases in public
(and private) funding are being directed to noneggament schools at a rate that far exceeds
the increase in the enrolment share by that sedthis policy direction has become
entrenched, despite the lack of evidence thatnt lea justified as a strategy for improving
educational achievement or outcomes overall. Assgeon page 14, the only conclusion that
can be drawn from analysis of the 2003 PISA datenfOECD countries is that any observed
superiority of non-government schools in the basta dppears to be due to the students they
enrol rather than what they do as schools (McG&062

In no other country does the provision of publimmding for non-government schools
dominate the agenda of the national governmerAustralia, the primacy of this program, in
turn, contributes to what is now a significant magolm between real priorities in schooling
and those matters that occupy the federal poliegndg. The Commonwealth budget (along
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with state and territory budgets) for the comingurgeare locked into funding formulae that
appear to preclude more than scant attention t@ sdrthe most significant issues.

Debates about federal arrangements for curricubgsessment and reporting are taking place
in response to pressures for greater consistendyaanountability. They are proceeding,
however, without due regard to the costs and bisniefiterms of students’ learning; and in
the absence of proper concern about the levelsmurees schools need and the professional
preparation and support teachers need to implermsantculum or to meet specified
standards.

There has never been a time when it was more ariter governments to marshal their
resources to recruit and retain able and effedaeshers. And yet, there exists no proper
framework for the federal collaboration that is ehee in relation to teacher supply, teaching
standards and initial and continuing professiowaication of teachers. In the absence of such
a framework, ‘quality teaching’ is being reducedatset of simplistic, managerialist issues,
epitomised by proposals for crude and populist ®ih performance pay that ignore the
complexities of teachers’ work in engaging theirdents as active learners.

From an educational standpoint, it is clear tha thost important factor in overcoming
patterns of poor participation and under-achievanreschooling, our nation’s first priority,

is high quality teaching. The research evidence tlus conclusion is overwhelming.
Maintaining an adequate overall supply of highlyeated teachers is a necessary condition
for providing all students with access to high dgyaleaching. For the evidence is also
overwhelming, both nationally and internationalthat the brunt of any form of teacher
shortage will be borne by those students whoseiiteimstances make them most vulnerable
to failure.

As noted previously, Australia is caught up in ateinational challenge to replace the large
numbers of teachers recruited to deal with theesinghe school population of the 1960s and
1970s. A wise nation would turn this challenge i@o opportunity for renewing and
reinvigorating the teaching profession.

A clear priority for assuring the quality of schmgl for the current and future generations of
Australian students is, surely, to increase publestment in schooling to the level necessary
to guarantee equality of access to high qualitghe® from the earliest years. This will
require a more direct and rational relationshipMeein public funding and this objective. It
will also require a better alignment between thblipufunding available to schools and the
share of public responsibilities for schooling @lethat they are required to accept.

Priority must also be given to meeting the neeunjarove the quality of school buildings and
infrastructure, to provide students with learnimyisonments fit for the purposes we expect
schools to serve in contemporary society.

There remains a significant mismatch between theswities, the issues occupying the
federal policy agenda, and funding trends and tioes. Current federal arrangements do not
assist the real priorities in education to surfacel even provide the means for obscuring and
repressing them.

As has been acknowledged previously in this replarstralia’s school systems perform at a
high level for most students, according to somermdtional indicators, and provide good
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value for the level of resources invested by govemts. While there may not be an overall
crisis in schooling, there is no denying that utgsstion is needed on behalf of a significant
number of our schools and the students they seviiese needs and entitlements are not
being met. There are both ethical and practicadaes to deal with the serious flaws and
deficiencies that have persisted for decades eréddrrangements for schools.

The current federal agenda

Any coherent, comprehensive program for dealindp whe priorities identified above has yet
to emerge from the various federal structures andgsses that bring heads of government
together within the Australian federation.

The Commonwealth’s own priorities for schooling daa deduced from its formal funding
documents. According to its administrative guidedinand related legislatif, “a
fundamental principle underlying the Australian ®@mment’s role in school education is
support for the right of parents to choose the atioical environment which best suits the
needs of their child, whether this be in the gowsnt or non-government sector” (DEST,
2007). Funding conditions for Commonwealth programetude legislative requirements that
spell out the Commonwealth’s current prioritiesaasounced by the Prime Minister and then
Minister Brendan Nelson in the months prior to B4 election, in itf\ustralian Schools
Agenda These priorities include: “an enhanced perforreafiamework with strengthened
accountability and reporting requirements whichlude providing parents and the wider
community with clearer information on school andiwdual student performance” (DEST,
2007); greater autonomy by school principals over tunning of their schools, including
staffing decisions (with an exemption, it would mgefor Catholic schools); national
consistency in the delivery of school educationjuding a common minimum school starting
age, the description of the pre-schooling provithethe two years before Year 1 primary, and
curriculum and testing standards; the educationétanes of Indigenous students; values
and citizenship, including a requirement to display Commonwealth’s ‘values’ poster and
to fly the Australian flag on a ‘functioning flagles commitment to at least two hours of
physical activity a week; boys’ education; and siaan from school to the workplace.

The Commonwealth’s funding conditions relate to tidal funding for schools, which
amounts to more than $30 billion for the 2005-2608drennium. Negotiations with state and
territory ministers on the above issues, howewaste to around $10 billion for the public
schools for which they are directly responsibleompared with a further $90 billion over the
four years provided by the states and territoriesmiselves. The Commonwealth holds
separate discussions with non-government schobbaties about arrangements for the $20
billion for their schools. Those authorities, ofucse, have no responsibility for some of the
key issues on the Commonwealth’'s agenda, such lasolsstarting age and nationally-
consistent curriculum and credentialing.

Other Commonwealth ‘priorities’ have come to ligtadm time to time, mainly in the form of
media releases from the Minister, and occasiortb#yPrime Minister. These have included:
concerns about curriculum standards, with a ree@mphasis on history; the possible
development of an Australia-wide Year 12 crederfidsters, 2006); and performance-based

2 Department of Education, Science and Train@gadrennial Administrative Guidelines — 2007 update
Schools Assistance (Learning Together — Achievemfentugh Choice and Opportunity) A2204.
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pay for teachers. These issues have been raisatiebfommonwealth without specific
funding commitments or requirements for the curfantling quadrennium to 2008, but with
their implications for the next funding period begihg in 2009 as yet unclear. The
Commonwealth has also introduced new programsutorial vouchers for students who fail
to meet minimum national literacy benchmarks asdhool chaplaincy program.

Because of their funding implications, many of thessues have dominated the agenda of the
Ministerial Council for Education, Employment, Tmaig and Youth Affairs (MCEETYA) in
recent years. Some states have raised issues dafercorabout the inadequacy of
Commonwealth funding, such as for English as a &kdoanguage programs for new
arrivals, but these have so far fallen on deaf@ars

Heads of Commonwealth and state and territory gowents, meeting as the Council of
Australian Governments (CoAG) have played a morectirole in shaping national priorities

in recent years. From the CoAG ‘*human capital’ agent would appear that governments’
priorities in education include early childhood deypment, literacy and numeracy skills and
related teacher standards, transition from sclmeldrk and school leadership skills (CoAG,
2007, 2006). Although states and territories haeelpced ‘action plans’ in the areas of early
childhood education and literacy and numeracy,Gbenmonwealth is yet to do so and no
additional funding has been committed for theseofggres’. The lack of a substantial

financial commitment beyond existing programs atrdtsgies is unlikely to provide the

impetus for the kind of progress that a genuinaliyomal priority would require.

The CoAG agenda is also relatively narrow, degpigesignificance of the above areas. State
and territory heads of government, meeting as tbhan€il for the Australian Federation
(CAF), have produced a more substantial stateménscbooling priorities, including
commitments to work towards a national curriculuasdd on nationally-consistent content
and standards, more comprehensive national testinrggudent achievement, reporting on
school, student and state and territory performaaoe strategies for the recognition and
rewarding of quality teaching (CAF, 2007). But evhis statement omits or underplays some
of the more obvious questions for policy developmienAustralian schools, such as the
persistent inequities in school participation awmdicational outcomes, the future of public
school systems in Australia, criteria and arranggméor the public funding of the growing
non-government schools sector and the need toniepland modernise school buildings and
infrastructure.

None of the national forums — CoAG, CAF and MCEET¥Aas been able to produce a
coherent program for dealing with the full rangetlodse issues. In particular, there is a need
for more explicit recognition of the range of aacgothat will be required to reduce the links
between a student’s socio-economic circumstancgsetmol performance. This will require
action well beyond schooling to deal with the gnoegvigeographical stratification between
rich and poor in many areas of the country andpthekets of concentrated and severe social
disadvantage that have become entrenched acroskand remote as well as suburban
Australia (Vinson, 2007). One effect of this gequmaal divide has been to apportion the
total workload of schooling in an increasingly unfaay among schools, between the public
and the private sectors of schooling, as well awiwiboth sectors. This means that many
schools, mainly public schools, are now being agkedeal with the educational challenges
and costs that others can avoid and without thenzamsurate share of resources. These

23 MCEETYA information statements for the meeting24fMay 2005 (18 meeting), 6 July 2006 (¥pand 12
April 2007 (2. Available athttp:/www.mceetya.edu.au/mceetya/default.asp?id62 faccessed 6/5/07).
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issues cannot be reduced simply to questions erfabily, numeracy and teaching standards,
important as these are.

Can the recent CAF statement be seen as a harlmhgetions designed now to produce a
genuinely collaborative and national (as distinainf Commonwealth) effort? Despite

omissions, the statement does appear to signal go@ater unity of purpose than has been
evident for some years. This is a reminder of théyuof purpose among states which
preceded the entry of the Commonwealth as a sigmfi partner in schooling during the

1960s.

It is not surprising that federal processes hawegm cumbersome. Quite apart from the need
to find ways to mediate political differences amdhe jurisdictions, they are all protective of
their autonomy and of the arrangements in whicly tieeve already invested their resources
and in which they have earned political capitaleEvmore significantly, the educational
issues with which federal arrangements need toateahtrinsically complex.

In terms of federalism itself, the position beirakeén at this stage of our history in the
national forums of CoAG, CAF and MCEETYA can beaé®ed as cautious. Their emphasis
is on harmonising the work of the separate jurismins, rather than on any radical
realignment of responsibilities among them.

By contrast, a pure federalist would argue for toaliion of separate responsibilities for the
states and territories and the Commonwealth tolvesitaws and deficiencies in current
arrangements for schools. The current caution ssipty informed by the fate of the few
serious attempts in recent decades to recastrigdigtions’ responsibilities for education.

One of the more radical proposals to realign resjdities for schooling was put forward in

the later years of the Hawke Government. That gowent’'s key objective was to control

vocational education and training, particularly tdperation of TAFE systems, as part of their
overall policies for economic growth, skill devetapnt and productivity. Negotiations with

sympathetic states, especially the Coalition Grei@®vernment in New South Wales,

included options for the exchange of responsibditifor all schools, to the states and
territories; and for TAFE to the Commonwealth. Tdediscussions also considered the
possible limiting of state and territory responidies to compulsory education (up to Year
10), and the transfer of all funding and regulatoegponsibilities for post-compulsory

education and training, including senior secondgahooling, to the Commonwealth.

Other options for Commonwealth funding for schowaisre considered at that time by a
working party of officials reporting to ministersegting as the then Australian Education
Council. Their advice included recommendationsrémgfer funding responsibilities for the
general recurrent and capital programs to thesstatd territories and to limit Commonwealth
funding to streamlined specific purpose and tayptegrams.

These proposals did not survive the ensuing palitisacklash, however. Regional and
community support for the network of TAFE colleggsund Australia made it difficult for
state and territory governments to surrender thisiorical links with technical and further
education. Education interest groups successfuljued the artificiality of separating
compulsory (K-10) and post-compulsory (Years 11-KeZhooling. The Catholic and
independent school sectors strongly objected tavahof the Commonwealth Government
as their principal source of funding. Disagreememtsong the states about the financial

Making federalism work for schools: due process, transparency, informed consent 2007: 86



Options for Moving Forward

implications and possible changes to Grants Conmmsfrmulas prevented any state
consensus about the possible transfer of fundidg@ated responsibilities.

In the wake of these experiences, there has besigniicant discussion in national forums
of the realignment of funding and other respongiéd for schooling. Instead, successive
Commonwealth governments have preferred to acatendlly and lever their policies and
priorities through funding.

State governments have from time to time initiatedsiderations of more radical options for
federal and state responsibilities for schoolinffero with leadership from their central
agencies. The Victorian Government, for examplepnspred a major review of
Commonwealth and state relations in education aadtln by the Allen Consulting Group.
The reforms it proposed gave priority to resolvthg anomalies and inequalities in current
arrangements for public funding of public and navernment. The review proposed reforms
to bring all government schools, most Catholic sthand ‘many’ independent schools into a
new integrated sector (Allen Consulting Group, 20Qhder their proposals, public funding
would be provided to all schools, government ang-government, within the ‘system’ on a
student basis, with adjustments for school and estuseeds. Schools within the system
would be permitted to continue to charge fees,daviernment funding would be reduced as
fee income rises and “as the capacity of parentpay fees rises”. Tellingly, no public
funding would be provided to those schools opegabintside the system.

There are serious weaknesses in the Allen proposdliding: absence of fee regulation to
ensure access to all schools within the proposetesy reinforcing the tiered nature of the
resulting system, by modulating access regulat@mesrding to fees charged and the financial
capacities of school communities; financing an eckd new ‘system’ by student-centred
grants that do not take account of system finafsesh as economies and diseconomies of
scale); exclusion of private income for capital atler purposes from any assessment of
need (a feature that discredited Commonwealth fghdrrangements from 1974 to 1984);
apparent lack of planning criteria; and an absefagiteria for the employment of teachers in
government and non-government schools.

The report estimated the annual cost of the prapegstem to be up to $2.5 billion, in 2004
price levels. Of this amount, around $2 billion wbhave been provided to increase public
funding to those Catholic and independent schdw$ thoose to enter the system. These
increases would have been offset by reductiongdd$0.4 billion to “wealthier independent
schools” — more thaeight timegshe savings proposed in Federal Labor’s policytier 2004
election (which provided a ‘basic grant’ to all Agavernment schools, not the phasing out of
funding put forward by the Allen group). Althouglbtnmade explicit in the Allen report, it
appears that the Commonwealth Government would hageto pick up this bill, effectively
increasing its four-year funding package for schdml over one-third, or $10 billion (in 2004
price levels).

It is clear that much work would be needed to btimg kind of proposal to fruition, and to
meet the educational, equity, financial and plagngsues it raises. But the key point here is
the need for a genuine national partnership toveelihe proposed outcomes. The Allen
report envisages that the Commonwealth and thesstatd territories would: “define the
framework and rules for participation in the systemna set national objectives and strategies.
The Commonwealth would be best placed to operatat®nal system of performance
measurement and reporting.” (Allen Consulting Gra2@04) A key feature is that the states
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and territories would take responsibility for th@amagement of the integrated school system.
A new Commonwealth-state body would implement #ferms and oversee the coordinated
system, and report to a ministerial council. Th&sactural suggestions are worthy of further
consideration.

The Allen report looks to “integration” as a mearisdealing with the problems relating to
public funding of government and non-governmenbsts) whereby public funding might be
available only to schools that are prepared to apewithin a common, public, regulatory
framework. Watson, in her accompanying paper, edswvasses the possibility of this kind of
system for integrating public and private schosisai common funding system. Watson
acknowledges as a disadvantage, however, the is@gmiifcosts to government of replacing
private sources of income for those non-governmehbols joining a common system. She
also notes the political realities:

One disadvantage of this scheme is that it isyikelbe resisted by private
schools. A similar scheme was floated by the Commalth Schools
Commission in the late 1970s, but it receivedelitlpport from the private
sector stakeholders. This is probably because tlveepto select students is
a key advantage appreciated by private schools, @ which they would
be reluctant to relinquish for an obligation to lomee more socially
inclusive. Private schools have also demonstrated tapacity to thrive in
a market where parents are prepared to pay feesirioreased social
selectivity ... over the past three decades, indegggrsthools — which tend
to be more selective and charge higher fees — hawven at a faster rate
than Catholic schools, which are more inclusii@atson, 2007)

A contrary approach to dealing with these problemsld be termed “dis-integration”, where

all public funding is provided in the form of indial vouchers for presentation to their

schools of choice, public or private. Where suatppsals have been put forward in Australia
in recent times, such as in a report for the MenHesearch Centre (Caldwell and Roskam,
2002), they have advocated a system where schamlddwompete for the voucher in a

lightly regulated or largely unregulated market.

If there is common ground between the proponentdntégration” and the proponents of

government-funded vouchers, judging by recent psalso it lies in the astronomical costs of
their respective proposals to the public pursenipao fund non-government schools. This is
despite the fact that it is widely recognised tihas in the public sector that significantly

increased expenditure is needed.

But, significantly, there is also agreement betwéam reports produced by the Menzies
Research Centre and the Allen Consulting Group timatcurrent system is unsatisfactory,
where the Commonwealth’s primary role is the fugdof non-government schools while
government schools are the responsibility of teéestand territories; and that there is a need
for a framework of agreement between the two leeélgovernment. The Menzies Centre
report suggests that one way to achieve this nfaghthrough a legislated agreement between
the levels of government.

In relation to the impact of market competition sghools, Watson (2007) argues that both
levels of government have failed to acknowledgs, timcluding within the public sector; and
that this failure has contributed to inequitieswen schools in terms of their social
composition and relative levels of resources. Wafsiother argues that it may be necessary
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to accept that schools now have to operate withimagket environment and turn government
policy towards maximising equity within that mark&he canvasses the option af riew
system of funding for both public and private sdtdbat effectively compensates for the
inequities generated by a market environment ...eerse weighted for student SES and
school income would promote both educational eg(iityterms of equality in educational
outcomes) and resource equity (in terms of the requeal distribution of resources between
schools) (Watson, 2007). It seems likely that the schématson outlines would also run
into political resistance — from both the publicdatihe private sectors. Within the public
sector, there is a reluctance to confront openg ittiluence of market forces as well as
resistance from those school communities thattaoeg in the market to any measures likely
to curb their power. This resistance is even stong the private sector, where proposals to
realign public funding (however slightly, to acheegreater resource equity among schools
even within that sector) frequently evokes recouossuch rhetoric as the ‘politics of class
envy’.

Any attempt to move forward from the current ursfatitory stasis in federal arrangements
for schools will need to identify the most educastty and politically practicable approaches
to dealing with the persistent and divisive policgntradictions and discontinuities in

governments’ policies for funding the public anavate school sectors. In that context, it is
worth including reference here to the option ofigleilg a school system governed by a
public policy framework in which there is complertanity rather than competition between

the two sectors; while preserving their distinctolaracters. There will, of course, always be
elements of collaboration and competition amongatshwithin and between the sectors as
school communities pursue their various interests.

The concept of the ‘dual system’ that underpinnaal folicies of the Hawke Government,

was an attempt by the Commonwealth, at least logbphical terms, to balance the values of
particular communities in schooling against thednfee a high quality public school system

open to all; and the claims by individual parerds public subsidies to enable unfettered
choice of school with the responsibility of demdicrayjovernments to enable equality of

access by all to well-resourced schools. Such proagh has greater potential, in the author’s
view, to gain a workable consensus than marketebpskcies that lead to levels of inequality

hitherto unpalatable to Australians, or attemptamierge religious schools into a secular,
public system.

