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Foreword:

The Teachers’ Union of Ireland has by far the largest number of tertiary level academic staff in membership of any Irish trade union – some 3,500. It represents the academic staff in the Institutes of Technology (IOTs) - that is, in the Dublin Institute of Technology, as established under the DIT Act 1992, and in the 13 Institutes of Technology (formerly referred to as Regional Technical Colleges) as established under the RTC Act, 1992.  The Union also represents academic staff in the Tipperary Institute and St. Angela’s (Sligo) as well as some of the academic staff in the University of Limerick. In addition, the TUI represents teachers in Second Level schools, Further Education Colleges and a variety of other education centres. Ours, therefore, is a significant voice in relation to developments at tertiary level. As an affiliate of Education International, the TUI view is also informed by the experience of education unions internationally.

The union made a comprehensive written submission to the OECD Examiners and also met the Examiners further to elaborate our views. Arising from that meeting, we made a supplementary written submission regarding our proposal for a levy (Appendix 5). 

Introduction  

The Union’s response to the Examiners’ Report follows the sequence of their recommendations, on the pragmatic basis that these constitute the beef, wholesome or tainted, in the stew.  

However, in considering the recommendations, a reader would be well advised to scan each chapter of the report as what may be termed the “OECD culture” that informs the recommendations is embedded in the text. That culture derives from the primarily economic remit of the OECD and seems to us to be characterised by a predisposition to a free-market, neo-liberal ideology.  

The Report acknowledges that tertiary education in Ireland requires significant additional investment but eschews the logical corollary of recommending that public investment as a proportion of GDP be increased to a level appropriate to a wealthy country.  This, in the view of the Teachers’ Union of Ireland, involves not simply matching the OECD mean but exceeding it. Instead, guided by its ideological preference for neo-liberal funding models, the Report, in terms of explicit recommendations, focuses almost exclusively on the possibility of generating additional funding through the imposition of tuition fees (or the equivalent) – a measure that TUI opposes, constituting as it does what the union has characterised as a “tax on education”. We elaborate the unassailable case against the imposition of such a regressive tax at Appendix 4. 

Central to our response therefore is the overarching demand that public investment in tertiary education be increased. We use the term “investment” as opposed to “funding” as it captures both the intention and the effect of the deployment of tax revenue to enhance the nature and quality of tertiary education 

The union cannot be accused of not identifying potential sources of revenue for Tertiary Education and, as part of its submission to the review, proposed that an education levy be applied to corporate profits given that the corporate sector benefits significantly and directly from the availability of a highly qualified labour force. Appendix 3 refers. 

A further leitmotif of the Report is that Tertiary Education should operate and be managed according to commercial imperatives. While fully recognising the desirability of closer and mutually supportive collaboration with business and industry and being explicitly cognisant of the particular remit of the Institutes of Technology in terms of regional development, the union trenchantly opposes any dilution of the core ethic of education as a social good, an instrument of democratisation and an integral part of the social contract that is at the heart of the European tradition. There must be no erosion of tenure or of academic freedom (for which tenure is a safeguard) and an appropriate balance between teaching and research must be maintained.

On the question of governance our demand is that public accountability through representative governing bodies must continue and that structures that support collegiality must not be supplanted by autocratic or “heroic” models of leadership. 

Chapter IV:  “A Crossroads in the Development of Irish Tertiary Education” – Recommendations 1 – 6, inclusive.

· Recommendation 1:
1. That the differentiation of mission between the university and the institute of technology sectors is preserved and that for the foreseeable future there be no further institutional transfers into the university sector;
The TUI values the binary nature of tertiary education provision and welcomes the clear recognition by the review team of the significant contribution of the Institutes of Technology to national and regional economic development and to the implementation of national policy in relation to inclusion. The Examiners professed themselves to be “impressed by the extent to which the Institutes see themselves as different from the universities and the role they play in respect to the National Spatial Strategy in local economic development, in encouraging wider participation through local catchments, their support for apprenticeship and craft skill training and the provision of ladders of opportunity through different educational levels, and in the applied character of their work.” – page 20. The evolving tertiary provision that the report envisages is characterised by a unified concept of tertiary education incorporating institutional “diversity of mission”. 

A major strength of the Institute of Technology sector, in the emergent context of lifelong learning, is that, in addition to degree and post-graduate courses, they provide courses at certificate and diploma level and have a developed expertise in apprentice education. This should continue, irrespective of the institutional aspirations of any particular Institute. Given the dynamics of best matching tertiary educational provision to regional development imperatives, it was unwise of the Examiners to seek to pre-empt any institutional transfers that might be sought or be in prospect. The TUI would oppose any withdrawal by an Institute from the broad range of course levels currently provided but would welcome further development of courses at degree, postgraduate and doctoral levels while continuing to pursue the original mission of provision of apprenticeship and technological courses.   

· Recommendations 2 & 3:
2. That steps be taken to coordinate better the development of the tertiary education system by bringing the universities and the institutes under a new common Authority, the Tertiary Education Authority, but that machinery be established within the Authority to prevent mission drift;

3. That in transferring the institutes of technology to the new Authority the managerial controls on their freedom to manage themselves to meet institutional objectives be reviewed with a view drastically to lightening the load of external regulation;                                                      
The TUI is not opposed in principle to the establishment of a common Tertiary Education Authority, subject to certain key conditions being satisfied in regard to the composition of the authority - in terms of the proportion of academic members - and the protection of conditions of service of academic staff in the Institutes of Technology. Principal among those conditions of service is security of tenure. Recommendation 3 in particular carries a distinct air of threat, particularly when one considers that among the “advantages” for the Institutes of a common authority, as perceived by the report’s authors (page 21, pars. 34 and 35), would be the removal of the present requirement for “Ministerial approval for the declaration of redundancies”. This requirement they represent as a managerial constraint “that the institutes believe disadvantage them in comparison with universities.” Withdrawal of Ministerial approval is unacceptable to the TUI

· Recommendation 4:
4. That greater collaboration between institutions be encouraged and incentivised through funding mechanisms in research, first degree and postgraduate degree work and in widening access and lifelong learning; 

We made clear in our submission to the Examiners that the TUI favours constructive, mutually respectful collaborations based on parity of esteem. Vertical collaborative structures in which the Institutes of Technology act as feeders to the universities would not be acceptable. This theme is also taken up in relation to later recommendations. In practical terms it is also clear that collaboration will be feasible only in the context of increased investment. 
· Recommendation 5: 
5.That in a situation of potential demographic-led decline in student numbers institutes of technology be given the same freedom to initiate new academic programmes as the universities and that the new funding Authority establish a mechanism, which should be binding on both institutions, to deal with complaints that an institution was deliberately creating a new programme which would cut into the established market of a neighbouring institution;
As the review recommends, institutes of technology should “be given the same freedom as the universities to initiate new academic programmes”. There is, not least, an issue of regional equity involved here. Therefore, subject to the caveats already entered regarding conditions of service and provided that adequate structures are put in place to ensure public accountability, we would welcome greater autonomy for the Institutes in course development.

· Recommendation 6:
6. That in principle there should be a common quality assurance machinery covering both sectors of both sectors of tertiary education but that implementation should be deferred to give the university quality assurance machinery created under the 1997 Act more time to develop and pending longer term clarification of the cross-border systems of quality assurance that are emerging under the Bologna process;
The union notes both the recommendation regarding a common quality assurance machinery and separate structural developments in recent years in regard to quality assurance in the university and the IoT sectors. Clearly, convergence in terms of quality assurance mechanisms is dependent on developments associated with the Bologna process which is outside the scope of this review. As to the Bologna process, the TUI regards as unacceptable the exclusion of trade union representatives of academic staff from national implementation structures.

Chapter V: “The Governance and Management of Irish Tertiary Education Institutions” – Recommendations 7 – 19, inclusive.