The difficulties of recasting Commonwealth and etand territory responsibilities for
schooling are also acknowledged by the contributorthis project, in their accompanying
papers.

In relation to funding, Watson argues that “it webnlot be impossible to establish a common
funding scheme administered by a Recurrent Fundagency, although detailed negotiations
would be necessary to establish a workable inginudwned jointly by the Commonwealth
and the states and territories” (Watson, 2007).s@fauses the example of a scheme of grants
weighted for student SES and school income to atigaesuch a scheme would need to be
administered by an Agency owned jointly by the Cammealth and state/territory
governments, and established under MCEETYA.

Such an agency ... would need to have the powercevesand distribute
financial resources to schools and systems. Unlderfailed ANTA model,
states and territories never allocated their shafehe resources to ANTA,
so the agency relied on the Commonwealth for idgbt This scenario
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would have to be avoided in the schools sectoafoommon funding model
to work.

On establishing the Recurrent Funding Agency, EtdocaVinisters would

need to agree not to reduce their annual finan@ahtributions to the

scheme below the level at establishment ... Dexssicegarding the

distribution of resources to schools and systemsauld be overseen by the
Board of the Agency. The Board would be comprisedepresentatives

from each state and territory and the Commonwe@Wratson, 2007)

Watson provides a more detailed explanation in paper of how such a system of
governance might work and how the distribution ofing rights may encourage jurisdictions
to join the agency and to maintain the level ofrthentributions to the budget.

Angus (2007) expresses doubts that, on the basispefrience, the Commonwealth and states
and territories, for the time being, see it asisgitheir political interests to agree to an
alignment of funding that would achieve a propemptementarity. As a practical first step
towards creating the conditions in which the Comwealth and states might reach such an
agreement, he proposes that steps should be t@laehieve to achieve transparency.

Although there may be little appetite ... to cede tbureaucracy on the
scale of the former Schools Commission responsibibr advising on

government funding, it may be possible to achielssambitious outcome,
namely setting in place a mechanism that enabléspendent reporting of
the total government funding of individual schoolsHence, | think that a
possible way forward is to push for greater trangpery of funding.

There is a risk involved in that it would put intbe public arena

information that provokes debate that might nothedpful to the public

sector, or all sections of it, especially if thebdee is poorly managed but it
is a risk that needs to be taken. Eventually tloesfavould compel political

action. (Angus, 2007)

Caldwell, in his accompanying paper, argues theallg it should be only one level of
government that sets the framework and that shbelevhere constitutional powers lie. He
refers to the system of government as it affedtealis in England.

If the experience of England is a guide, it is gassto have a national
system of self-managing schools, with local goveminmaving a limited
regulatory role and constituting just one of sevesaurces of support to
ensure effective deliver§Caldwell, 2007)

While conceding that it is unlikely that there Wbk constitutional change to make education
the responsibility of the Commonwealth, Caldwelgwes that all with an interest in
ensuring a world-class system of education showdgfor constitutional change in favour
of the Commonwealth, with states and territoriesdneing service providers in a market of
providers in a national system of self-managingostsi.

For Caldwell, the fall-back position is “the pogbilp of a continuing relatively high level of
cooperation through the agreement of governmentsriims such as the Ministerial Council
on Employment, Education, Training and Youth AafMCEETYA) or CoAG” (Caldwell,
2007).
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Furtado (2007) like Caldwell, reflects on the Bifitisituation in relation to the capacity to
resolve anomalies in the public funding and resjaitges of public and private schools; and
likewise sees difficulties in proposals for replioa in Australia:

The states and territories already operate a systmschooling that
honours considerable aspects of diversity and deaol. It may be that in
future years the locus of such ownership and autthovill be transferred

into local council hands as in the UK, where thegioral reasons for doing
so under the 1944 Education Act were to presergentfirom the disturbing
effects of political change and party political lugdnce as well as to
safeguard the community and public ownership obsish However, there
is no compelling reason to do this as yet, printyphecause the changing
nature of the state has made it impossible to qui@ma UK schools from
ideological influence and change. Also, colossalijfferent Australian

demographic conditions and constitutional arrangateevould not in any
case permit an easy transfer and replication, atlaubtedly considerable
expense to the polity, of similar or any other amgaments(Furtado, 2007)

Furtado does argue, however, that one way for Alistto deal with its problems would be
for the Commonwealth to take far greater respolitsibior regulating private schools. In
return for guarantees of access and inclusion gneeanent to ending private fees, Furtado
proposes that the Commonwealth provide full funding legislation to preserve their special
(for example, religious) character. This proposaluls create a category of schools called
Commonwealth Integrated Schools. Furtado furthepg@ses that all public funding be
removed from those private schools that chooseptrate outside this arrangement. This
proposal does represent a significant realignmentederal responsibilities for schools
funding and regulation, although Furtado does egasthat, under this proposal, states and
territories would retain constitutional responsiilfor schools and would continue to
contribute to the public funding of the Commonwiedifitegrated Schools.

In relation to curriculum, Reid proposes the depaient of national curriculum through
processes that provide for states and territoaa®tiain their curriculum responsibilities and
that also provide the Commonwealth with a formaraie for influencing curriculum. Reid
argues the need for a mechanism that allows &wurriculum practices that reflect the
complex, fluid and interactive relationships betwelcal, state, national and global
context$ (Reid, 2007).

Wilson proposes a single entity to develop and meanaurriculum. This would be
permanently constituted, to move beyond reliancetaskforce and committee structures.
Wilson proposes an entity that would have the feihy characteristics:

e it should be independent, probably formed as a @ypwith a clear
statutory authority to develop and manage curricaloationally;

e it should be funded according to a formula by thmmthonwealth and
states and territories, and should report to a lwbaepresenting them, as
well as representation from Catholic and independectors;

e it should operate according to clearly stated aide for its
responsibilities, including those specifying thadkof curriculum to be
developed ... as well as criteria for timeliness; and
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e it should operate according to clearly stated rules process, including
a requirement that it consult widely, but shoulademt responsibility for
decisions about the form, content and quality ®products

(Wilson, 2007)

A starting point for change

Considerations about the merits of proposals ftorne of federal governance of schooling
raise prior questions. What are the objectivesowbgnance arrangements from the standpoint
of education? And what kind of school system dowaat for this country?

These matters need to be considered before coasaleof whether the work of teaching and
learning and the educational well-being of studemtschools are likely to be enhanced by
carving key governmental functions either verticabir horizontally, with a view to
reallocating roles and responsibilities between @emmonwealth and the states and
territories.

As Twomey and Withers (2007) state, not all arelagowvernment are susceptible to ‘clean

lines’ divisions, where either the Commonwealthtloe states and territories could agree to
vacate the field. There will always be a need foraa of shared responsibility. Earlier

discussion in this paper does suggest stronglysittatoling is not an area where key aspects,
such as funding, curriculum and teaching can rgaoll isolated from each other. It can

certainly be demonstrated that some of the probld®smg experienced in terms of

achievement and participation arise precisely b&zadecisions about curriculum, for

example, are taken without proper regard to theurees and the teaching necessary to
translate curriculum into classroom learning proggand opportunities.

It is not possible to describe what makes a godwdacsystem without confronting the
guestion of values. So this paper will assume that ideals and principles on which
Australian schools are based are broadly set otlieragreed National Goals for Schooling
and reflective of the basic tenets of an active azacy.

For purposes of policy analysis and development,caue take a number of yardsticks to
analyse and describe the broad characteristicgadd’ school systems: systems that are
capable of delivering what their countries wantnthéo deliver. We can take useful

definitions of the kind employed by the OECD andens:

A successful education system is one in whichdpdenth of the students
compare favourably to the top tenth in any natianthe world, and the
bottom tenth is very close to the top tefi@odding and Tucker, 2000)

We can draw on research evidence and on the acatedwdxperience of the outcomes of past
policy directions. There is overwhelming researgidence, for example, of what common

sense might also have told us, that successfuladiducsystems place a premium on having
an adequate supply of qualified and committed tel@;hvho can engage their students in
learning. Good schools and systems create the temmglin schools that maximise the time

students spend on explicit tasks with these effecteachers. For learning to take place,
students and teachers have to be in a state oihessdto engage with each other. Good
student support or welfare systems help studenengage in learning free from negative

distractions and good professional learning hedpslters to engage with their students.
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As confirmed in the OECD report aithat makes school systems perfo@@03), effective
schools and systems neither ignore social and raliltiifferences, nor do they engage in a
restless search for students groupings designedotiuce artificial pockets of homogeneity.
They embrace the challenge of social and cultwalitres and use such differences to drive
educational innovation and improvement. Accordiaghis report, $trong basic education
systems tend to succeed by providing good qualfipat for students, teachers and schools
in the context of an integrated rather than differated school structutre

Some school systems are far better than othergdniring collective responsibility for
participation, achievement and outcomes. For exen@bddding and Tucker (2000) reported
that legislation in Denmark at that time requirednmipalities to search out young people
who had dropped out of school prematurely and tmlathem in an appropriate program
designed to re-engage them in education.

On the basis of evidence it would be difficult tisadyree with Codding and Tucker when they
report that the most effective schools systemsdtatheir centre what they describe as “an
aligned instructional system”. This was a findingstudies begun in 1989, comparing the
systems of the USA, Denmark, Sweden, Germany,ndel&ingapore and Japan. An “aligned
instructional system” was one in which there wastaamdard curriculum, where standards for
student performance in that curriculum were clewa &idely known, where assessment tools
were matched to those standards, and where cummcwlas supported by instructional

materials.

Within such a well-aligned system, as some of tempanying papers point out eloquently,
there is need for an emphasis on students as defivaers and for teachers to have the
freedom and responsibility required to exercisefggsional judgment about how best to
engage their students in vastly varying circumstanc

No good purpose is served by wasting resourcesloooding. It is quite evident in Australia,
from comparing those schools within the public gmd/ate sectors that serve comparably
advantaged students, that there is a level of ressun schools beyond which the law of
diminishing returns operates in terms of studehiea@ment and outcomes. For schooling to
be effective, governments need to provide suppatside as well as inside schools, if
students are to come to school able and willingvtok with their teachers to gain the
benefits.

If Australia is to have a system where the keydecthat contribute to the effectiveness of
schooling are well-aligned, this may make it advieato abandoning the ‘pure federalist’
position. There would be significant risks in: sejsmg compulsory from post-compulsory
schooling; detaching funding responsibilities frdetisions about teacher supply and quality
or curriculum; separating further responsibilities constructing the public policy framework
governing the relationships between governmentspaibtic and private schools; or drawing
artificial lines between general and vocationalcadion.

Rather than attempting to allocate discrete orrisledefined responsibilities for key aspects
of schooling between the two levels of governméntyould make more sense from an
education standpoint to accept that the two lewdlggovernment have a set of shared
responsibilities; and to define their respectiviesdan managing those shared responsibilities.
This approach would necessitatbetter mechanisms for co-operation to avoid ‘border
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issues’, to ensure the coordination of governmesvises and to avoid cost-shiftihg
(Twomey & Withers, 2007).

There are sound arguments for opting for the ‘partn ership’
approach

Policy development rarely enables the luxury ohing back the clock and starting again.
The art of successful policy formulation involvearing from where we are now and
progressing to a better position. The facts ar¢ the Commonwealth and the states and
territories have already become partners, evemel aire at times reluctant partners, and that
the experience in the past decades confirms tlet Bavel of government has strong and
legitimate interests in schooling.

Schools are clearly a key institution in all stedes territories, where they are part and parcel
of the social fabric of the state as a politicatitgn The discussion of the role of the
Commonwealth earlier in this report (see pages 96-ltaves no doubt that the
Commonwealth has strong and legitimate interestschooling; and has the capacity for
constructive partnership. It can also clearly kengbat real problems have arisen where there
have been no proper avenues for the expressicygiinhate interests by the Commonwealth
in, for example, curriculum decision-making.

The costs and benefits of more radical proposalgdtmrm need to be carefully weighed.
There would be huge costs in the structural chatiggtswould be needed, for example, to
realign federal financing, whether generally or enspecifically, for schools. Evidence would
be needed that the costs of such efforts wouldgdrefisantly outweighed by the benefits to
students in our schools.

There are also significant political barriers t&img up options for radical realigning of
responsibilities for schooling between the Commaaltie and the states and territories.
Parents and the wider community are demonstrabhserwative about their children’s
education. There is likely to be little support oy proposals to use the school sector as the
laboratory for innovations or experimentation ie ttame of reform of federalism.

There would be predictable resistance from thoggesenting the interests of the non-
government sector to any proposals to remove tbelseols from the benefits they enjoy of
reliance on the coffers of the Commonwealth rathan of the states and territories. There
would also be, if past experience is any guideonrsgfr resistance to assigning entire
responsibility for public funding of private schedb the Commonwealth. The political effect
of such a move would be to expose the full fungrmgure more directly to the light of public
scrutiny, without the filtering effect provided lifife complexities of the current unevenly
shared funding roles and responsibilities. It isdia see what benefits there might be for the
public sector, symbolic or real, to be dropped cletgty by the Commonwealth in terms of
funding, especially were the non-government set¢toremain directly attached to the
Commonwealth as its major source of funds.

The option of transferring all or key responsieht for schooling from states to the
Commonwealth would entail massive disruption, l@ks of expertise and experience, and
almost certainly lead to increased layers of buresty as the Commonwealth sought ways of
compensating for its distance from the action. ®pgon of greater involvement in schooling
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by local government in Australia would involve mutlie same increase in bureaucracy,
given the need to, again, compensate for the lddkadition, experience and expertise in
schooling at that level of government.

A reduced role for governments?

It is only fair to acknowledge here that there #nese who challenge the reliance on
governments to create the conditions within whicho®ls work; and who would opt for a
much reduced role for governments in schooling ustAalia.

Examples were provided earlier (see pages 42-4@ppdsition from both Kemp and Roskam
(Kemp, 2007; Roskam, 2006) to government monopblyuoriculum. In his accompanying
paper, Caldwell (2007) argues that the primary aaspility of government should be to
provide support for schools, but that §overnment provider is just one of many sourdes o
support for schools in the public and private sextehen schools become self-managing

Clearly, schools in Australia do receive suppoottrfrcommunity and other sources, both in
relation to funding, curriculum and other aspedttheir programs. But it is also undeniable
that recent decades in Australia have brought wiggpreliance on government, with private
providers of schooling increasingly dependent owegaments for their funding, curriculum
and a range of other provisions. It seems reasenaldssume that, if there were prospects of
greater support for schools from corporate or comtywsources than from government, then
non-government schools authorities would have ltearing to these since the 1970s rather
than to governments. Moreover, the market-basedregpproposed by those who argue for a
reduced role for governments in schooling almosairiably rely on being underwritten by
public funding.

The assumption in this report is that schooling public as well as a private good and that
governments have a critical role in and respongibibr creating a framework of policies
within which schools can do their work, and whidletect the public interest in their doing
that work effectively.

The conclusion here is that, in relation to schaplihere is a need to find ways to make the
current federal arrangements for schools a meansrfabling the Commonwealth and state
and territory governments to do their own work meffectively and efficiently.

Next steps

There is a need for action that is not reliant oajom structural changes or radical
realignments of responsibilities that could, theref begin without delay. Such action would
need to have benefits, even if radical optionstlierreform of the federal system were to be
adopted in the future. It would need to be actibat twould create capability to resolve
current problems with federal arrangements alreadiined in this paper, and to deal with
the setting of educational priorities.

There is a number of promising achievements anceldpments on which to build such

action. These include, for example, the Nationadl&dor Schooling, which can provide the
basis for explicit values and principles and therfielation of broad policy goals.
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The Council for the Australian Federation has depedl a credible set of priorities grounded
in evidence. These avoid, however, the prickly pols of the relationships between
governments and the public and private school sgctehich must be addressed as a prior
condition for dealing with a range of other primst If governments were prepared to
collaborate in developing ways of dealing with ttigonic and politically divisive issue, they
might find that there is some political safety ianmbers. It would be especially useful if
solutions could be found that address this ong@sge in ways that contribute to improving
equality of access to high quality teaching andléoifying the role of the Commonwealth in
schools funding generally.

In relation to dealing with the need to set reseustandards and targets to underpin the
quality of teaching and curriculum in all schoolee work of the MCEETYA Schools
Resourcing Taskforce, noted on page i82another promising building block. Its work is to
establish the actual costs of schooling acrosspeetrum of operational contexts, the impact
of resource levels on student learning outcomestlamdevel and mix of resources needed to
enable all schools to support their students tot rifee National Goals. Work of this kind is
critical to providing governments with a guide téamming schools’ resource needs and
entitlements.

Watson (2007) and others underline the need fooratd deal with the problems of schools
funding, particularly those relating to Commonwiediinding of non-government schools,
through mechanisms that enable some kind of pootigpublic funding from all
jurisdictions; or enable, at least, the ‘poolind’dicisions about allocation. While there are
differences in funding provisions across the statebterritories, these are not so great as to
make any attempt at ‘harmonisation’ futile. Thexesgope for finding means to even out these
differences over a decade or so.

There is also a clear need, emphasised by Reid Y200 others, for more open and informed
national debate about curriculum; and for meanprtwide the Commonwealth with a role

and a responsibility in curriculum decision-makiag a proper alternative to the current
recourse to political opportunism and grandstanding

The need for closer collaboration among jurisditdido provide an adequate supply of able
and committed teachers is also widely recognised, tsas been the subject of a growing
number of reports.

Having considered the various options available,ld&st option seems to begin by improving
the complementarity of Commonwealth and state amitdry arrangements for the planning,

funding and operation of schools through a prodessharmonisation that can proceed

without formal referral of powers. This could buidd approaches now being taken through
CoAG, MCEETYA and CAF.

The objective of any changes to federal arrangesr&muld be to create a better framework
for government decision-making. This framework dticae designed to provide the greater
transparency needed in policy formulation to enghlelic engagement in the process and, by
that means, to increase public understanding of emwfidence in our school system
nationally.
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Given the action already in train among governmeat®onally, there are strong arguments
for giving greater authority to federal arrangerserivbr schooling through ‘heads of
government’ machinery. This would provide cleaediion and authority for implementation
by the relevant ministerial council.

There will be a need for new structures to enabieoae effective and transparent decision-
making process. Such structures must be designserte educational purposes, to set goals
and priorities and to enable their achievement sscudifferent jurisdictions. Structures and

processes will need to provide governments withddeacity to negotiate agreed program
outcomes among the partners and their respecties o achieving them, to reduce the

temptation and the scope for cost-shifting and blamfting.

Changes to federal arrangements would also nebd teviewed periodically to ensure that
they are capable of dealing with contemporary engis.

To meet these conditions, any process of harmammsahould be a formal process. This is
necessary to move beyond the reliance on the sfaetry forms of agreement that have too
often characterised past approaches. These inchadlectant agreement, for example to
particular funding conditions; agreements clearnieeed in bad faith; or agreements to satisfy
the vested interests of powerful groups negotidtdund closed doors. There is a number of
ways to formalise shared undertaking among goventsneExamples include broad or
specific memoranda of understanding, or formal wes® agreements where funds are applied
to meet agreed program objectives.

Proposal for the development of complementary feder al legislation

What is being proposed here is that reforms totiegisfederal arrangements be achieved
through the development of complementary legistatibhis is an appropriately formal and
comprehensive means that is justified by the deptth breadth of the issues that require
attention.

This proposal for the drawing up of complementagidlation does not preclude processes of
the kind outlined, for example by Reid (2007) is lmiccompanying paper, which include
research projects to shed light on different agpethew models for national curriculum. It is
a proposal for a way forward which could be asdistg national forums to enable informed
debate. The rationale for proposing the developneérdraft legislation is that this would
enable debate around a concrete and practicabfgab Moving in this direction does not
preclude other options being put forward, and medeed provide the catalyst for further
options. This proposal for complementary legiskatis also a useful means for testing the
waters. If it proves too ambitious, then effortsrdae directed at achieving more specific
forms of agreement. But if such an approach prawesambitious, it would surely indicate
that there is little or no hope in the short to medterm of success for proposals that entalil
even more radical realignment of responsibilities.

Complementary legislation is also a means of emgpall parties and interests in
Commonwealth and state and territory parliamentsis would assist in producing an
enduring outcome that could outlast the inevitaiflanges in governments and ministerial
responsibilities over time.
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The more important rationale for proposing the dgwment of draft legislation to govern

federal arrangements for schools is that good dchgstems should be backed by the
authority of governments, through good, clear lagi@n. On this issue, we might do well to
take seriously the advice of Dr Martin Luther King,that it may be true that the law cannot
change the heart, but that it can restrain thetlesaf*

Complementary legislation would mean that all tlelipments in the Australian federation

would consider and commit to a genuine nationaineaship on the purposes, goals, priorities
and strategies for advancing the quality of scimgofor all Australians. It would also mean

that all governments have a common legislative dation for the performance and

accountability of their responsibilities for alusients in all schools.

The form and language of the legislation in thdedént jurisdictions could vary to take

account of their specific circumstances and tradgj but it would need to be drafted to
ensure that all governments have clear and expésponsibilities based on a common and
agreed framework. For illustrative purposes, tlemeints of such a framework are set out
below, with descriptive comment.

24 vgocial Justice”, address delivered at Westernhidian University, December 18 1963 (the first isesies of
three lectures on the topic “Conscience of Amejicafanscript available at
http://www.wmich.edu/library/archives/mik/transdign.html (accessed 9/5/07).
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Framework for Proposed Complementary Legislation

Purposes

The overarching purpose of the legislation wouldtdesstablish a vehicle for achieving|a
genuine national effort to provide the highest gmesquality of schooling for the nation’
children and young people.

JJ

In practical terms, the legislation would need ®iablish a structure and a process for
governments to agree on how to coordinate theiorEtso as to marshal the natior]
resources for this purpose.

75

Principles

National agreement on a common set of principlesldvguide Commonwealth and staje
governments in their policies and programs. Exampfesuch principles might include:

P1 An explicit set of commitments by all governmentsthe key parties with a direqt
stake in schooling. Th8tatement on the Future of Schooling in Austriia has beer]
endorsed and distributed by the Council for the tiadien Federation (CAF, 2007
could provide a useful guide for this purpose, ngneemmitments in the following
areas:

P1(a) To ‘the future of Australia’, including delivery otquality of
opportunity, economic prosperity, knowledge in afoimation-rich world,
environmental challenges, social cohesion and ¢lbaenship

P1(b) To students, including an acknowledgement of thégations of
governments to provide all students with the sdhgotesources, servicep
and educational opportunities they need to maxirthie& learning; and to
ensure that “... all students have access to hightgsahooling that is freg
from any discrimination based on sex, languagetucalland ethnicity,
religion or disability, and of differences arisifigpom students’ socio-
economic background or geographic location” (p29).

P1(c) To parents, so that they can have confidence imutadity of schooling
for their children and access to the informatioaytimeed to support theky
children’s schooling.

P1(d) To the development and delivery of high qualityrmuum standards
in the key areas of learning, for all students.

P1(e) To provide all schools and students with accesguality teaching,
through coordinated strategies for teacher edutatioecruitment,
professional development and recognition.

P1(f) To collaborative federalism, that “... encourages auogbports the
development of best practice through rigorous iation and enable$
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governments to share and apply these practices’easdres that “... al
governments, States, Territories and the Commonlwesdlare the costs and
benefits of reforms to give every student a raalishance of meeting th¢
national goals for schooling” (p30).

P2 The adoption of processes for the defining and emgntation of policy objectives
and priorities that are transparent and generatiespread public confidence in thqir
educational integrity.

P3 An explicit acknowledgement of the need to achievmlance between the benefits|of
planning, consolidation, collaboration and the siltapf resources and information, dn
the one hand, and the flexibility to respond to tleeds of particular students apd
groups of students, on the other.

This kind of statement would also need to balaheeprinciple of ‘subsidiarity’, where
the role of a central authority is limited to “...ode tasks which cannot be performed at
a more immediate or local levelOkford English Dictionaryfifth edition), and the
responsibility of government for the wider commuynit

P4 Governments should also be explicit about theipaasibilities for policies and
programs that are both efficient, including for #agonomic use of resources for the
whole community, and effective, including the usk emlucational and technics
expertise in the development of those policiesmodrams.

Goals and Priorities

The kind of legislation envisaged here would incogbe both a process for the setting |of
agreed goals and priorities and a vehicle for thearession.

The National Goals of Schoolingas endorsed by Education Ministers first in 198&
‘Hobart Declaration’) and then in 1999 (the ‘AdelaiDeclaration’) have provided a useful
framework for governments over the past few decadbsy have provided a format fqr
national reporting and a reference point for ages@siwith the Commonwealth over funding
arrangements. The process for reviewing the ndtigoals appears to have been taken ojer
by the Council for the Australian Federation, as@é in their April 2007 statement. Any
final statement for the purposes of complementagyslation would, of course, require the
Commonwealth to participate in negotiations andammit to the agreed outcomes.

The Council's statement has also outlined a rarigaiggested national priorities, including
the quality of teaching and school leadership,yeahnlldhood education, school retention apd
transitions, curriculum, accountability, Indigenostsident outcomes and the building of| a
partnership between schools, parents and the coiyn{@AF, 2007).

The definition of goals and priorities for the pospd complementary legislation should bujld
on these and other national developments. Theydwvalab need to be informed by a genuine
process of consultation with key professional awdnmunity groups and with relevart
authorities. They would extend the ‘commitments’tlioed above in the discussion ¢f
proposed principles for the legislation, such asueng an adequate supply of qualfy
teachers for all students in all schools, the dgwakent of nationally-consistent curriculum
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and teaching standards and the efficient and efeectise of resources that provide
educational returns on the nation’s investmentuncation.

The legislation itself would probably include a gead provision in the body of the Act, with
reference to an accompanying schedule that settheuwgoals and priorities in more detajl.
This would facilitate any agreed amendments thghtrioe needed from time to time.

The legislation should also include a specific Boade, such as ten years for the goals and
five to seven years for the priorities, and a pssder consultation and review to their further
development after those times.

Functions

Federal arrangements for schooling would need toenpaovision for the following kinds o
function to be performed:

F1 Advice to Ministers on national goals, policiesjopties and programs, and the
achievement of these through collaborative action.

F1(a) As noted above, this should incorporate a legigatequirement to
consult with relevant groups and authorities, amdeport to ministers or
this. Such consultation would provide a strong easghon the openness ¢f
the national process to public involvement and tgeyu

vJ

F2 Development and management of the action plans iapdementation strategie
required to achieve the agreed goals, policiesprmdities, following endorsement by
ministers.

F3 Design and maintenance of the data that would leetto monitor progress in the
above, including a national approach to educati@talistics — resources, funding,
participation, attainments and outcomes — and veuierelated research.

7

F4 Regular analysis of data trends and relevant reseautcomes, for reporting t
ministers and to the public.

F5 Periodic evaluation of national policies and pragsaand the preparation of advice ffo
ministers on future policy development and priesti

F6 Negotiation of goals, priorities and criteria févetdistribution of all public funding -
Commonwealth and State — for government and noesgovent schools.

F7 Coordination of national collaboration on key aspeaf schooling, including but nog
limited to: curriculum; assessment and credengalieacher education and teaching
standards; development of school resource standfandall schools and students, for
schools serving concentrations of students witltiapeeeds, and for students in all
other schools who have special needs; Indigenousa¢idn; educational technologieg;
and innovation and design in school buildings arfichstructure.

F8 Development and stimulation of research and innorah priority areas.
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The final legislative instrument, of course, shoaldo provide flexibility for ministers tg
require other functions to be performed, consisterth the Act's purpose, goals and
principles.

Structure

Performance of the above functions would requisgracture and a clear set of processes.
These would need to be described in the propoggsid&on.

The centrepiece for these would be the vehicle bionging together representatives pf
Commonwealth and state and territory governmentsthe ministers with direct
responsibilities for school education. Their roleoudd be to give authority for the
performance of functions, to receive advice onehasd to take responsibility for stratedic
decisions. The current ministerial forum, the Miargal Council on Education, Employmertt,
Training and Youth Affairs (MCEETYA), could be wen into the legislation for thesp
purposes. But there is a strong argument for Menssfor School Education to meet ag a
separate Ministerial Council to meet their respoitises under the proposed legislation, fo
concentrate meeting agendas and to clarify thésr ro

The day to day functions, however, would need atetve body serviced by a secretar]at
with educational, administrative, policy developmedata management and analysis gnd
research expertise.

The policy responsibilities of the executive boayid be structured along the lines set ¢ut
below. All appointments to the body, including tbecretariat, should be subject to opgen
recruitment processes which involve professionabugs and school authorities as
appropriate, prior to formal endorsement by Ministe

S1 A National Board of Schoolingould be established with overarching responsitdlit
for policy development, analysis and coordinatioomprising persons with a range pf
expertise to cover the functions set out in thaslagon, with a mix of full-time and
part-time appointments. It would have specific cespbilities to oversee all aspects pf
the national compact on schooling, under the lesmgof a full-time Chair. The Boardg
would authorise the work program of the secretammat the commissioning and receipt
of advice from two other groups chaired by two-futhe members:

S1(a) A National Commission for Teaching and Learning imd@&xds with
expertise and responsibilities relating to the tational’ elements of thg
national compact, including curriculum, assessmeamedentialing and
teaching. This Commission should have direct lidsagvith existing
national structures, including the Curriculum Cogimn, the Australian
Council for Education Research and Teaching Auati@hich may need
restructuring to meet criteria for a ‘national’thrar than a ‘Commonwealth
body), to ensure a coherent and coordinated apipitoaihe agreed nationa
compact.

Making federalism work for schools: due process, transparency, informed consent 2007: 102



Options for Moving Forward: Framework for Proposed Complementary Legislation

The proposed Board and its two Commissions shouldd &e required to establish

S1(b) A National Grants Commission for Schqolgith responsibilities for
advice to ministers on the resources required tetrtlee agreed nationg
goals and priorities and the distribution of pulfiading — Commonwealth
and state and territory — to government and noregowent schools ang
systems. As far as possible, this Commission shoyldrate at ‘arms’
length’ from government, but do so under the awespaf terms of referenc
determined by ministers. These should include adtl¢he following four
principles for the allocation of public funding:

U

« The further development of public school systenes rztional
priority, and to meet the primary obligation of gomments for
providing all students with access to high qualipyblic
education.

« Priority in funding for those schools operating ®el national
resource standards and for students with speciatise

. Protection of the public investment in schoolsabguring the
quality of the education funded by that investnard, as set|
out in the principles outlined above, by the eé#nti and
economic use of those resources for the benefihefwhole
community.

. The assessment of ‘need’ for increased public pdo be
comprehensive, including the educational needsudfesits and
the resources (assets and income) from all sourges:
Commonwealth; state and territory; and, in the cadenon-
government schools, private.

In addition, appointments to this Commission shouidve strong
backgrounds in financial management and federalnfiral arrangementg,
but also understand the ways in which funding agburces are used o
deliver the educational outcomes required by th@nal compact.

consultative mechanisms It may be desirable fosele be structured at both national gnd
state and territory levels, while avoiding unneeegdureaucratic complications. At the sare
time, building a network of professionals and osheround the nation could allow for a widgr
reach of expertise than would be possible on atltriunitary’ system. This could b

achieved by enlightened leadership and the fogterfra broader sense of ownership of the

agreed educational goals and priorities that estdémyond the purview of ministers and their

officials.

The legislation should also provide for regularaing by the Board and its Commissions |to
ministers and, probably on an annual basis, to Comwealth and state and territofy

parliaments.
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CONCLUSION

The strategy of developing a draft bill, or a setd@ft complementary bills, is proposed in
this paper as a means of stimulating debate amuhact make federalism work better for our
schools. It does not require that the first stepsessarily be taken by governments
themselves. Action to draw up proposed legislatian be taken by concerned citizens. They
would need to include, or to have the assistandbaxfe whose interest in schooling is long-
term, direct and purposeful, and well-informed Bperience, study and reflection; as well as
those with legal experience and expertise. Suc¢hategy is a practical way of confronting the
problem of a slide into populism, a political rel@ on public opinion as a definitive guide to
education policy. Such a reliance on public opinionthe words of a former NSW Minister
for Education, “will, by definition, give undue wght to those whose interest in schooling is
uninformed, incidental, and indirect” (Cavalier,889.

This report concludes with the above proposal fdioa to develop draft complementary
legislation. Such action may, of course, stimulatange of additional or alternative options,
but that only strengthens the arguments for thissmof action.

This proposal for drawing up draft legislation ist jorward as a means of providing for the

due process and transparency in federal arrangemfent schools that are necessary
conditions for reform. National policy trends adidections shape the learning experiences
and opportunities of our children and young peapichools. We owe them national policies

that have, and that are seen to have, the fullidodmed consent of the Australian people.
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Commonwealth-State Relations and the

Funding of Australia’s Schools
Max Angus

ABSTRACT: Current funding arrangements for schaoks unhelpfully complex
and opaque. This paper calls for both Commonwealith state and territory
governments to make full public disclosure aboutost resource allocations,
verified by an independent body, as a necessasy $irage in the process of
developing an equitable national system of schading.

Introduction

The present federal system in which the CommonWwegivernment assumes leadership for
providing an overarching policy framework througmaisterial council has been a positive
force over the years, particularly in regard to bihekering of agreement about the national
curriculum framework. However, the current schaalding arrangements employed by the
Commonwealth and the states constitute a notakbldighly significant exception.

There is no agreed federal framework for deternginive resource needs of all schools, nor a
national system of accounting for government fugdimor a non-partisan agency that is able
to ensure that funding from both levels of governtrig being allocated fairly and effectively
to schools. In this vacuum, there is the risk #astralian education, once envied by experts
from other countries for the equity of its schowhding, is at risk of becoming socially and
educationally polarised. There are cases whereotekerving well-off families are operating
with considerably higher resource levels than sthoeith concentrations of socially
disadvantaged children. Current school fundinggmedi appear to be extending this trend and
widening the differentiation.

One of the reasons why the problem of school resodifferentiation is so hard to establish
or refute is that there is a paucity of informatiabout the actual quantum of resources
acquired by individual schools from government @ngtate sources. In the absence of this
information, discussions about school funding aeeessarily based on system or sectoral
aggregates and averages, or on the funding ofcp&atiprograms where the program funds
constitute a minor proportion of the total schoesaurce allocation. Neither provides a
satisfactory basis for making public policy.

In this paper, | argue that the starting pointdorting out school funding problems that arise
from the shared responsibility of the Commonwealtt the states is the commitment by both
levels of government to provide comprehensive mmtion about individual school resource
allocations, information that is placed in the pulalrena and verified by a small expert body
authorised by governments though independent ofi.the

You would be mistaken if you thought that | am meipg a modest first step. To achieve
these outcomes would be technically challenging paofitically difficult. Nevertheless,
decisions about Australian school funding will bettbr made if they are informed more by
the facts of school resource allocation than bglmgical arguments and media spin.

Making federation work for schools: due process, transparency, informed consent 2007: 112



Max Angus: Commonwealth-State Relations and the Funding of Australia’s Schools

Reducing the complexity of school funding

In a national study of primary schools, my colleeguand | showed how the resource
allocation mechanisms for primary schools are ysfhéy complex and exceedingly opaque
(Angus et al, 2004). The problem arises from the variations r@gnestates, the different
funding arrangements for sectors, the differenbuese allocation policies for the various
categories of schools, the multiple government pndate sources of funding, the variable
conditions that apply in regard to access to tmeliftg, and services which are provided but
not costed at the school level.

Most primary school principals in systemic scholwdsre a general appreciation of the total
resource inputs to their schools. However, fewirae position to establish the dollar value of
the total allocation, including the portion retainen their behalf by central authorities to
provide central services. Some systems have maxeartls providing global allocations but

staffing in most systemic schools is centrally colted and the staff costs are not made
explicit in the school's accounts. The same is migsly true of secondary schools. This

means that principals and their parent councilsusable to compare the global per capita
allocations for their school with other like schsol

The result is that principals cannot calculaterda cost of their educational provision. While
they may be aware of the formula that determineg ttthool grant over which they have
some discretion, and can determine whether itrgefaor smaller than the grants to other
schools, they would be hard pressed to determinetheh their total per capita resource
allocation is greater or less than other governneen non-government schools in their
district. This complexity explains the anomaliesl dikely inequities that we found when we
examined the total resource allocations in the samsghools. As we indicated in our report,
dissatisfaction and ineffectualness arise fromknotving as well as not having (Angasal,
2004: 88).

The federal system is only one of the complicafimctors. Much of the complexity arises
because of arrangements established by systenriiethol he arrangements are often deeply
embedded in administrative practice and in the cdssaffing, the largest school recurrent
cost, held in place by industrial agreements. Sfgipg the process would require public
debates about new formulae, especially if the adopif simplified funding models meant
that some schools received less because the nemultoradvantaged others. Mark Witham
has shown that it is theoretically possible fomeyé state system to replace the plethora of
existing allocation mechanisms with a simple arghgparent model without necessarily
changing the funding outcomes for schools (With2a@@1). However, there would need to be
a strong political will on the part of state goweents to make this happen.

On the other hand, it should be borne in mind shaite governments make per capita resource
allocations to private schools, some states usiaghted resource indexes based on need.
The case could be put that if it is appropriated@tate government to use a relatively simple
index to allocate hundreds of millions of dollaosgrivate schools might not a similar index
be used to distribute funds to government schools?

Hence, | contend that the complexity of fundingaagements is the initial stumbling block

for further school finance reform. It is hard torrgaany argument forward that some
categories of schools need more funds than othbile &t the same time arguing that it is
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better not to know the facts. The paucity of ounwledge of the facts of school funding leads
advocates of particular courses of action to blasie &rguments on conjecture or hyperbole.

Increasing transparency and fairness
The second step is to push for more transparemtuatiog of the resources. | have already
alluded to the challenges that arise from makingjipundividual school allocations.

Most people accept that the resource needs of chom dependent on the kinds of students
they enrol and the programs they run. For exanipls,no secret that small schools require
higher per capita funding than large school to pl®ecomparable programs. It is also the case
that the per capita allocations for schools thablestudents with medical disabilities or
schools that offer highly specialised programshsagagricultural high schools, require much
higher levels of resourcing than typical schoatssome cases by a factor of four or five. In
addition, all school authorities build into theunting formulae extra provision for students
who come from disadvantaged backgrounds thouglhdbes of this extra provision has been
harder to determine, varies among system authgriaed is therefore more controversial.
However, the actual additional amounts are not ywadisclosed and it is arguable whether
the additional funds are sufficient.