The Teachers’ Union of Ireland challenges the authors’ tendentious assertion (page 23, par. 38) that Ireland “has funded its higher education system well for teaching but less well for research.” While it is unquestionably the case that research funding has been wholly inadequate it does not follow that funding for teaching has been sufficient. It may be that the purpose here is to position research as the primary and teaching as a secondary function of tertiary education and to prepare the way for the suggestion that research should have first call on funding. If so, this is a position with which the TUI profoundly disagrees. 

The rather arbitrary linkage between “modernisation of their own management” by HEIs and effective deployment of additional resources/investment also seems designed to frighten the political horses into acceptance of the monetarist model of management “modernisation” that the report elsewhere promulgates. The TUI will not accept the dilution, much less the termination, of academic staff representation in HEI governance structures. In fact, the attempted appropriation of the word “modernisation” to decorate a neo-liberal conceptualisation of governance is indicative of a fundamental misapprehension that diminishes the credibility of the Report as a whole. There is nothing modern about a concerted attempt to undermine existing models of collegial, democratic, accountable governance. The replacement of academic by what the review terms “lay” representation on governing bodies would represent neither progress nor modernisation. The Examiners report in this and many other matters is impelled by doctrinaire, neo-liberalism, an ideology profoundly unsuited to the conditions of Irish society and inimical to the rich European tradition of academic freedom.     

· Recommendation 7:
7.That the issue of ‘multi year’ funding should be addressed both in relation to the alignment of financial years and in relation to mid year allocations in order to give HEIs a secure base for financial planning on a year to year basis;
In spite of its ideological blinkers, the Examiners make sensible recommendations in regard to some operational specifics. The mismatch between the budgetary and academic years and the reluctance of government to provide multi-annual investment envelopes for particular projects are perennial problems that frustrate strategic planning. Therefore we welcome Recommendation 7.

· Recommendation 8: 
8.That in order to incentivise HEIs actively to seek external sources of funding the Government make a clear statement that income they generate from sources outside those provided by the State will not be subject to off setting against state fundings;

We agree that externally sourced funding should, where possible, be increased and should not be offset against state investment in tertiary education. However, we would caution that it is an area that will be extremely difficult to police. The larger tertiary institutions will clearly have a significant comparative advantage in terms of attracting private funding and the greater their success in this regard the greater the temptation for government to hold public investment at inadequate levels, if not actually to reduce it. Recent experience of the absence of certainty regarding private funding – particularly if such funding is used for core activities – should give us pause for thought. 

· Recommendation 9:  
 9. That HEIs be required to plan to generate financial surpluses and encouraged to    build up reserves against future necessary expenditure;
We don’t question the desirability of having HEIs build up reserves but regard it as impractical given the inadequate level of investment in tertiary education at present. It may be the virtuous thing to do in accounting terms but that virtue ceases if the consequence is a diminished level of service to students as a result of the demand that institutions generate set-aside surpluses. We would also be concerned lest the State felt that it had no ongoing responsibility to invest in the development of HEI infrastructure.

· Recommendation 10:
10.That greater flexibility be introduced into academic salary structures in order to permit institutions to take special steps to attract or retain particular individuals with key skills or experience that an institution needs;
The Teachers’ Union of Ireland rejects any suggestion either that common, nationally-negotiated pay scales be dismantled and/or that performance-related pay be introduced. If, however, the authors’ intention is that, in the context of retention of agreed scales, particular inducements should be offered to attract key staff, specific proposals could be considered on their merits and in the light of their consequence, if any, for the level of service provided by the HEI.

· Recommendation 11: 
11. That the present arrangements for auditing HEI accounts be amended in accordance with the recommendations in paragraph 44;

The Examiners are at their most persuasive when recommending operational adjustments related to the accounting and auditing procedures of HEIs. In that regard the TUI has no objection to recommendation 11.