It is hard to reach a conclusion about whetherrahvidual school is being fairly funded
without knowing the total resources at its dispamadl being able to compare the school's
resource levels with schools serving similar comimesn In the absence of this individual
school data interested parties are reliant on geep&r capita costs which are computed by
simply dividing the total government allocation #gosystem or sector by the number of
enrolled students. The dispersion of allocationsnag able to be calculated using this
approach. In other words, the average is not tlezage allocation received by individual
schools but an average based on centrally heldablidpures divided by the number of
students in the whole system.

In some ways it is remarkable that that there isitde pressure on governments to disclose
the per capita costs of providing educational sewito individual schools. Debates over the
fairness of funding have usually been based omavkeage government primary or secondary
per capita recurrent cost and the proportion of figaure allocated on average to the non-
government sectors. While officials can see thedggense of having information systems that
can track costs to the individual school levelythéso recognise that, if made public, there
would be considerable pressure on them to expltearnvariations among schools. This would
be hard to accomplish with any degree of precidecause of the complexity. Ministers and
their officials are constantly dealing with petit® for more resources; providing a precise
explanation of each school's funding might opendeaa’s box.

Schools are increasingly expected to disclose thdopnance of students on national
benchmarking tests as part of the general pushrttswaeater public accountability. Yet their
performance is being judged without any real regartthe resources, government and private,
that schools have at their disposal. There shoelthbich higher performance expectations of
schools with selective intakes and per capita atioos two or three times the size of other
schools. Disclosure of student performance reswitisout disclosure of resource levels is
unfair and misleading.

There is a final point to be made in regard totthesparent calculation of individual school
costs. This form of reporting has the potentiakhift the debate away from the stalemated
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arguments about relative contributions of the statesus the Commonwealth and the
historically divisive debates about public versusvaie provision towards analyses of
whether individual schools have sufficient resosrmeproduce the results expected of them.

Improving the complementarity of Commonwealth and s tate funding

Even if it were possible to reform school fundimgthe ways suggested above there is no
guarantee that the problem of ‘differentiation’ e ameliorated. Governments are now
less inclined than before to address this diffea¢ioh because there has been a sea change in
public attitudes towards notions of ‘the markethoice’, ‘user pays ‘and ‘competition’
(Argy, 2006; Saunders, 1999). Both sides of pslifare courting ‘aspirational voters’; these
typically include parents who are prepared to m#ies necessary sacrifices to send their
children to a ‘good’ school rather than the ‘schoblconvenience’. Belief in the value of
choice of school is so deeply entrenched that neemgonent for the foreseeable future is
likely to oppose it. Choice is good from both Conmwealth and state perspectives.

The tacit support of market and user pays prinsiplas meant that there is a much weaker
commitment by governments to central planning oficadional provision or interest in
curbing the level of fees that a school receiviomyeggnment subsidies is entitled to charge.
During 1974-1987 the Australian Schools Commissjplayed an important role in
monitoring per pupil expenditures and advising@mnmonwealth on school needs and other
funding matters. In fulfilling this role the ScheaoCommission provided national leadership.
Its reports on school funding are unsurpassedhfeir tomprehensiveness, tough-mindedness
and detail. Their authors were able to be proveediecause the Commission was at arms’
length from government. For example, it was abléd@at in the late 1970s a discussion paper
on funding models, including the controversial es&d vouchers and back up its arguments
with high quality data analysis (Commonwealth Sda@ommission, 1978).

While the Schools Commission may have run its ecoansd merited abolition in 1987, its
demise has left a vacuum. Nearly 20 years onateiar that MCEETYA cannot fill the void.
MCEETYA has achieved some success. All educationisters have agreed to a set of
national goals for schooling, a national curriculamd assessment framework and various
national policies on important educational matt&#hat is needed is a national system of
school funding that underpins these educationahdéxa@orks. However, attempts to produce
such agreement through MCEETYA have made almogragress. This is partly a result of
the habitual distrust between the Commonwealthsdates over financial matters but is also
due to the fact that neither side feels compeltedetach an agreement since an agreement
would impose some constraint over spending prexitiThe Commonwealth seems content to
position itself as the principal provider for themgovernment sector and the states are
obliged to provide principally for the governmentctr. Neither side recognises any
impending crisis and there is no circuit-breakesight.

The need to act

The negative consequences of the current fundiramgements are a bit like concrete cancer
in a large building, or changes to the ozone layerur atmosphere. The degradation is slow
and almost imperceptible. The net effect is a gngwdifferentiation between those
government and non-government schools that seevdathilies on high incomes and those
who are not well off (Anguset al, 2004). Since the Commission’s abolition the total
government (Commonwealth and state) per capitaifigndas been growing at a faster rate
for non-government than for government schools dBctvity Commission, 2006). The
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Australian education system, taken as a wholeyasvimg into something but we don’t know
what.

These deficiencies affect all school sectors. Hamnewhile the present funding arrangements
remain in force it is hard to be optimistic abole fonger-term future of public education as
we know it. When | talk on an off the record basith senior educators who throughout their
professional life have been staunch supportersaté £ducation systems, they are invariably
pessimistic.

While the issues described above are inherentlyigadland properly resolved by state and
Commonwealth ministers, without adequate infornrmatamd public scrutiny the resolutions
are likely to be driven by political point scorin@ne side of the debate makes a claim based
on one set of figures and the other counters bwidgaon different data. Hence, | doubt
whether for the time being the Commonwealth andstia¢es will agree to an alignment of
funding so that there is a proper complementaltit§oes not suit their political interests to do
so. Although there may be little appetite, therefdo cede to a bureaucracy on the scale of
the former Schools Commission responsibility foviathg on government funding, it may be
possible to achieve a less ambitious outcome, nasetting in place a mechanism that
enables independent reporting of the total govemrmding of individual schools.

Hence, | think that a possible way forward is taslpdor greater transparency of funding.
There is a risk involved in that it would put intiee public arena information that provokes
debate that might not be helpful to the public @ecbr all sections of it, especially if the
debate is poorly managed but it is a risk that sdedbe taken. Eventually the facts would
compel political action. There is now a great appaty for our political leaders to show
true statesmanship as well as political acumen.
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Public Education and Social Justice
Richard Bates

ABSTRACT: Principles of equity and inclusion arenflamental to education
which builds autonomous individuals and well-funaing communities. This
paper analyses the practicalities of social justiceeducation, calling for
educational policy which provides equitable disition of educational access and
resources, encourages inclusiveness and discourayetisiveness, and
democratises educational leadership.

The call for freedom to build a personal life isetlonly universalistic
principle that does not impose one form of socighaization and cultural
practice. It is not reducible to laissez faire eoomcs or to pure tolerance,
first, because it demands respect for the freeddmalloindividuals and
therefore a rejection of exclusion, and secondliabse it demands that any
reference to a cultural identity be legitimisedterms of the freedom and
equality of all, and not by appeal to a social arda tradition or the
requirements of public ordefTouraine, 2000:167)

Markets, Cultures and the Autonomy of Public Educat ion

At the bottom of the paddock where | live is a pilerubble — all that remains of the first
primary school to be established in the area inlB&0s. It belonged to Wormbete Station
and was provided by the Station for the childrefeofn hands and itinerant workers: fencers,
shearers, carters. They were an impermanent bgodect to the vagaries of the farming
economy and the school soon folded under the itised of pupil non-attendance and
teacher supply. Over the next fifty years attemptése made to establish four other primary
schools. Land was given by farmers, public subsonp paid for the materials, public effort
built the schools, and public payments employedté&aehers. But public education in this
part of rural Victoria, as elsewhere, was unceréaid insecure — as uncertain and insecure as
the teaching profession. Schools opened and claspcedictably as populations rose and
fell, as teachers came and went, as the depressite 1890s destabilised rural Victoria. It
was not until the 1920s that the state governmestired that Modewarre got its first grand
bluestone school and a guaranteed supply of temeh®wme of whom even had the benefit of
training at Melbourne Teachers’ College.

Secondary education was an altogether differentata, world. The only secondary schools
remotely within striking distance of Moriac in tlearly days were Geelong Grammar (an
Anglican foundation tied into the British Public 8ol network and serving the Western
Districts Squattocracy), Geelong College (a Presigm foundation serving the local
commercial elite trading in and exporting agrictdtiyproducts: the Strachans and Dalgetys of
the wool stores down by Cunningham Pier) and lateirothe 1930s, St Josephs (a Catholic
foundation committed to the development of a Cathaliddle class in the face of the
Protestant Ascendancy). These schools were alatgriand exclusionary. Class, gender and
religion were the barriers. No one from Modewanrien@ry School Number 406 ever went to
one of these schools. Private girls’ secondaryaish The Hermitage (Anglican), Morongo
(Presbyterian), and Sacred Heart (Catholic), wése established but, with the exception of
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Sacred Heart, failed to achieve the status and gmence of the main, masculine,
foundations. Public (government) secondary schgolmas late in coming and was by law
prevented from establishing itself anywhere nearptivate secondary schools. Geelong High
School was put well away to the East (although Matt Flinders Girls’ High School was by
some anomaly established in central Geelong).

The post-war period saw an enormous expansion bligpeducation, primary as well as
secondary. Primary schools were built in large nemrsibin order to cope with the population
boom. But within this expansion secondary educatsa@s transformed with government
technical and high schools being established igelanumbers — some five new public
secondary schools in Geelong alone. Students fradeMarre Primary School started to get
a secondary education. Public access to public dshtvansformed life chances for a
significant proportion of this generation, manyvaiom also passed on to university — the
first in their family to gain both secondary andtisey education — and to gain access to the
professions.

We should not forget this enormous achievemenie-establishment of secondary education
as an overwhelmingly public enterprise that offeaed continues to offer both access and
opportunity to the overwhelming majority of Austeaad students.

What drove this transformation was a general paliticommitment to the egalitarian
principle of equity of opportunity within the comteof a nation-building state.

It is, of course, true, as Richard Teese (200032@nd others have shown, that there are
hierarchies of access in both secondary and tgriducation associated with the continuing
exclusionary practices of private schools. Moreowvethe broader political governance of
education, wealth, religion, values, choice, mazkebmpetition, individualism and hierarchy
appear to have displaced the principles of equity @pportunity in a nation-building state
which were the foundation for our post-war succ@sgery post-modern situation!

Indeed we seem to be in a curious political situatiwwhere politics is characterised by
ministers and governments railing against post-mtje while adopting it in policy and
practice in a totally uncritical fashion: for whaduld be more post-modern than the adoption
of such values?

And what is one to make of the idea of public etiocain a time when, on the one hand,
claims are made that anything paid from the publicse is, ipso facto, public (Caldwell &
Hayward, 1998) and, on the other hand, that tteen®i one public but many (McKee, 2004)?
Is the notion of the public sphere, and hence tit@n of the public school, to be subject to
modernist interpretation (and advocacy of a simmglblic sphere so as to ensure social and
cultural integrity) or post-modernist interpretatidand advocacy of multiple interacting
public spheres so as to acknowledge social andiralildiversity)? Is public schooling
(however conceived) to be subject to a single audive declaration of an Australian
curriculum based upon Australian knowledge and Aalish values, or is public schooling to
recognise a wider responsibility to an emergingoglcsociety and a broader set of voices
within a changing Australian culture? The answeesgive to these questions have profound
implications for policy and practice in Australiaducation.

Bob Connell, writing in 1982, defended an educatlmat was more than an agency of social
reproduction:

Making federalism work for schools: due process, transparency, informed consent 2007: 118



Richard Bates: Public Education and Social Justice

The education we are speaking of is plainly moenth mere reflection of
social life; it bears on its reconstitution ... Edtica has fundamental
connections with the idea of human emancipatiooygh it is constantly in
danger of being captured for other interegtSonnell, 1982: 207-8)

In 2006 there seem to be two sets of interestsateparticularly dangerous for education.
The first is articulated by those who would see cation simply as a mechanism for
producing the human capital required to respondhi increasingly competitive global
economy; much contemporary educational policy igear by such interests. But as Touraine
(2000) and Luttwak (1995) point out, the resulamseducation that defines the essentials of
learning as the (temporary) mastery of an ever-gingnrepertoire of skills under conditions
of risk, uncertainty and competition. “Markets take place of community in such a society
where continuous strategic action frustrates theeldpment of self and community alike”
(Bates, 2006a). This dark side of modernity briagsut a dissociation of personality from
system, sociability from production and the distohu of culture in the solvent of market
society (Touraine, 2000, Bates, 2006b, 2006c¢).

The second set of interests is articulated by thase see education simply as a means of
preserving a tradition, or indeed of imposing atipalar notion of community. Here, as
Peshkin (1986) suggests, while schools may seraa astegrative mechanism for particular
communities, they are also quite restrictive ofividial autonomy and inevitably in conflict
with other communities that embrace a differenttdio&l, nationalist or ethnic foundation.

A communal school serves an internally integratioe community-
maintenance function. That is, it simultaneousikdibelievers together and
separates them from non-believers. In its defensagacity, the academy
shields its students and beliefs from competitgrptomoting dichotomies
of we and they, but also of right and wrong. WetlGod'’s truth in God’s
preferred institution; they are the unfortunatesSaftan’s dark, unrighteous
world. (Peshkin, 1986: 282)

So it seems that neither market society nor thesapfo tradition will provide adequate
guidance for public education.

What, then, are the principles that should guidalipeducation in contemporary society?

Clearly public education is inevitably shaped bg tontext in which it operates. Within the
post-war period the Australian context was onetatesdriven expansion in both material and
cultural arenas, in which, for example, the SnowyeRproject was iconic in terms of both
water and energy infrastructure and in terms cdgrdting diverse cultures. This was nation
building in both economy and culture. The curreohtext is somewhat different as local
economies and local cultures become globalised.

Australia has always suffered the ‘instability oflependent economy’ (a phrase used by the
Historian Bill Oliver to describe New Zealand, betqually applicable to Australia’s
dependence on the vagaries on international maf@&etsgricultural and mineral resources),
as well as the tyranny of distance. But the revohg in transportation of physical goods by
sea and air and symbolic goods and informationlégt®nic means are transforming what
David Harvey (2001) calls the “spaces of capitahat is, the separation of conception from
execution in both ideas and products now allowsibaneously the concentration of control
and the dispersal of production over vast geogcapigtances. Again, the move towards
knowledge-based economies built around real tiraaesfers of vast amounts of intellectual
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and financial capital rearranges temporal relatigpssin quite profound ways. The economic
context for Australia is therefore transformed frohat of a somewhat distant, insulated
economy to one where outward flows of resourceshmgnas at present, overwhelmed by
inward flows of manufactures and symbolic goodsiltegy in a massive current account
deficit — despite our selling off large parts ofshalian industry to foreign buyers.

Such a situation contains within it quite new utae@ties and their accompanying risks and
demands quite new economic and industrial strase@eme of these are local but many of
them are part of the growing global articulation prbduction and consumption and the

attempt to shape and control such changes throuigitelbal and multi-lateral agreements as
well as through participation in international ages. The dominant metaphor and

mechanism for these changes is that of the marketevmultiple players compete through

mechanisms of efficiency, cost and technical intiova However, as is obvious, some

players are more equal than others. Markets arayahstructured. Frequently benefits are
concentrated through agreements or market powearttsvdominant agencies and states,
sometimes artificially and fictionally as in theseaof Enron as well as our own failed

‘entrepreneurs’. The main conclusions here arg thathe one hand, the strategic risks in
this new environment are significantly transformedoth temporal and spatial senses, and
that while markets are structured through diffeesnin power, those power relationships can
be disturbed by innovation (creative destructioar® by market failure — especially where

the norms of honesty, fairness and transparenayn(mich markets depend, but which they
cannot generate) are traduced. The main mechamtthe market control however are the

generation of profit and the concentration of weaBoth are mechanisms of inclusion and
exclusion.

On the other side of the ledger, globalisation psesling up what Huntington (1996) so
crassly called “the clash of civilizations”. In faevhat we are currently experiencing in the
realm of culture is significant and rapid cultu@nsformation both within existing states and
between them. Very few states in the modern wordd aincidental with a single cultural
tradition. States and their boundaries are, inrth@dern form, very much a product of the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. State bowwxdaare far from stable in many
circumstances, as evidenced by European, MiddleeEaand African history in the twentieth
century, and indeed in Australia’s current redéfm of its boundaries for refugee purposes.
It has to be recognised that most states contaimmnthemselves different cultural traditions,
often associated with ethnicity, religion or geqdma In addition there are cultural
differences that result from class and gender wffees. As well there are social movements
of a global kind built around issues such as tharenment, the protection of biodiversity,
women'’s rights, gay and lesbian rights and so dre fesult is that ‘traditional’ cultures
within societies are constantly in the process edatiating with each other, transforming
themselves and the society into new social, cultana legislative forms. Add to this the
physical and virtual migration of people and themtures across state boundaries and the
pressures for continuous and increasingly rapiducail transformation are intense. But
cultures are by their very nature mechanisms oteosmtion, despite Fazal Rivi's (1997)
acute observation that they are also mechanismsdoaging change.

Cultures, like markets, are structured in theiatiehships both within and between states.
They are, fundamentally, concerned with the reafnvadues and questions of how those
values through which we relate to each other arbetgplayed out in the forms of social
organisation through which we shape our relatigpshiLoyalty to particular values is often
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the condition of participation in culture. Indeeflthe mechanisms of the market are profit
and wealth then the mechanisms of culture aretipgaid belief.

What we are faced with in contemporary Australsesewhere, is the power of two great
steering mechanisms: on the one hand, markets andynwith all their associated strategies,
risks and uncertainties; on the other hand, cudtared values, with their competing demands
for loyalty and belief.

What, then, does this new context mean for puldigcation? Not, | think, that we should
abandon our commitment to equity and access ifeitee of the increasing energy of markets
and the market metaphor; nor that we should abandorcommitment to the integration of
diverse cultures into a reformed Australian cultiRather that public education must seek a
degree of autonomy from both spheres in order tibsd@ork.

On the one hand, public education must be commitiezhhancing the ability of students to
develop the skills that are required to activelytipgoate in, understand and adapt to the
continuous transformation of production, distributiand consumption that characterises
emerging global markets. Students need this inrdvdéh to earn a living within this context
and to participate in the shaping of these proses®ugh political action. But they also
need access to a public education that allows tteenevelop an autonomous relationship
with such processes.

On the other, public education must be committedxiending the principles of equity and
inclusion in the cultural sphere in ways that emage the abilities required to actively
participate in, understand and adapt to the coatisutransformation of cultures and the
negotiation of cultural differences around issuesw common humanity (McKnight, 2006).
But students also need access to a public educatbich defends their autonomy in
relationship to various cultures.

These two principles allow the defence of publiciedion in the face of onslaughts from
both markets, which would seek the subserviencehwhan capital to the strategic
uncertainties and risks of ‘market forces’, andniraultures, which would seek the
subservience of believers to particular incorrigibdaditions. They also provide the basis for
the articulation of a public space in educationalhs in some degree autonomous from both
markets and cultures, for it is only in such a sp#wat the ‘sources of the self’ (Taylor,
1989,1991) can be found that will enable the dguakent of the autonomous individual.

That such an autonomous individual may not be widbe by either markets or cultures does
not deny the responsibility of public educatiorstgpport her development. Nor does it deny
that the defence of such autonomy by public edogatin behalf of autonomous public

students is the only appropriate basis for a dygcjakt education. Even the graduates of
Modewarre Primary School number 406 deserve that.

Public Education and Social Justice.

In a sense, of course, the graduates of ModewaimeaB school got at least some of what
they deserved — access to secondary educationngmdved life chances. Some degree of
social justice was achieved through the ‘vision asdlisation’ of the advocates of public

education in Victoria. But the question of sociadtjce and its relationship to education is an
issue that needs to be re-thought in these nevstime
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Nancy Fraser, in her long-standing pursuit of tbéam of social justice in the contemporary
world, argues that there are three main compongnsecial justice that need to be taken
account of (Fraser, 1998, 2000, 2005). Firstly, aadesponding roughly with our previous
discussion of markets, is the relationship of dojiatice to thedistribution of economic
rewards and possibilities. Secondly, roughly cqroesling with our previous discussion of
culture, is the relationship of social justice e tecognitionof cultural value. But there is a
third dimension to social justice that is esselytipblitical, in that it refers to the opportunity
for participation, or what Fraser in her later wg2K05) callsepresentation

If these three dimensions of social justice arateel to education it is not too difficult to see
that there are difficulties in each dimension.

Firstly, there is currently a pernicious maldistition of resources in the provision of
adequate schooling in Australia as Richard Tee883Rhas convincingly shown in his case
study of access and performance of secondary edaaat Victoria. There is no reason to
believe the situation is better elsewhere. And &Biich maldistribution, and thus denial of
social justice, exists within both state and Cathaslystems, the most extreme form of
maldistribution is achieved by the concentrationboth private and public resources on
private schools. As | have suggested elsewhere

. the physical and the social location of privatehaols and their
determination to concentrate social and cultural agll as financial
resources in segregated facilities devoted to clsiing positional
advantage against other schools and individualsietethe possibility of
their serving the public interest or the commondjod/ere private schools
interested in serving the public interest or thenooon good we would see
them following the Catholic schools and directitgit public funding to
the establishment of campuses in areas of greatesd: Footscray,
Broadmeadows, Sunshine, Preston — where their ethieducational and
managerial expertise would be put to the test. imas of greatest need,
private schools are notably abse(Bates, 2005:16)

Fraser, following Rawls (1973) argues that sociatige is achieved where public resources
are directed towards the least advantaged. We tlouncently have such a system in relation
to education in Australia.

Secondly, in relation to the issueretognition Fraser argues that social justice is served by
the redress of social misrecognition. By this, sefers to the ‘constitution, by socially
entrenched patterns of cultural value, of cultyrditfined categories of social actors — status
groups — each distinguished by the relative honoastige and esteem it enjoys vis-a-vis the
others’ (Fraser, 2000:117). If we look at Austmaleducation systems, we again can see that
such misrecognition occurs through practices oflustan. While such practices can be
subtle, it is not difficult to see that some scisopiactice quite blatant exclusion on the basis
of wealth, gender, sexuality, religion and geogyapin in the attempt to serve particular
exclusionary communities. Inasmuch as misrecognitefers to institutionalised patterns of
exclusion and unwillingness to engage with othemoss cultural boundaries, the public
pursuit of social justice can only be served bypsupng schools which practice recognition
and inclusion and withdrawing support from thoss to not. Indeed,

The moral basis of the school as an institution tmusbe a defence of the
individual rights of all pupils to freedom and edjig and to cultural,
political and economic rights to the developmenttlodse capabilities
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through which they can create their selves and rdauie to the wider
society. This moral basis cannot be establisheahi school that practices
exclusion, nor in any school that fails to providee basis for
communication between individuals pursuing divenseé defensible ways of
life. (Bates, 2006b: 182)

Thirdly, the issue ofepresentations crucial in the linking of education with socjaktice
and public policy: ‘justice requires social arrangts that permit all to participate as peers
in social life. Overcoming injustice means dismaugtiinstitutionalised obstacles that prevent
people from participating on a par with othersfidspartners in social interaction’ (Fraser,
2005:73). The problem here is that schools andd@ystems are typically run as enterprises
on principles of business organisation, or as caltorganisations devoted to partisan cultural
replication rather than as social institutions aimdemocratic principles. That they could be
otherwise is demonstrated by Gandin and Apple @ ttiscussion of the reorganisation of
schooling in Porto Alegre, Brazil, around the pijhes of ‘democratisation of management,
democratisation of access to the school, and dextisation of access to knowledge’ (Gandin
and Apple, 2002: 266). These ideas keep on sudarinthe educational literature from
Dewey onwards and are represented in the educhpoinaiples that underlie, for instance,
Productive Pedagogies with their emphasis on bdelal Quality, Connectedness,
Supportiveness and Engagement with Difference @ridgt al, 2003). In effect the principle
of representation insists on the substitution afcational for administrative leadership of
schools: educational leadership that is linkedherequirements of a democratised Learning
Society.

While educational leadership has traditionally beeonceived as the
administration of curricular, pedagogical and ass@ent practices devised
elsewhere, a fully professionalised form of educsti leadership would be
based on educational rather than administrativenpiples. Moreover, these
educational principles would be based themselves up conception of a
Learning Society which took the development of b#iias centred around
ideas of human agency, well-being and freedom agale thus claiming
that the development of a truly democratic and &eeiety should be the
purpose behind human activity: one to which theneoauic development of
societies should be directeBates, 2006a)

The requirements of educational policy based argumtiples of social justice therefore
require three things: the redress m&ldistribution of educational access and resources
through the redistribution of public resources t@as of greatest need; the redress of
misrecognitionthrough the implementation of policies of inclusiand the withdrawal of
public support from institutionalised forms of exsion whatever its basis; and the redress of
misrepresentationhrough the democratisation of educational leddprand the development
of those capabilities that will facilitate the pemtation of all in the Learning Society and the
creative enjoyment of its complex technical andwal diversity.
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Options for a New Federalism In

Australia
Brian J. Caldwell

ABSTRACT: Federalism is failing to delivery optimuraducation for all
Australian school students. This paper examinesomgptfor revitalising the
federal system, calling for the states and tergsoeither to take a much more
accountable and efficient role in school educatiorelinquish their constitutiona
control to the Commonwealth.

In a widely reported presentation at a luncheowrdiebrate ‘The Topl100 Most Influential
Australians’, as identified byhe Bulletin federal treasurer Peter Costello speculated en th
kinds of people who would be so recognised in 216. identified five fields where
achievement will be important. The first was thaolation of ‘the problem bedevilling
Australian political life in every area, the proflef federalism’. He explained in this way:

In 1900 federation was a great success, the cotogeher of colonies in a
customs and economic union within an empire. Bet émpire has faded
and the nation now has a consciousness of itsedfaW® no longer dealing
with self-governing sovereign colonies. | beliewtdt by giving the states a
revenue base — a financial free kick — we wouldoresthat sense of
sovereignty. It was a failed hope. States are ngpwwards the role of
service delivery more on the model of Divisionalfi€ds than sovereign
independent governments. Legally, constitutionalg practically we must
fix the problem of federalism. (Costello, 2006)

Education is one field where it is fair to say tifa problem of federalism is bedevilling the

nation’s efforts to meet the needs of all studemtall settings. There are simply too many

disparities between high performing and low perfognstudents on several dimensions,

including Indigenous — non-Indigenous, rural — mdaoys — girls, and low socio-economic —

high socio-economic. Moreover, considering thedfief education as a whole, it is evident

that skill needs for continued economic successnatebeing met to the extent that is

desirable or possible. Acknowledgement of thesélpros transcends the boundaries of party
politics. The issue raised by Peter Costello isdkient to which different arrangements of

Commonwealth-state relations will help redresssihieation.

Before turning to an analysis of the possibilititsshould be noted that the other four fields
identified by Peter Costello have implications imlueation. These were solving problems
concerned with water, fertility, and the needs mdigenous people, as well as building a
stronger democracy within the framework of a refubl

Peter Costello does not come down on the side wfparticular solution, although there is
more than a hint that, if things continue as atsgng the Commonwealth might as well
provide the policy framework within which stateslider certain services, including
education. Unless there is a change in the cotistitusuch an outcome could only be
achieved by agreement among the states.
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There is evidence to support such a possibilityr &ample, it can be argued that the
Commonwealth has set the pace in respect to sétinggts for improvement in literacy and

numeracy; adopting a form of reporting to parentdanguage that is understandable and
helpful; funding of programs to enhance teachind karning in technology, mathematics

and science; addressing concerns in relation toethecation of boys and, for the next

guadrennium, requiring the states and territolegive more authority and responsibility to

schools. Such initiatives have been part of th@esae Commonwealth-state relations since
the implementation of recommendations of the Inteiommittee of the Australian Schools

Commission (The Karmel Report) in the early 197@seach instance, state governments
have had to comply with Commonwealth requirement®rder to receive funds, as have
systemic and independent non-government schools.

None of the foregoing denies the accomplishmentstates and territories over the years.
However, despite their claims to be more responsiv@mmunity needs, on many of issues,
the Commonwealth can argue that it is more stroagjyned with community opinion than
the states and territories, as demonstrated rgdentliteracy and reporting student progress.

Advocates of a more powerful role for the Commonitteeould also point to the failure of
the states to deal effectively with issues whemythave had the opportunity to assume
control. Two states have been forced by public@madessional opinion to abandon their new
‘essential learnings’ curriculum and others havelenaajor modifications. While some states
are now addressing the problem for new schoolsetlmas been deplorable neglect of
infrastructure, with hundreds if not thousands @fa®ls long past their use-by date in terms
of quality of construction and suitability for téweg and learning in the Zicentury. The
Commonwealth claims it has stepped in to redresssituation, with more than $1 billion
made available since the 2004 election for refinhgs existing facilities in both government
and non-government schools.

The case is even stronger if one accepts the \haivthe states and territories have failed to
make good use of the additional funds that haveectmom the Goods and Services Tax.
While the GST is collected by the Commonwealthrellenue is delivered to the states and
territories, and the amounts distributed to dateeed initial projections by a considerable
margin. A report of the Institute of Public Affai{lahan, 2006) refers to a ‘reform bonus’,
being the amount by which revenue from GST excepdejgctions. Nahan contends that:

In the main, the States have squandered theirmebamus. While there is
variation among individual States in terms of flsgerformance, through a
combination of sloppy budgeting, failure to contpaiblic service wages,
and a propensity to throw money at problems, thayehin aggregate,
consumed their reform bonus without undertakingnmafor investing in

infrastructure (Nahan, 2006: 6).

Recurrent expenditure (as a result of the ‘reforomus’) exceeded planned expenditure
(before the ‘reform bonus’ was received) in eveates ranging from 32 percent for Tasmania
to 12 percent for South Australia. While there veasincrease in capital expenditure, the
larger part came from existing cash reserves orokong rather than from the ‘reform
bonus’. Best performing states in this regard w@ueensland (32 percent from the ‘reform
bonus’) and Victoria (21 percent).

Nahan contends that “the main focus of the Statpehding spree has been public service
salaries”. He cites data from the Australian Bure&@tatistics that shows that, in education
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across the nation from 1999 to 2005, there wasnarease in the number of professional
workers of 56,100 (an increase of 11.2 percentjosgg all public sector services, there was
an increase of 44,000 in administrative staff (Haucrats’) (an increase of 30.5 percent). He
argues that these increases were not matched hbywvegp outcomes, and cites trends that
show that the number of students in governmentashieclined by 20,000 over this period,

with most of the ‘reform bonus’ allocated to moreldigher paid teachers. During the same
period there was a steady increase in the numbestusfents attending non-government
schools (Nahan, 2006, p. 7). He concluded:

If the States fail to improve their standing wittetpublic, which must
include leadership in reform of their own areasesponsibility, the federal
system is likely to remain in name only and the&s#o become little more
than administrative units of Canberra. (Nahan, 2G06

The solution lies with rebuilding the functioningtbe federal system. This
must include more intense scrutiny of the perforceanf the States and
their citizens holding them politically accountalfide their actions. (Nahan,
2006: 10)

There is clearly resonance in the recommendatibh&ban and the priorities put forward by
Costello, who was likely drawing from the same baodiyata and a similar analysis. While
there has been some thoughtful work on the issu¥itipria, in a report prepared for the
Council of Australian Governments (COAG, 2006),réhes clearly much to be done in the
months and years ahead.

Before comparing arrangements for education in valiatwith those in other countries, it is
important to acknowledge developments and debate®tters related to the funding of non-
government schools. This is one of the main ardasrevfederalism appears dysfunctional.
The state aid issue seemed to be resolved intad $4 century with the withdrawal of public
funds in support of private schools and there \ite khange in the first half of the 20
century. However, commencing with the support oérsce laboratories in government and
non-government schools by the Menzies Governmenhanearly 1960s, there has been a
steady increase in the amount of funds and theerahgupport for non-government schools,
especially from the Commonwealth, but also from #tates and territories. A parallel
development has been the steady drift of studerdm fthe government to the non-
government sector to the point that the percentdgudents in the latter ranges across the
nation from about 30 percent in primary to aboupé€cent in senior secondary. The concept
of choice is embraced by both major political gegtand it is unlikely that there will be a
retreat from the funding of non-government schaetgardless of which party is in power,
either at Commonwealth or state and territory levdle main issues are the amount of
support and how the concept of need is applied.

As far as federalism is concerned, the major portibstate aid to a non-government school
comes from the Commonwealth, with the states amiiciees providing very much the minor
share. On the other hand, most of the funding ioreghment schools comes from the states
and territories, with a small but nevertheless ifitant portion coming from the
Commonwealth, with stringent conditions attachede&mh grant. It is fair to say that the
Commonwealth’s contribution to non-government sd¢hbas the higher profile in the public
mind, even though the states and territories hawstitutional responsibility for all forms of
education in their jurisdiction.
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Various proposals are made from time to time abkaw the issue is to be resolved. These
include pooling the funds of the Commonwealth,estaind territories for the support of both
government and non-government schools and thenrdisig the funds through application of
an agreed framework, with per capita and needsdbesmponents. There are signs that a
common framework is emerging to the extent that @@mmonwealth and states and
territories have established similar approachextountability for both government and non-
government schools, in an educational as well @en@ial sense. The needs component of
funding for both government and non-government stshis moving toward one based, either
directly or indirectly, on the socio-economic s&t(SES) of families (government) or
communities (non-government). It is too soon tocspEe on what may emerge in the years
ahead, but an important determinant will be whemestitutional powers for education will
lie. It is in this respect that some internatiot@mparisons are noteworthy.

Australia is one of only three nations in the 21mber APEC (Asia Pacific Economic
Cooperation) consortium where constitutional powels not lie with the national
government, the others being Canada and the USA.pfdblems of federalism seem to be
more acute in Australia because, unlike the otiver countries, the states and territories do
not have the power to levy an income tax. Aparimfrmmembers of APEC, most other
countries with which Australia traditionally comparitself have education as a responsibility
of the national government. Notable examples ireltice United Kingdom and much of
Europe. In most cases, education is administerethatlocal level through municipal
governments or authorities, but there is a ranggppfoaches. In The Netherlands, education
is a national responsibility and it is unconstdagl and therefore illegal to differentially fund
state and non-state schools. However, schools i@y autonomous. In England, more
than 90 percent of schools are state schools aedcémtral government provides the
framework for more than 25,000 schools that are seWf+rmanaging, that is, most of the
public funds are decentralised to schools for laeaision-making, as is the case in Victoria.
The once powerful local education authorities (LEAave limited regulatory roles and are
now mainly service providers.

What are the options for Australia if a new ormeigorated form of federalism is to emerge?
If the experience of England is a guide, it is fldesto have a national system of self-
managing schools, with local government havingnatéid regulatory role and constituting
just one of several sources of support to ensdeetefe delivery. However, it is unlikely that
there will be constitutional change to make edocatithe responsibility of the
Commonwealth. It is also unlikely that all levels gpvernment will agree to such a shift,
even if there is no move to change the Constitutieaw stakeholders are in favour of such a
development. However, this does not rule out thesipdity of a continuing relatively high
level of cooperation through the agreement of gawemts in forums such as the Ministerial
Council on Employment, Education, Training and YoAtfairs (MCEETYA) or COAG.

Given expectations of all governments that thealkhbe high levels of achievement for all
students in all settings, there is a strong casemiaximizing the amount of funding and
decision-making at the school level, reflecting thet that there is a unique mix of needs at a
given school. This is the principal argument indawv of self-managing schools within a
centrally-determined framework. There is an equadiiyong case that the primary
responsibility of government should be to providgort for schools although, as is now
evident in developments across this country anceretifCaldwell, 2006), a government
provider is just one of many sources of supportsfdrools in the public and private sectors
when schools become self-managing.
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Ideally, there should be only one level of governtrtbat sets the framework and that should
be where constitutional powers lie. In the absexia®nstitutional change, this calls for states
and territories to take up their responsibilitiesd ademonstrate a much higher level of
accountability than is presently the case, but \aitstreamlined administration. As Michael
Keating, former head of the Australian Public Seevand Department of Prime Minister and
Cabinet has argued Who Rules?“the goal of government should be to build stremg
communities, not bigger bureaucracies” (Keatind)Z®. 5).

However, should the states and territories not tgkevhat Peter Costello refers to as “that
sense of sovereignty”, all with an interest in emgy a world-class system of education
should press for constitutional change in favourtltd Commonwealth, with states and
territories becoming service providers in a mardeproviders in a national system of self-
managing schools.
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Public Education in New Times:
Possible Futures for Commonwealth-
State Relations in Sustaining and

Improving Australia’s schools
Michael Furtado

ABSTRACT: Postmodern analysis of the current st#teschool education in
Australia demands renewed understanding of theepinof public education,
reflecting the demands and contributions of all remm of the schooling
community, government and non-government. This papeoposes the
establishment of Commonwealth Integrated Schoelso@s which are currently
private which would be brought under the umbrella gpvernment-funded
schools, able to retain their distinctive charatigr open to all. Non-governmen
schools unwilling to be integrated in this way wibbk denied all public funding.

—+

This paper explores some of the difficulties inheri@ articulating the case for a public
education in a social and cultural context that mates balkanisation and exhibits all the
tendencies and characteristics of a postmoderrtigt ttavours an intensification of an
individualised and privatised education-world. Thaper proposes that concepts of what
constitutes the public good have changed remarkiabigsponse to historical circumstance,
especially in relation to education and its proersj and that a further rearticulation of the
public education concept is needed in order to @@mnrelevance and restore primacy for
public good principles in Australian school educati The paper explores how this can be
done through resort to the common good, a notiondissimilar to the public good, but
enabling the participation of a variety of partna@rsthe provision of public education with
statutory accountabilities to both the Commonwealtldl State and Territory governments,
within a framework of minimal jurisdictional change specific terms the paper argues for
the integration of non-government schools intoghblic sector, as happens in New Zealand
and several other polities, offering full Commonitregunding of integrated schools in
return for accountabilities exactly similar to theo®f State and Territory schools, while
protecting the special character through legislatiof integrated schools. The paper does
not deal directly with the situation of those indagdent schools that choose not to become
integrated, assuming that these will be very*feas in other polities, and therefore without
major reliance on the public purse for their sustece.

! My proposition is to employ the appellation of Qoonwealth Integrated Schools to integrated schaolthe
understanding that it will be the responsibilitytbe Commonwealth Government to make up the diffeze
between states funding for such non-governmentatstemd states funding of government schools. Taes
would still continue to exercise constitutionaliggiction over all schools, including continuedgessibility for
some funding of integrated schools, while the Comwvealth would extract guarantees of access andsiurl
from such integrated schools in return for enadiggslation to preserve their special character.