· Recommendations 12 to16 inclusive: 

12.That university governing bodies be reduced in size to a maximum of 20, including student members, to improve their effectiveness and that lay members be required to constitute a substantial majority;

13.That each university or institute governing body should create a nominations committee made up primarily of lay members, to propose replacements for vacancies amongst lay members against a template of skills and experience required on the board to be determined by the governing body;

14.That university or institute governing bodies should elect their own chairs;

15.That the post of university president or institute director should be publicly advertised and external candidates encouraged to apply. Appointments should be made by governing bodies through appointing machinery they should devise;

16.That the headships of university departments be given limited terms so that there can, when appropriate, be rotation, and that appointments or re-appointments should be made by the governing body on the recommendation of the president;

These recommendations refer, in the main, to universities but it seems clear that the intention is to import the paradigm as set out here and amplified on pages 25/6 (pars. 45 –48) of the Report into the IoT sector. The Teachers’ Union of Ireland is concerned about the anti-representative, anti-academic thrust of these proposals which seek effectively to install a system of personalised, heroic-leadership that is largely free of what is seen by the authors as the encumbrance and inconvenience of staff representation at governing body level. The model of leadership proposed would be very susceptible to the pressures exerted by business interests (the “lay” membership of governing bodies – another deliberate misnomer), would be at liberty to act quixotically – as recent disputes in the University sector prove - and would be likely, if the report’s agenda were to be implemented, to favour research above teaching in the deployment of institutional resources. The removal of democratic checks and balances in the appointment of chairs would also be retrograde. The proposal that headships be rotated may have merit but the absence of acceptable conditions for those completing a term of headship is a serious impediment. There are also significant dangers inherent in the recommendation (15) that appointments to the post of University President or Institute Director should be made by governing bodies using their own locally-devised, and potentially exotic, procedures.  The union favours the retention of Nationally approved procedures.

· Recommendation 17: 
17. That universities review their resource allocation processes with a view to ensuring that resources are allocated in line with established institutional strategic priorities;

The suspicion is that this is more about the re-allocation than the allocation of resources. The potential to damage existing provision and/or to marginalize particular disciplines abounds. The authors see “differentiated investment in new staff, incentive for performance and the allocation of research infrastructure supports” as “critical for long term success.” They proceed to state that “allocations of increased resources need to be balanced against the need to withdraw funding from less academically successful areas to pay for such investments.” This begs the question as to how it is to be determined that some areas are “less academically successful.” It is not fanciful to speculate that the humanities and other disciplines with a liberal arts and cultural dimension would be routinely regarded as “less academically successful”, for reasons of expediency associated with the research imperative and the need to attract private funding 

· Recommendation 18:
18. That universities review their human resource strategies with a view towards making the probation period longer and the granting of tenure more rigorous and to providing promotion routes to personal chairs as a reward for exceptional research performance or leadership;

The TUI, which represents a small number of academic staff in the universities, strongly opposes recommendation 18. To delay the award of tenure would erode fundamental conditions of service and cannot be accepted. The consequences for staff morale, collegiality and, by extension, for the quality of service to students would be most damaging. There is also a clear risk to academic freedom, especially when one couples the proposed change regarding the award of tenure with the revised governance structures that the report recommends. It is indicative of the authors’ bias that they see promotion to personal chairs as a reward either for “exceptional research performance or leadership” where leadership has been defined according to the anti-collegial, heroic model. Mention of the core teaching function is omitted. 

Any attempt to import such a proposal into the IoT sector would be opposed.

· Recommendation 19: 
19. The HEIs give higher priority to staff development issues and allocate resources accordingly and that the Tertiary Education Authority be asked to monitor the process;

The Union would welcome enhancement of staff development but is adamant that it should serve the teaching as well as the research function and address in a balanced manner both individual professional and institutional needs.