2 In mathematical terms this works out to about F%llschools, as well as a cut to about 5% of the
independent school budget. The first figure ispasticularly significant, and compares easily wftke figure of
independent non-state-aided schools in other OE®@ibgs. However, in reference to the second figthis
opinion recognises that integrated schools wilt cosre than marginal budgetary savings (from funds
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Introduction

In his controversial but riveting analysis of teaxdi work and culture in the postmodern age,
Andy Hargreaves (1994) posited that the rules efwlorld were changing and that it was
therefore time for the rules of teaching and teesheork to change with them. Hargreaves
argued that the structures and cultures of teach@egled to change even more if teachers
were not to be trapped by guilt, pressed by ting @rerburdened by decisions imposed upon
them. The book, and contributions to the genre liak (1993) and others, was provocative
yet influential, displacing a generation of teaclegtucators and education researchers
committed to the socially critical project in edtica studies, and replacing it with a phalanx
of change agents now highly influential in Austaalischool reform, school funding policy
and school provision.

In particular, Hargreaves and his confreres comaged important aspects of their strategy on
attacking the anti-individualistic discourses ofiedtion, predominant since the sixties, and in
destroying the hitherto sole foundation for teack&idarity that constituted the mission of
the school and which until then had provided thenecstone upon which educational leaders
customarily built a constituency of loyalty, commént and confidence in their school
community. Citing Szasz (p.163), Hargreaves deviagig and skilfully advanced a case for
the new heresy of individualism to replace the emll’e mission of the school, with its
foundations in an ethic of personal care, teachéor®mmy and solitude. He concluded his
critique by excoriating school systems for theiogensity to punish excellence in pursuit of
collegial norms.

Since then solidarity and the pursuit of the pulgaod have been interpreted in popular
cultural terms, especially in the education indysais the defence of mediocrity, failure and
provider-capture education, while the benefitsnalividualism, itself at least partly the result
of an unleashing of restraints on the market, Haeome associated with the pursuit of
excellence. More than ever, education is now the a¢i a new phase in a battle between
deregulators, with a view to promoting possesswdvidualism and self-regard as the proper
basis for the provision of educational servicesl atiers, such as Connors (1999), concerned
that the love of strangers, and resulting in mutosdes by the public and private education
sectors, has disappeared from our school fundirapngements.

Narrating Public Education: An Imagined Cultural Co mmunity

Public education, like private schools, is composetl only of cultural institutions, but of
symbols and representations. As such, it is a diseoor way of constructing meanings
which influence and organise the identity and anxgtiof those concerned with promoting and
defending a public education; these are contaimethe stories which are told about it,
memories which connect its present with its pasd, images which are constructed of it. As
such public education constitutes an “imagined camty” (Anderson, 1991).

The “imagined community”, according to a foundertlod British school of cultural studies,
Stuart Hall (1996), is a cultural construction,iaet on the creation of myths and generally
geared to perpetuating a foolhardy and ephemetahizm. Behind the scenes, the “imagined
community” hides a multiplicity of identities basexh social difference. As nationalism

withdrawn from high fee schools to fully supporteigrated schools). Nevertheless, some of such wosisl
naturally come from redirected budget allocatianstate schools that relinquish a share of thditipu
responsibilities to integrated schools under th@s$eof common good expectations, such as evidence o
enrolment, without a fees impost, of all who sullicto the distinctive ethos of an integrated s€hoo
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wanes and globalisation takes over, its homogeanisifiects tend to seclude a far more

obvious reality, which is an unleashing of combatsocial differences on a global scale. As

global processes reduce the sway of the nation thehearts and minds of people, they

return to and uncover the traditions that have lo&gn suppressed by the ideal of the national
community.

Hall’'s argument, although focussed on the emergeoteethnic identity politics, is
compelling: as the public education system collapse gives way to a balkanisation of
schools, many of which seek and indeed establishdantity unique to their localised
constituency. Often the schools adopt a warlike etitiveness towards one another. Hall's
proposition is hardly farfetched in the Australiaontext: the foundation of Australia’s
national identity was largely predicated on thalekshment of its public schools.

What a non-existent war of independence failed dowds achieved in Australia’s public
school classrooms as much as on the battlefieldSadifpoli and Flanders. Since then, but
especially since the 1990s, the waning of such shytis meant that several groups and
individuals have withdrawn their allegiance frombpa schools in order to stake their claims
on the prior identities of their respective pressgroups. Some groups, such as Catholic
education, always maintained such an identity, &agiing survived a century of exile once
state aid was cut off, successfully managed testabéish their funding claims once it became
clear that the provision of a public education doudt be the preserve of government schools
alone. (It has also to be said that institutiomgigion and its schools are subject to the same
stresses and transitional forces).

The cultural imperative of nationalism, from 1870wards, giving dramatic impetus to the
rationale for state schools, has long since gomeet replaced by a global imperative, in
which, while all subscribe to some forms of glolsntity, they actually succumb to a kind
of fragmented identity based on ethnicity, gendeligion and class. Most of these identities
are readily reflected in the variety of schoolsttheve emerged since the funding
dispensations to non-government schools commemoed 975 onwards.

Once the nationalistic imperative wanes, such a@imenon cannot be contained within the
ambit of one public school system, especially poat-statist context, in which the very role
of the state is to assist the reform agenda andeicdisengage from the task of being a fair
and just arbiter of educational provision in théitgather than to ensure that the conditions
of the market economy, and especially the prinsiglad practices of equal opportunity and
inclusion, are upheld.

Moreover, once collectivist and therefore compesryatonstructions of social justice in
education, so closely associated with the notiotinefnation, are forsaken, the challenge is to
define what constitutes a public identity for sclmgp and therefore a public education in
postcollectivist, global new times. The tendencyewlthis happens is to hearken back to a
nostalgic past and batten down the hatches to deffexgainst the tide of cultural change that
has swept aside the rationale for one public edutalystem — a process of inevitability that
cannot be resisted and which obscures the manyriynit@es to reconfigure and rearticulate
the need for a public school system that postmageneeds and indeed craves. Instead of
imagining a public school system that is unitargstmodernity reveals several examples of
what Clough (1997) and Fraser (1990) call “subalarblics”.
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“Subaltern publics” are groups, rather than indinat$, that have emerged after a long period
of being suppressed (as can be argued to have e geough the White Australia Policy at
the time of federation) with the decolonising andl cights movements of the 1950s and 60s.
In Australian terms, and because of our negligioiperial identity, this transformation
occurred a little later, reflecting the emergentéhe reformist Whitlam government in 1972,
and transported to ascendancy through the eventbeofVietham War and the cultural
revolutions, triggered largely through telecommati@ns and e-technology, that have swept
across the globe since.

New social and cultural movements, with a focugenovered group identity, have proven a
potent force for social change, through savvy uké¢he media to gain access to wider
audiences, thus allowing them to shape new culturalerstandings to suit their new
identities and accordingly shape new public atggidThat these attitudes are undeniably
public, there can be little doubt, for they demaoatst all the characteristics of a public culture
in their search for recruitment, solidarity, meaniand collaborative action to achieve
common goals. That this phenomenon, while fragmgnia also anti-individualistic, there
can be no question at all, as a consequence ohwthis a misreading based on nostalgic
origins as well as of catastrophic proportions &ti ¢t private or opposed to the aims of a
public culture or education.

The Dialectic of Public Identities and the Common G ood

The fragmentation of a once unified public educateystem, which excluded many,
particularly on the basis of Spenserian eugenimdiefs that are now laughable, as well as
many other characteristics not reflective at tieetiof a socially representative postmodern
public school system, need not be a threat but ppordunity for reimagining and
reconstructing new modes of public schooling thatec for the diverse identities that
Australians now portray.

To regard a diversity of school arrangements tlediect Australian cultural plurality as
private and to insist on its funding from privateusces with some public support is to
perpetuate a public education system that is niyt @m of touch with economic reality but
also with the phenomenon of cultural transitiomésv identities. Moreover such an attitude
would continue to impoverish the public system la £xpense of those very privatised
education forces, who, in Hargreaves’ compellin@ajvinistic and ultimately deeply socially
exclusive terms, deem education a private actiggnducted exclusively for the positional
advantage of individuals and without proper redardhe public good.

One solution to the phenomenon of cultural tramsiis to explore aspects of the public good
that enable the establishment of strong ties betulsese providers from the non-government
sector who propose strong anti-individualist ediocal modes and state schools. The
common foundation for such a strategy is to readte and reinterpret the public good in
new postmodern times as the common good. In otbedsythe purpose of a public education
in new times is to promote the common good of tldityp rather than the positional
advantage of individuals.

A major challenge confronting contemporary postrmodi#emocratic theorising of this kind,
and inter alia the notion of the public good, ie tholitics of resistance, according to the
postmodern theorist, Foucault (1976), and his caltstudies ensemble. The problem with the
politics of resistance, which has typified the @sge of those who sit Canute-like to ward off
the encroaching tide of individualism and the markeschool funding, is that it does not
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contain a critique, a vision, or an inspiring imdge organised collective efforts to sustain.
“Resistance goes nowhere in particular, has noraémteattachments and hails no particular
vision.” (Brown, 1995: 49)

In light of this inadequacy, Brown calls, just asrdors must now do as part of this project,
for the politics of resistance to be supplementedyolitical practices aimed at cultivating
political spaces for posing and questioning pdaiticorms and for discussing the nature of the
common good. The creation of such democratic sptrediscussion, Brown argues, will
contribute to teaching us how to have public cosaBons with each other and enable us to
argue from our diverse perspectives about a visfdhe common good, for example: what |
want for us, rather than from some assumed comua@mtity, such as who | am. There could
be no other response to Connors’ 1999 plaint abdesjuent challenge to those of goodwill
in the polity to address.

Brown thereby shows how postmodernism can accomtacatad uphold the importance of
the common good in post-statist times as the omgima of contributing to the maintenance of
a public culture precisely because there are nieligentities and cultures, especially as
portrayed by the diversity of schools, that occtlmy democratic space. To act as if this were
not the case and therefore to impose one versidinegpublic culture is to revert to the ‘one
size fits all' construction of public education ths currently under sustained attack from so
many quarters.

It follows that because there are so many ‘publisshilar in size and identity to the republics
of the Graeco-Roman world) the common good becothneslived expression of several
public goods and the task of the polity is to mtesover conditions that will bring the
common good to fruition while respecting the diwgref forms of public education within
one common, equal and fully funded school systénfurther follows that an invitation to
support the common good in school funding is likelyevoke a far more fruitful and positive
response from the Catholics and similar others) theesort to Foucauldian resistance.

A Suggestion, a possible Beginning and perhaps a Co nclusion

The states and territories already operate a sysfesthooling that honours considerable
aspects of diversity and devolution. It may be thdtiture years the locus of such ownership
and authority will be transferred into local countands as in the UK, where the original
reasons for doing so under the 1944 Education Acewo preserve them from the disturbing
effects of political change and party politicallirdnce as well as to safeguard the community
and public ownership of schools. However thereascampelling reason to do this as yet,
principally because the changing nature of theedtas made it impossible to quarantine UK
schools from ideological influence and change. Alswmlossally different Australian
demographic conditions and constitutional arrangeémeould not in any case permit an easy
transfer and replication, at undoubtedly considerapense to the polity, of similar or any
other arrangements.

As a result of the UK state school settlement (witimimal difference relating to regional
jurisdictions), the vast majority of Catholic anowsimilar other religious and ethnic schools
are state schools and provide the public with dcehthat does not depend on its capacity to
pay fees. This integrated arrangement occurredeeanl some polities, like the Netherlands
and Belgium, as a result of a solution to sectaniarfare about the precise delineations of the
public and private regimes of education as wetfaShurch and State, and later, for a variety
of other reasons, in New Zealand and the East@virizes of Canada.
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It makes sense therefore that the same transitioosr here to form a category of schools
called Commonwealth Integrated Schools. Their actahilities, in respect of equal
opportunity, access and inclusion, being intendeada different to those of state schools,
while their special character would be protectedubh legislation, there is no reason why
Australia cannot proceed to create such a categfantegrated public schools that charge no
fees, while simultaneously dispensing with the neeélund private schools. In the scenario
outlined in this brief proposal, private educatwauld thereafter become the anomaly that it
is elsewhere in the OECD, explicitly supportive Hfrgreaves’ positional advantage
argument and at the service of possessive indiigdluaews of education that can have no
further claim on a public purse that is properlyntoitted to supporting the common good.

References

Anderson, B., (1991magined Communities: Reflections on the Origind &pread of
Nationalism London: Verso.

Brown, W., (1995) “Postmodern Exposures, Feminssitations”States of Injury: Power
and Freedom in Late Modernjti?rinceton: Princeton University.

Clough, P., (1997) “Cultural Criticism and Telecoomtations” in Lemert, C. (ed) (1999)
Social Theory: The Multicultural and Classic ReaginSouth Yarra: Macmillan
Education.

Connors, L., (1999The Radford Addresa&nnual Conference of the Australian Association
for Research in Education.

Fraser, N., (1990) “Rethinking the Public SphereCéntribution to the Critique of Actually
Existing Democracy”Social Text8: 56-80.

Foucault, M., (1976) “Power as KnowledgeTihe History of Sexualify1990), New York:
Vintage Books, pp. 92-102.

Fullan, M., (1993)Change Forces: Probing the Depths of EducationdbRe London,
Routledge: Falmer.

Hall, S. (1996) “The Meaning of New Time™ in MogleD. & Chen, K-H.Stuart Halt
Critical Dialogues in Cultural Studies, London: Redge.

Hargreaves, A., (1994)hanging Teachers, Changing Times: Teachers’'WodkGuilture in
the Postmodern Agéondon: Cassell.

Szasz, T., (197&)leresies New York: Anchor-Doubleday.

Making federalism work for schools: due process, transparency, informed consent 2007: 135



Putting the Public Back into

Curriculum
Alan Reid

ABSTRACT: This paper advocates the development ofapabilities-based
national curriculum extending throughout the schgehrs. In addition to
facilitating student mobility and ensuring unifogmivell-rounded citizens, this
would broaden and deepen professional debate auudation in Australia ang
open discussion to community members, thereby dnaty curriculum
development in the process of nation rebuilding.

Introduction

When public monies are expended on education, dsgimed that such expenditure will
function in the public interest. Since what congés the public interest is contested, then
public engagement in debates about the ways inhmbgication policy contributes to the

public good should be an important part of the demiic life of any society (see, for

example, Carr, 1998). Curriculum lies at the hedrthe education enterprise and should
therefore be a key focus of these debates. Andviziat passes as contemporary curriculum
debate at the national level is impoverished byack lof vision partly produced by the

constitutional arrangements in Australia.

Since school education is constitutionally the oesbility of the states, for most of
Australia’s history curriculum debates were conddcinside state boundaries and were
largely dominated by education professionals. Thistory of state-based curriculum
‘ownership’ meant that when, from the 1970s onwatlds Australian Government began to
express an interest in curriculum matters there aveendency for the states to protect their
curriculum turf, by overtly or passively resistiatiempts to engineer national approaches, or
by trying to control the process (see, for examBlper, 1997).

Thus the question of collaboration between the waliah Government and the states/
territories about national approaches to curricutlewelopment and reform in the*2dentury
has always been as much a political as it is aiccum and educational question. Since
2003, the Liberal federal Government has been gsan increasingly interventionist
agenda, proposing a national certificate of edocattompulsory (narrative) history at every
year level, common ‘plain-English’ report cards,tiomal benchmark testing, nationally
consistent curriculum in ‘key’ areas of learningdlaao on. Predictably the states have either
resisted on the grounds of local autonomy, relutaagreed (especially where they have
been threatened with the loss of federal fundimgdaanpromised by taking a lowest common
denominator approach, such as adopting ‘nationgdr@ches that identify what is already
common in state curricula. Given the nature offdueral proposals, many of which herald a
return to an educational past, these responsasdezstandable. But they are not productive.

In my view, if Australia is genuinely to become rokvledge society in the 2Lentury then it

must move beyond limiting curriculum development @aodemarcation dispute based on
geographical boundaries drawn up in th& &éntury. In short, | support the idea of a nationa
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approach to curriculum. However, the ways in whioé concept of national curriculum has
been conceptualised so far, the strategies whigh baen proposed, and the processes that
have been employed, must change if Australia iactieve a national curriculum approach
that genuinely meets the challenges of th& @tury. This will require changes to the ways
in which we think about approaches to nationalicutum.

Towards a new approach to national curriculum

When the matter of national curriculum collaboratentered the educational landscape in the
last third of the 28 century, the arguments (mainly put by successideral Ministers of
Education) related to student mobility and theosffit use of resources. It was argued, for
example, that the different state curricula disativged children of military personnel when
their parents moved states. Such arguments contodsy as the official justification for a
national curriculum. This technical rationale rgretxtends to broader philosophical
considerations, such as the contribution of thegkhurriculum to nation building, and so
invariably the debates about approaches to natmmalculum have focused on the question
of states’ rights. That is, a narrow rationale paduced a technicist response.

The complexity and ambiguity of the social, poéficcultural and economic shifts that are
shaping our world suggest that such an impoverishédnale is no longer adequate. The
debate about approaches to national curriculum ddsa richer rationale and set of
responses. What might this look like, and can thasttutional constraints to national
approaches be overcome?

Australian society, like the societies of other ioat states, is undergoing a radical
transformation, as established ways of organisimhveorking and living are under challenge.
In such an environment people have to adjust toways of understanding the world, doing
things and living together. It demands moving wslond the nation building phase of the
20" century and into a process of nation re-buildimyplving a reconsideration of many

established practices and institutions. But howeople develop the knowledge and skills to
meet these challenges? This is a curriculum quego excellence.

At a time of significant change in the nation-stabe curriculum presents itself as the major
means by which the citizenry, collectively and indually, can develop the capabilities to
play a part in the democratic project of natiorbuglding. As Edwards and Kelly (1998)
argue, the curriculum should:

cater appropriately to the growth and developménewery capacity ...
promote the acquisition of those understandingschvhwill facilitate
intelligent participation in democratic processesoffer genuine social and
political empowerment, and ... in general enrich awhance the life
potential of every individual. (Edwards and Kell998: 16)

Edwards and Kelly are suggesting that the key @bkeducational institutions is to work with
young people to develop these capacities or capebiko that they can live enriching and
productive lives in the many arenas in which thel fienction, as citizens of the Australian
nation-state and as global citizens; as workerggional, national and global economies; as
contributors to local and national cultural lifeydaas family and community members. Thus,
it includes capabilities for communication, civiargcipation, health, well-being and personal
development, work and so on. Although these capabilwill be brought to bear differently
in different geographical, cultural and social @xts$, they are capabilities that all citizens
will need to live productive and enriched lives.
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If this analysis is correct, then identifying thesapabilities is an ongoing task for any
democracy. Given that the national arena is the noom denominator for Australian
citizenship, then the question of what capabilitiesswant our young people to develop is one
that is pre-eminently aational question, being one that goes right to the heaAustralian
democracy.

If it is accepted that educational institutions &ey sites for the development of these
capabilities in a democracy, then the argumentfoational approach to curriculum starts to
take shape. From this perspective, one aspect obfficial curriculum might be the
development of those capabilities identified fromaaatinuingnational conversation, albeit
ongoing, unfinished and tentative. But there wadedd to be another part of the curriculum —
that is, the vehicles through which the capabditae developed. These are traditionally
known as subjects, Learning Areas or disciplines.

These two parts of a capabilities-based curricutomld form the foundation of a national
approach to curriculum. Thus, a set of richly dised capabilities could be common across
the country. That is, all states and territoriesuldoagree on the capabilities that would
become the focus of teaching and learning in eagsdjction, through a process perhaps led
by the Commonwealth Government and starting witrexdaew of the National Goals of
Schooling. However the vehicles through which thpabilities are developed would be the
province of the various state/territory jurisdict® Thus the other part of a national
curriculum would be the existing official curriculaf the states and territories (that is,
Learning Areas/subjects/disciplines) organised manner agreed within each jurisdiction.
Instead of the teaching OF subjects as ends in dtless, teachers would teach through
subjects FOR the capabilities. This proposal fonational approach is represented in
diagrammatic form below.

An Australian national curriculum approach

NATIONAL LEVEL: CAPABILITIES

Teaching through knowledge
FOR capabilities

STATE/TERRITORY LEVEL:
EXISTING OFFICIAL CURRICULUM

Now before suggesting what some of the advantafjggoh an approach might be, | want to
make two points of qualification. First, | am adating a set of capabilities that are different,
in a number of ways, from those proposed in theemeceport commissioned by DEST
(Masterset al, 2006) relating to an Australian Certificate adu€ation. The model above
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relates to all years of schooling, not just thalfipear; comprises a broader set of capabilities
than the four suggested in the Master’'s report, iandased on cumulative and authentic
assessment rather than on a single on national test

Second, given the speculative nature of this pralpd@swould be important to establish some

research projects on different aspects of the masdet developed. These might be funded

through the Australian Research Council’s Linkagar® Scheme, involving partnerships

between Universities, Departments of Educationtaadhers. The outcomes of these research
projects would feed back into the development msceéOnce the approach has been
conceptualised it would be crucial to consider sodtters as the implications for teacher

education, professional development, resource aaterials development, processes for

sharing experiences and insights within and acpossdictions, forms and processes of

accountability and so on. The strategies develdpedach of these should be consistent with

the philosophy of the overall approach.

The advantages of a capabilities-based approach to national curriculum

The proposal offers a practical approach to nationaiculum collaboration because it takes
account of many of the political impediments thawdn hitherto hampered national initiatives.
In particular, by using the existing curriculum fEtecture (such as: statelterritory
frameworks, and National Goals of Schooling), iesl@t threaten the curriculum autonomy
of the states/territories — indeed, the existingiculum frameworks of each jurisdiction are
central to the approach. They are not under chgdlen

At the same time, the capabilities provide the Camwealth government with a mechanism
to directly influence the curriculum agenda, andtfere to be a common national approach.
This has a number of practical consequences. Fampbe, it dissolves the state versus
Commonwealth binary that has for so long impeddanal collaboration. In this model, the
official curriculum is not a single entity — it iolves an interaction between different
components in different arenas. This is far rerdofvem thinking about national curriculum
collaboration as it was conceptualized in the 22 century — either as a single overarching
and universalist document that takes the placeffafial state/territory curricula, or as the
maintenance of separate state/territory curricuté an identification of what is common.
Rather it reconceptualises the official nationatriculum to be both a commodity and an
interactive process. It is a mechanism for natieAbuilding, emerging through open
discussion at the national level, whilst allowingy fcurriculum practices that reflect the
complex, fluid and interactive relationships betwéscal, state, national and global contexts.

The model also provides a mechanism for resoMegstudent mobility issue that for so long
has been the argument for national curriculum cb@scy. No matter the jurisdiction, all
students will be developing the same sets of céipabj albeit using different strategies.
Students who move from state to state might caitlyg them portfolios that describe their
achievements in relation each of the capabilities.

The capabilities-based approach also provides a twageepen and broaden professional
discussion and debate. National curriculum collabon can only succeed if participation in
the conceptual issues is open to many, not justezted few making decisions behind closed
doors. It is crucial therefore that considerat®given to the process that will be employed in
its development. In relation to the concept of gatalities-based curriculum, the

Commonwealth Government could sponsor an initiaabrranging professional discussion
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about the nature and type of capabilities. Thisldcatart with a re-examination of the
National Goals of Schooling, but would obviouslyend much beyond these.

More than this, a capabilities-based approach sigge way to deepen thmiblicnessof
curriculum, by resolving the tension between theimement of the general community in
discussion about curriculum and the fact that culim-making demands professional
educational expertise. Thus the capabilities pérthe curriculum could be the subject of
general community debate and discussion, not Bsstuse it offers a focal point for ongoing
discussion about the kind of society we want amd‘phimary goods’ that are needed for all
citizens to live productive and enriching lives.eBk are democratic questions that should
involve the citizenry of a nation-state, not be fawed to professional educators. At the same
time, the knowledge-content (subject/disciplinejtpz the curriculum, and the associated
pedagogical issues including the selection andraggton of content and models of teaching
and assessment, are clearly matters that are ohenpe of professional educators who have
the expertise to make judgments in relation toghmsitters. Thus, the two part nature of a
capabilities-based curriculum offers a natural wayencourage democratic involvement in
the curriculum of schools whilst preserving thefessional integrity of educators.

The publicness of this process also suggests libatapabilities approach might advance the
public-private debate. In my view, what has beessing from the public-private debate, with
its inevitable preoccupation with funding, has beebust dialogue about the role of all
schools in pursuing public purposes via the foraral informal curriculum. By default, in a
neo-liberal inspired education market, the indiad(private) benefits of education have
become the lingua franca of educational discollsewhere (Reid, 2003) | have argued that
the grid-lock in the public-private debate in Aadian schooling could be addressed by
reasserting the importance of the public purpo$esiocation. | suggested the metaphor of an
education commons, a public space in which theréiviersity and choice of schools, but
where all schools receiving public funds are respliito operate according to a charter
comprising a number of public principles. To betpafran education commons, ‘private’
schools would need to demonstrate how they areswadlg these public purposes if they are
to receive public funds. A publicly agreed capéie#i-based curriculum provides a
mechanism against which to make such judgments. &aample, if intercultural
communication and understandings were an aspeatoaipability, then in order to receive
public funds, schools advancing single world views, with homogenous student
communities, would be required to demonstrate Huair tstudents are experiencing a range
of cultures and backgrounds.

Finally, since a number of other countries are tifjgng similar generic skills and
understandings as being central to the officiakiculum — for example the competencies
approach in New Zealand and the capacities approasbotland — the approach provides an
ideal vehicle for focusing global conversations @such fundamental questions as the skills
and understandings for being cosmopolitan citiétedd, 1996).

Conclusion

This paper is based on the belief that nationai@uum collaboration is crucial to the future
of Australia as it seeks to grapple with the compiles of globalisation, the speed of
knowledge production, and the challenges of dityerél national curriculum is a matter of
national importance. But approaches which producstamd-off between states and the
Commonwealth Government and result in a lowestiauum denominator will not serve
Australia well in the 2% century.
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| have proposed a model that seeks to addressshes and tensions that result from the
constitutional arrangements in Australia. There @reourse many other possibilities. The
challenge is to make such proposals the focuggofous public debate. Only in this way can
Australian education develop a curriculum that wi#epen democracy by developing a
citizenry with the capabilities to engage produetyvin the polity, the economy and the civil

society.

Note: This article is based on a section of a D&ject which is published as Reid (2005).
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Possible Futures for Commonwealth-
State Relations in Sustaining and

Improving Australia’s Schools
Louise Watson

ABSTRACT: One of the consequences of the split betwCommonwealth and
state/territory funding for school education hagrb¢he lack of an overarching
educational policy, causing increased social $tration between schools and
between school systems. This paper explores pesshledies to this, including:
public funding only for schools open to all studentithin a particular locality;
school funding weighted according to student seconomic status and school
income; and the establishment of a national fundiody .

A curious feature of Australian education policytist government funding for private

schools is provided on the basis of financial ‘ieddne, rather than the goal of maximising
educational outcomes for all students. As a coreaop private schools receive public
subsidies without any consideration of the impdautosidised private schools on the public
school system. There has been little interestetther the state or federal level — in properly
defining the role and purpose of public schoolshgéde a subsidised private system, or in
regulating the public and private sector to maxarssudent outcomes overall. Instead, for
three decades, private schools have been fundesl mass basis, under their own funding
scheme, with few limits placed on their enrolmervgth!

In the absence of an overarching educational potibjective, private schools receive
government subsidies free of any regulatory comggdhat might serve to maximise student
outcomes. The state and federal governments expedpecific ‘dividends’ from private
schools in return for a substantial public invesimeSubsidised private schools are not
subject to regulation over the tuition fees thegrge, nor are they subject to any expectations
regarding access or equity for students.

Trends in school enrolments

Australia’s inadequate policy framework has pemmitt— and possibly facilitated — the
expansion of its subsidised private school secttr Mtle regard for the consequences of this
expansion on public provision. The only period ihieh governments showed a policy
interest in the impact of subsidised private schooh public schools was during the
implementation of the New Schools Policy betwee@6l%nd 1996. Introduced by the
Commonwealth Schools Commission, the New SchooleyPaimed to support “planned
educational provision” by placing some limits o tstablishment and expansion of private
schools in areas of stable or declining studenufadions.

! Some limits on enrolment growth applied betwee8618nd 1996 during the operation of the New Schools
Palicy.
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It is difficult to ascertain whether the New ScloBblicy had an impact on restraining the
growth of subsidised private schools. One way @&nexing this question is to look at the
change in the proportion of students enrolled imgte schools. Between 1975 and 1985, the
non-government sector’s enrolment share had inedets from 21.3 to 25.8 per cent — an
increase of 4.5 percentage points over 10 yeamsn@the decade of the New Schools Policy,
the private school enrolment share increased 518 Rger cent in 1985 to 29 per cent in 1995
(3.2 percentage points). Between 1995 and 2005rthate school enrolment share increased
from 29 per cent to 32.9 per cent. Thus, duringddeade in which the New Schools Policy
was in place, the private school enrolment shaceeased at a slower rate than during the
previous decade. However over the decade aftgpdhey was abolished, the private school
enrolment share increased by 3.9 percentage panty, slightly higher than during the
decade under the Policy (Table 1).

Table 1: Private schools’ enrolment share, 1975, 19 85, 1995 and 2005

1975 1985 1995 2005
21.3% 25.8% 29.0% 32.9%

The New Schools Policy operated during a decadenwhe total size of the student
population increased by only 3.43 per cent, sintitathe previous decade (1975-1985). By
contrast, during the last decade (1995-2005), dted humber of students increased by 7.68
per cent. When the total size of the student pajpulas taken into account, it appears that the
New Schools Policy had an effect in slowing theangion of the non-government sector
between 1985 and 1995. As shown in Table 2, treedizhe non-government schools sector
increased by only 16.27 per cent between 1985 &®b,1when the policy was in force,
compared to over 25.09 per cent over the previegsde and 22.25 per cent between 1995
and 2005 (after the policy was abolished). The gawent sector lost enrolments during the
first two decades, and experienced a slight ineréasnrolments in the last decade, in the
context of a much bigger increase in the size efaverall student population.

Table 2: Change in student enrolments by sector, ov  er three decades 1975-2005.

Decade Non-government Government All students
1975-1985 25.1% -2.6% 3.3%
1985-1995 16.3% -1.0% 3.4%
1995-2005 22.2% 1.7% 7.7%

Government funding for private schools has beewiged during a period of relatively low
growth in overall student enrolments. Over the ¢hdecades 1975-2005, the number of
students attending school in Australia has increéésean average of half a per cent per year.
The 78 per cent growth in private school enrolments the three decades has been achieved
at the expense of government schools, where studenbers have declined by 2 per cent, as
shown in Table 3.
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Table 3: Number of students enrolled in schools by sector, 1975 and 2005

Independent Catholic JoiEl e Government -
government schools
Number Enrol. Number Enrol. Number Enrol. Number Enrol.
share share share share

1975 124,193 4.3% 495,647 17.0% 619,840 | 21.3% | 2,290,426 | 78.7% | 2,910,266

2005 | 429,070 | 12.8% 672,982 20.1% | 1,102,052 | 32.9% | 2,246,087 | 67.1% | 3,348,139

Change
1975- 245% 36% 78% -2% 15%
2005

Traditionally, private school enrolments have béayher at the secondary level, and this
trend has continued, with the non-government siscgiiare of secondary school enrolments
climbing to 38.2 per cent of the student populatiwr2005, as shown in Table 4. But the
strong enrolment growth in private schools hassmmificantly changed the socio-economic
composition of the private school sector. A recstioidy examining the “drift” of students
from public to private schools between 1975 and8l88vealed that the average socio-
economic status of students enrolled at governmectwndary schools fell by 2.9 percentage
points over the period, while the average sociaienuc status of students in private
secondary schools fell by only 1.1 percentage poifmtus the increase in enrolments in
private schools has had minimal impact on the @esocio-economic status of students in
the sector, which remains higher than the averdg® &f students in government schools
(Ryan and Watson 2004).

Table 4: Full-time secondary students in government and non-government schools,
1985, 1995 and 2005 (number and enrolment share)
Government Catholic Independent Total non-govt
Number % Number % Number % Number %

1985 | 910,392 | 71.2% | 242,968 | 19.0% | 124,912 | 9.8% | 367,880 | 28.8%
1995 | 846,566 | 66.4% | 260,610 | 20.4% | 168,480 | 13.2% | 429,090 | 33.6%
2005 | 875,703 | 61.8% | 304,137 | 21.5% | 236,130 | 16.7% | 540,267 | 38.2%

Impact of funding policies

Ryan and Watson (2004) suggest that private sch@ole used public subsidies to position
themselves in the market for high SES studentdbfienaintaining or increasing tuition fees,

rather than using subsidies to reduce their tuife@s). This outcome has had a significant
impact on the social composition of private schdalsd thus public schools). The increasing
numbers of secondary students transferring fromipud private schools since 1975 have
been drawn from the higher end of the socio-ecoaalistribution, leaving public secondary

schools to cater for a student population of loasrage socio-economic status than in 1975.
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This trend has implications for both the cost anttomes of public schooling. The impact of
student social composition on learning outcomesinder-investigated in Australia, but
international research suggests that a student doalyn predominantly from lower-SES
backgrounds leads to less than optimal peer grdigete on learning. Poor peer group
characteristics can have a negative effect on stuteademic performance and thus increase
the overall cost of educating students in publibogds (Hanushelet al, 2001; Murnane,
1990; Summers and Wolfe, 1977).

Increased social stratification between schoolgh(wts consequences for peer effects) is a
typical outcome of government policy environmeritatt— directly or indirectly — support
parental choice in schooling. Professor Henry heangues that policies aiming to improve
educational outcomes through supporting parentaicehare undermined by the strategies
that both schools and parents adopt to maximise greelp effects. Reviewing the empirical
literature on school choice in England, Scotlanelgigim, and the USA, Levin concluded that
schools will inevitably respond to a market envim@mt by trying to select more high
performing students (“cream-skimming”). Given theidence that peer groups play an
important role in student learning outcomes, blwious why schools would respond in this
way. Parents also tend to seek out schools witherfaorourable peer group effects, and the
parents most likely to exercise choice are themeseiaore likely to be better educated. Levin
concluded, “those who exercise the choice opti@ennaore likely to be of higher SES and to
have higher school achievement scores than those ashtinue to attend their assigned
schools” (Levin, 1998: 379). Even when voucher paots are restricted to families of low
socio-economic status, the families who exercisdcehare more likely to be of higher SES
than those who do not choose. If high SES parempto send their children to schools
where the majority of students are from a similackground to their own and schools prefer
to choose higher SES students, social stratifinadbetween schools is likely to increase when
schools are permitted, or encouraged to compete.

In summary, when governments create a market emweat for school education, schools
can be expected to become more selective in tefmb® they enrol and parents with higher
levels of education are more likely to be activeagers of schools with more selective
student populations. In introducing public subsdier private schools, the Australian

government did not explicitly state that its poliopjective was to increase competition
between schools. The policy rationale for fundimyaie schools was to bring disadvantaged
private schools up to the resource levels of pusdicools as well as to support the right of
parents to choose a school for their child. Buthaspolicy omitted to place any limits on the

scope of publicly subsidised choice, the introdutf recurrent subsidies for private schools
had the effect of supporting the growth of a schedhication market in Australia, with the

inevitable consequences for increased social fstedion between schools.

Role of Commonwealth and States

The absence of a coherent policy framework govgraghools funding is partly a product of
the division of responsibilities for education withthe Australian federal system. In
Australia, state and territory governments retamarfcial and policy control over public
schools while the federal government is primaribhecerned with funding private schools.
Although the federal government provides a tokeowmh of funding to public schools, and
the states and territories provide the equivalémboghly half the federal subsidy to private
schools, the governance arrangements for publicpaimdte schools are entirely separate. In
practice, the federal government controls the fagdand policy environment for private
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schools, while the states and territories contrelfunding and policy environment for public
schools.

Australia is unique in the world for its policy @Bions between federal and state governments
with respect to public and private schools. In otfeglerations (eg: the USA and Canada),
funding for all schools remains the responsibility state governments — so any decision
about funding private schools is taken by the gowemt that is also responsible for the
public system. However it is unlikely that eithdret Commonwealth or the states and
territories would withdraw from their role in fumdj schools for the sake of placing
Australian schools within a single policy and fumgliframework. A more realistic approach
might be to try to develop a single policy framelvdor funding both public and private
schools which is agreed to and jointly administdrgdhe commonwealth and the states.

Possible future policies

If private and public schools cannot be funded hg tevel of government, they should be
funded on the same basis, so that a common setnaigdes apply to both types of schools,
and the funding system is designed to maximisetgqduiboth educational outcomes and
financial resources. Two possible policies are easgd below.

Public Funding for Public Responsibilities

One system of funding public and private schoodetber would be to offer public funding in
return for public responsibilities. This would metiat (full) public funding would only be
offered to private schools who agreed to implengeptiblic enrolment policy — ie: to accept
all students living within a particular locality.h&y would however be permitted to give
preference (within agreed limits) to families ofaular religious or ethnic affiliations, such
as Catholics or Armenians. These schools wouldbeopermitted to charge fees, but could
accept voluntary contributions on the same basjgué$ic schools. Any private schools that
did not agree to a public enrolment policy and wtduy contributions would be excluded
from receiving any public funding.

The advantages of this type of funding schemetae 1) it would support some diversity in
enrolments; and 2) that public funding would onéydrrected to schools which were publicly
accessible. It would address one key inequity efdinrent arrangements — where taxpayers’
funds are distributed to many schools where taxgayhildren could be denied entry (on
financial, academic, or religious grounds).

One disadvantage of this scheme is that it is\likelbe resisted by private schools. A similar
scheme was floated by the Commonwealth Schools Gssion in the late 1970s, but it
received little support from the private sectorkstelders. This is probably because the
power to select students is a key advantage appeecby private schools, and one which
they would be reluctant to relinquish for an obliga to become more socially inclusive.
Private schools have also demonstrated their dgpiacthrive in a market where parents are
prepared to pay fees for increased social selégtifis illustrated in Table 3, over the past
three decades, independent schools — which tebe toore selective and charge higher fees —
have grown at a faster rate than Catholic schoslich are more inclusive. A second
disadvantage of this scheme is that it would ingadv significant increase in government
expenditure, as governments would be replacingifgignt private sources of income for
schools (tuition fees) from the public purse. A& dame time, schools with the capacity to do
so would probably continue to raise income fromep&s on a voluntary basis.
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Grants weighted for student SES and school income

It may be necessary to accept that schools now twagperate within a market environment
and turn government policy towards maximising egquiithin that market. Such a policy
would recognise that since the 1980s, public schoolmost parts of Australia have been
given more autonomy and have been encouraged tpeterwith each other as well as with
private schools. It would also recognise that sgmeélic schools enjoy the benefits of
positive peer effects, due to their geographicahtions, and that other public schools are
permitted to be academically selective. It wouldognise that high levels of private resources
are now contributed to education and that marketpstition is now an accepted feature of
the educational landscape. We should thereforetlrg for a new system of funding for
both public and private schools that effectivelynp@nsates for the inequities generated by a
market environment. A scheme weighted for studé&®$ &nd school income would promote
both educational equity (in terms of equality iueational outcomes) and resource equity (in
terms of the more equal distribution of resourcetsvieen schools).

Australia already provides grants to private schashich are weighted according to the
socio-economic status of the student (measurethédBES of their home address). A grants
system weighted for student SES and school incom@dwvprovide a recurrent grant to all
schools — both public and private — according ® dékrerage socio-economic status of the
school's student population, as measured by thdestis home address. Other measures of
socio-economic status could potentially be usedhsas the educational attainment of the
students’ parents Measures of direct taxable income should be @ehigjiven that high-
income earners have extensive scope to minimige tde@able income. Under this formula,
the highest overall level of funding would go tdsols with the lowest average SES, and the
lowest level of funding would be awarded to schawllh the highest average SES — in both
the public and private system. This weighting woatknowledge that the average socio-
economic status of a school's student population daignificant impact on the school's
educational outcomes. Schools should be subjecttasional educational equity audits, to
ensure that resources are distributed within th®acin a way that maximises educational
outcomes.

All schools would be permitted to charge annuafidoi fees under the voucher scheme,
though in public schools, the fees would be volunt8ut all schools would be required to
report by the end of each financial year their ltta#gel of private income from all sources
(eg: tuition fees, extra-curricular charges, boakd materials charges, investment income) as
well as capital income. These data would be puétisin the form of an annual repbend
schools would be subject to regular financial aidittheir accounts. These data could then
be used by governments (and philanthropic orgdarssitto provide supplementary resources
to schools with relatively low levels of privatecome.

Some school systems may argue that they shouldveeftending as a system rather than on
the basis of individual schools. This should benpg#ed under the scheme, provided that the

2 parents’ level of education is highly defensitdeaameasure of socio-economic status for educa{mposes,
as education level is strongly correlated with e but more importantly, indicates the level aieational
“capital” that the student is likely to experieratehome. Using a measure of parental educatiohhewad also
help to alleviate the “country region” bias ideietif in Watson (2003).

% The publication of these reports should be witifian agreed, accessible template that enablesader to
make comparisons between institutions, like theuahreports provided by Universities.
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system is funded on the basis of the average smioemic status of its student population
and is subject to the same financial reporting reguents as other schools. Systems funded
in this way should also be required to report mhplon the mechanisms they use to promote
educational and resource equity between their dshamnd should also be subject to
educational equity audits. There should be somerdge on the part of the funding body to
impose school-based funding and reporting on systehere there is evidence of inequities
in the internal distribution of resources.

In summary, a grant scheme weighted for student &#Sschool income would be based on
a recognition that all schools now operate in ancatdon market and that private income
accounts for a substantial proportion of schoa@sources. The scheme would comprise two
critical elements to minimise the inequities of k&trcompetition:

. It would promoteeducational equitypy awarding grants to public and private schools
weighted according to the average socio-economatustof the school's student
population.

. It would promoteresource equitypy permitting all schools to charge fees (voluyiar
the public sector) and by publishing data annualyschools’ private income from all
sources.

Governance issues

In a federal system, issues of governance threatendermine any proposal to implement a
common scheme of funding for public and privateostfi Previous attempts — such as the
Australian National Training Authority — have falléo successfully bring together the states
and Commonwealth in a joint funding role. A scheshgrants weighted for student SES and
school income would need to be administered by aen8y owned jointly by the
Commonwealth and state/territory governments, asidbished under MCEETYA (the
Ministerial Council for Education, Employment, Tmaig and Youth Affairs). Such an
agency — called, say the Recurrent Funding Agenayotld need to have the power to
receive and distribute financial resources to sishaod systems. Under the failed ANTA
model, states and territories never allocated tbleare of the resources to ANTA, so the
agency relied on the Commonwealth for its budghts $cenario would have to be avoided in
the schools sector for a common funding model tckwo

On establishing the Recurrent Funding Agency, EtmeaMinisters would need to agree not
to reduce their annual financial contributionshe scheme below the level at establishment,
and to supplement their contributions annuallyagocadance with movements in the Schools
Prices Index (SPI) determined by the AustralianeBur of Statistics (ABS). Increases in
budget-sourced contributions to the scheme aba/&B1 would be determined by individual
Ministers. Decisions regarding the distributionresources to schools and systems (ie: along
the SES scale) would be overseen by the Board efAhpency. The Board would be
comprised of representatives from each state antbty and the Commonwealth but voting
rights would be apportioned according to the finaincontribution made by each State to the
scheme. For example, if the Commonwealth contribatel0-15 per cent share of the total
budget, it would hold 10-15 per cent of the votarder states would be likely to hold more of
the vote due to their higher contributions. Thistdbution of voting rights may encourage
jurisdictions to join the agency and to maintaie tével of their contributions to the budget.

* Under the current Commonwealth scheme, the Cathdlication system is not funded on the same hasis
other private schools, but negotiated its fundagl with the government (see Watson 2003).
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Jurisdictions would remain free to supplement stdiooacome beyond the scope of the
Recurrent Funding scheme, for example, to compenfsat financial disadvantages, or to
promote specific policy goals. Capital funding webuémain outside of the agency’s scope,
unless MCEETYA determined otherwise.

This brief discussion of governance issues suggemsts it would not be impossible to
establish a common funding scheme administered Rgcurrent Funding Agency, although
detailed negotiations would be necessary to establiworkable institution owned jointly by
the Commonwealth and the states and territories.

Towards equity in schools funding

In examining possible futures for schools fundingAustralia, we need to acknowledge the
inequities created by Commonwealth and statefeyritunding policies over the past thirty

years. The failure of both levels of governmentattknowledge the impact of market
competition on schools has contributed to inegsiibetween schools in terms of their social
composition and relative levels of resources. Atdvedesigned framework may have
fashioned the subsidies to contribute to the pupdiicy goal of achieving higher quality

schooling for all students — in both public and/ate schools.

We now need a policy framework for both public gmdvate schools that works with the

realities of the current educational environmentl a@medies some of the more extreme
outcomes of market competition and of the sepdtatding arrangements implemented by
the commonwealth and state/territory governmerasthis end, we propose that all schools —
both public and private — be funded on the sameshbasder a scheme that promotes
educational and financial equity between schoaleh& scheme would award grants to both
public and private schools weighted according ® dlierage socio-economic status of the
school's student population, and would permit alhaols to charge fees (voluntary in the
public sector). By requiring schools to publish aandata on their private income from all

sources, governments and other agencies would da@und basis on which to compare
schools’ private income and to compensate thoseramain financially disadvantaged. If the

governance issues involved in operating a jointding agency can be resolved, such a
universal funding scheme would provide the bessibes future for all Australian schools.
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The Politics of Curriculum
Bruce Wilson

ABSTRACT: Despite two attempts to negotiate natianariculum goals, schoo
education curriculum in Australia is a mess of mpatible and frequently
incomprehensible documents. This paper offersradveork for the development,
management and ongoing review of a national cutmywhich provides clear
direction about the fundamentals for each subjeea avhile leaving room for
schools to make decisions about extended learmppgppriate to their students.

Curriculum in Australia is a dog’'s breakfast. Déspiecent attempts to achieve greater
consistency, it is one area of Australian schoakation in which practice across the nation is
utterly incompatible.

Each state and territory has its own structureslémeloping, implementing, supporting and
assessing curricula. Characteristically, theseomespilities are divided between a statutory
authority and an education department. Each jutisch adopts its own approach to the
structure of the curriculum, while claiming to ogtx within a set of national goals which
have been painfully negotiated twice. The goalsndbimpose unreasonable constraints on
curriculum development. Indeed a comparison of ¢heiculum frameworks of any two
states will reveal that adherence to the same gmadsproduce startling variety, suggesting
that the national goals impose no constraint afTalbse are the kinds of goals you want if the
outcome you seek is complete autonomy with anidlu®f commonality. The curriculum
documents produced by, for example, Tasmania and $taith Wales are demonstrably not
of the same family. An independent observer mighard them as different species.

Such variety is extraordinary in a relatively snration with a mostly common language and
a strong sense of a shared culture. It is even manarkable that the species-level variation
in curriculum documents produces no equivalentedsifice in school practice: it would
mostly be difficult to identify the state in which specific school was located based on
curriculum and teaching practice alone. One re&sothis is that the variety in curriculum is
not only evident between states and territories, viothin them. A longitudinal study of
curriculum documents in some states will reveahdtidc changes of direction, reversals of
former practice, recantations and fresh startsci@s in most systems respond to this
intellectual flightiness by hunkering down and agton the assumption that they will survive
most innovations, an assumption which proves engliyi well-founded. There is not much
point in putting scarce resources and energy irderaanding initiative that will not survive a
change of government, director-general, directauoficulum or wind direction.

To some extent, the variety in curriculum across nation would be less significant if the
documents themselves were outstanding. One arguadeanhced by supporters of the current
arrangements is that competition and variety imesothe quality of our curriculum
documents. If Australia’s experiment with Darwiniaompetition in curriculum produced
productive adaptation and a strengthened gene paoailght be worth the difficulties it causes
consumers. But despite considerable variationsiality across states and territories, at some
times in every jurisdiction (and consistently ims it is notably anti-intellectual: it rejects
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structures of knowledge and formal ways of doingellactual work in favour of an
amateurish approach based on a poorly understaamyttof constructivism. It is usually
sloppy conceptually and ragged structurally. Iteyally offers its writers a relatively free
hand to express their ideological prejudices, dma ttake enthusiastic advantage of this
opportunity. At its worst, it betrays the fact thiat writers and managers would prefer not to
intrude on schools by telling them what to teack. @result, many Australian curriculum
documents consist of lengthy lectures to teachkeositahow to teach and what to believe,
with relatively little advice about what to teacRur curriculum documents, taken
collectively, are like the audience response tadior competition to write the worst opening
line, except that they go on for hundreds of pages.

Why have we come to this pass? In part it is dukigtory. Our management arrangements
for curriculum look like what they are: a politicatcommodation designed to meet the needs
of a large continent with a dispersed populatiod paor communication systems at the end
of the 19" century. If we were designing a management stredar curriculum in Australia

to meet current circumstances, is this the systenwvauld devise?

In part, however, it is because curriculum has bexa black art. When curriculum jobs in
schools are advertised, they attract few takeeshiers are anxious that they don’'t understand
curriculum, feeling that somewhere out there isohoct of devilish competitors who are
expert in this stuff. How embarrassing to applydasurriculum job, and not be able to define
the field. Curriculum experts have managed to distala cabbala, defined by mastery of
arcana. No-one from outside is sure that they keoough to challenge the experts. This
difficulty is exacerbated by the fact that manytloé most senior bureaucrats in education
systems are outsiders, brought in because theypwstanding managers, but lacking the
background knowledge or confidence to challengei@uum specialists. When they are told
that an incomprehensible 300 page document filled ewverlapping frameworks and written
in a special mysterious dialect is just what teexheeed, they are unlikely to read the
document, let alone ask questions about the nafittee emperor’s sartorial arrangements. It
is the view of the present writer that most curdtioa documents are produced by curriculum
experts for other curriculum experts, and are aesigas battle markings showing the strength
of the writer’s theoretical credentials.

So Australia now has a body of curriculum documeintseach jurisdiction which is
essentially incompatible with those in all otherigdictions (and in some cases with earlier
documents in the same jurisdiction). These docusnen¢ arguably of poor quality and
usually difficult to understand and use. The pdmais been made repeatedly that state
variation (not only in curriculum, of course) disatitages and confuses mobile families. This
issue may be less significant in practice thareé@nss, but it is certainly true that in a wide
range of ways, the nation is failing to gain thevaadages of commonality, shared
responsibility and economies of scale.

The Commonwealth has usually played a marginal nolall of this. It has sometimes

identified a specific area of focus (literacy, scie) and has put resources into that area.
While these initiatives have sometimes been effectihey have often been co-opted at the
state level and turned to local purposes. In breachs, the Commonwealth has been more
influential in pressing for the establishment oflaioorative arrangements (statements and
profiles, benchmarks, curriculum consistency itik@s), although the outcomes of these
initiatives have been hamstrung by their collabeeahature, and the need to satisfy the
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competing interests of state-level curriculum pengd. Such initiatives have usually been
managed by committees and undertaken with no inmdkgre authority.

The Commonwealth has also funded a range of prageard projects which have impinged
on curriculum, but without ever achieving a broadional coherence in approaches at the
state level. Most recently, it seems likely to beren effective in seeking changes in
approaches to the teaching and assessment ot{itearal numeracy, culminating in the use of
Quadrennium funding to require national assessmkfiteracy and numeracy, an initiative
which is considerably sharper-edged and more deimgnidan earlier approaches. But even
this does not directly affect curriculum, and idikely to have a significant effect indirectly.
The relationship between the Commonwealth and stated territories in the area of
curriculum remains one in which states jealoushargutheir autonomy and control, and
reluctantly agree to Commonwealth initiatives inrgnaal areas of consistency, commonality
and cooperation.

No immediate practical solution presents itselfefEnare, however, solutions. This paper
suggests that these fall into three areas: cuummswdevelopment, curriculum management and
curriculum review. The approach proposed seeksh@we three outcomes:

. toimprove the quality of curriculum documents insialia;
. to simplify our systems for curriculum developmant management; and

. to redirect energy away from unproductive but camsturriculum redevelopment into
those areas which would make a real differencéubesits and teachers.

Curriculum development

Developing curriculum is easy: we already have te@hthem in Australia, and more are
developed or redeveloped each year. There arechaital or capacity obstacles to doing so:
the smallest education systems manage to devefapp eurriculum framework with all its
implementation paraphernalia. The difficulty liesdeveloping a curriculum which is clear,
simple, explicit and useful to those who are oldig@teach or learn it.

What is needed is one written official curriculuar the nation, which states in simple clear
language what we expect young Australians to bghtasuch a curriculum should:

. focus on depth of learning rather than breadth;

. state the essential knowledge and skills for aliishts in terms which are so clear and
explicit that they would be difficult to misintergts,

. cover much less than the scope of learning whistudent will gain from their time at
school: certainly less than 50% — that will alloehsols to make decisions about the
other half; and

. cover dramatically less than current curriculumuwtoents — it might cover about 20%
of a typical set of outcomes, to the extent to Wwhics possible to say what outcomes
now cover.

The most profound development we could achieveoisviite this curriculum in English,
rather than in the odd dialect that is presentlysa in Australian curriculum forums. It would
also assist if the resulting document was more tiRepages than 300, and avoided telling
teachers how to teach, since we are pretty cleamthtten documents don’'t work as a means
of professional development or organisational mafoA written curriculum of this kind
would do what curriculum ought to do: state cleabyt in outline, what we expect teachers
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to teach, and leave it to the profession to worklmw to ensure that all students gain the
benefit of that learning.

Curriculum management

How should such a curriculum be developed and nedfadhere is no single answer to this
guestion, but there are criteria by which possalsiswers can be evaluated. The management
arrangements should meet these criteria:

. asingle entity should develop the curriculum arshage its redevelopment;

. the entity should be permanently constituted, ratthen taking the form of a taskforce
or committee structure;

. it should be independent, probably formed as a emypwith a clear statutory
authority to develop and manage curriculum natignal

. it should be funded according to a formula by them@onwealth and states and
territories, and should report to a Board represgnthem, as well as representation
from Catholic and independent sectors;

. it should operate according to clearly stated wgatéor its responsibilities, including
those specifying the kind of curriculum to be deypeld (see above), as well as criteria
for timeliness; and

. it should operate according to clearly stated rtdegprocess, including a requirement
that it consult widely, but should accept respailigibfor decisions about the form,
content and quality of its products.

Curriculum review

In order to ensure that the work of this agencsgulsject to quality controls, its work should
be regularly subject to independent review by imhlials with expertise in curriculum
development, including those with international exgnce. The review process should focus
on these matters:

. most critically, the usefulness of the written @ulum to teachers;
. the comprehensibility of the documents to an iigefit lay reader;

. the extent to which the documents satisfy formékda established as part of its
remit; and

. the extent to which the documents are effectiveoutlining a version of well-
established contemporary knowledge which is appatgpto students at different levels
of schooling.

The proposals in this paper are based on the \awthe official curriculum is appropriately
a national responsibility. If that national respbiigy is to be carried out effectively, it will
be by an organisation which has the authority mdthe creation of a curriculum camel.

We should do this because by allowing us to do evitat is now done eight times, it would

save us substantial amounts of money, which coellcetirected to the improvement of some
of the other areas that need attention. Furthegramon statement of our curriculum goals
could underpin shared approaches to other seri@tsers: teaching, resource development,
assessment and reporting and the presentation siféan school education internationally.

Most importantly, it is a way of achieving a sustdile improvement in the quality of our

official curriculum. | would support a national ciaulum even if we were already very good

at developing curriculum. But we’re not.
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An improved curriculum, and a better process foretlgping and reviewing that curriculum
has many advantages for public education. Oneasketladvantages, however, dwarfs the rest
in significance. The schools which see themseh&doamally a part of the Australian
commitment to public education deal with those shigl who are most disadvantaged by our
current curriculum arrangements. Their task of raffig a rich, substantial education to the
whole population without exception is presently madrder by curriculum documents which
are fuzzy, inexplicit, bloated and impenetrable.rr@ulum should assist teachers in our
schools to understand what we expect of them arpdato and deliver high quality teaching.
Our documents now largely fail in those roles. he process, they devolve the substantial
public responsibility for what students learn te gthool and the teacher. The proposals in
this paper have the potential to see a resumptioeffective public responsibility for
curriculum, and the development of documents wiiohld clarify, simplify and support the
work of those teachers in public education who yc#éne real moral burden of compulsory
education.

What will trigger the outcomes | am proposing? ihikhthe process is already under way.
There has been a series of significant Commonwaatkinventions in school education over
the past 20 years which suggest that momentum ildioy, albeit at a characteristically
glacial pace. Starting with John Dawkins’ action itgtiate national discussions about
curriculum in the 1980s, and touching on David K&rgeracy and numeracy initiatives,
and Brendan Nelson’s interventions in promotingiamatl testing, consideration of an
Australian Certificate of Education, national revge of senior years’ curriculum and
Australian Technical Colleges, this process seentetmoving inexorably towards a stronger
and more unified set of management arrangementscloool education in Australia. The
curriculum has been a cultural battleground foesalvdecades in this country. It may be that
we are close to seeing a political attempt to Wweawar.

Australian curriculum management is in about tlaesbf mining exploration in this country
a couple of decades ago. Mining exploration was then by engineers and geologists,
conducted for the benefit of those who ran it, am@haged essentially without a rational
analysis of need or cost or return on investmehnt 1S how we do curriculum. We presently
spend scandalous amounts of money exploring the deelogy of curriculum in every
corner of the country, sinking numberless explasatehafts, and building competing
infrastructure to exploit the same resource base. time the exercise was directed to the
benefit of its users, rather than its providers.
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