· Recommendation X – No, you will not find this in the list of recommendations. Oddly, the recommendation appears only in the text – page 27 (par. 51). Referring to Paragraphs 1 and 14 of the RTC Act 1992 which deal with the respective functions of the Director and the Governing Body, the authors “recommend that these powers be removed from the remit of the governing body as pertaining to the managerial rather than the governing function of institutions.” While there may well be a confusion of roles in the 1992 Act, any revision that vests inappropriately extensive powers in the Director would be most ill-judged and will be resisted. Our earlier comments about the unsuitability of heroic models of leadership also pertain here.

Chapter VI: “Widening Participation and Lifelong Learning” – Recommendations 20 – 26, inclusive.

One of the basic tenets of the TUI concerns equality of educational opportunity.  The Union believes that every individual should have the opportunity to progress through the education system to a level determined by her/his desire and capacity, irrespective of socio-economic background, disability, ethnicity, or gender.

The Union is also committed to the concept of Lifelong Learning and believes that there must be ongoing provision of and access to education throughout the lifetime of the individual, with access being governed by the need or desire of the learner rather than by his/her ability to pay.

It is generally accepted that there is a wide and unacceptable disparity in participation rates in tertiary education in Ireland between the well-off, who are disproportionately represented, and the less well-off who are chronically under-represented. 

There is also differential participation based on proximity to a Higher Education institution. 

Some efforts have been made in recent years to address this problem by targeting access programmes at (second-level) schools and areas that suffer economic and educational disadvantage. These efforts have enjoyed only limited success, not least because of the very modest funding available. It is increasingly evident that bolt-on access programmes and initiatives are not the most effective way of tackling the problem and that the issue of equality of access needs to be addressed on a mainstreamed, whole-institution basis, with the requisite structural, cultural, academic and managerial changes this will involve.     

While none of the Higher Education institutions escapes censure in regard to low participation by students from the under-represented categories, it is recognised in the Examiners’ report that the IoT sector has been more committed and successful than the University sector in regard to broadening access, in spite of the fact that, by contrast with the universities, the IoTs have been starved of dedicated access funding. The TUI demands the equalisation of dedicated access funding as between the university and IoT sectors. 

The IoT sector has, since the establishment of the Regional Technical Colleges in the 1970s, facilitated access by students of lesser-demonstrated academic achievement.  This continues to be the situation.  The Institutes have been remarkably successful in providing graded educational awards with progression from one award to the next. Students who enrol for certificate courses in the Institutes typically have modest demonstrated academic achievement and, perhaps, relatively limited educational aspirations. However, many of these students subsequently progress through diploma to degree and post-graduate awards.  

It is noteworthy that the development of coherent progression paths and options is now recognised by statute as part of the brief of the National Qualifications Authority and is central to the achievement of the educational and economic aims set out at national and European level. 

The union endorses the view expressed in the report that access must be understood to comprehend completion of tertiary courses of study. Obstacles to retention of students to courses’ end must be removed and the necessary student supports put in place. A primary concern in terms of retention of students and reducing attrition rates must be to build student confidence, especially during the first year of a course of studies. This requires the deployment of significant staff resources. 
Both teaching methodology and class size need to take account of the entry standard and ability range of students. While the IoT sector is not in any way to be characterized as the poor relation of the tertiary education community, providing as it does some of the best degree courses and postgraduate and doctoral programmes, it can be characterized as a sector which provides realistic routes of progression to students with a broad range of abilities. 

Consistent with its policy of supporting increased access, the TUI would advocate the development of a greater number of portals to tertiary education. In addition to the traditional entry portal via the Leaving Certificate and C. A. O. points, the union would support enhanced recognition of Further Education (Post Leaving Certificate) programmes. Accreditation of Prior Learning (including prior experiential learning) is a linked issue which must be addressed for the purpose of increasing access for non-traditional learner cohorts.  

Further Education is a particularly important means of facilitating equality of access.  A significant and increasing proportion of the 29000 students in Further Education are adult learners as the acquisition of FE awards makes possible the later movement of such mature students to tertiary education and helps to address a critical deficit in Ireland – the very low level of participation by mature students. Further Education currently subsists on second-level funding and management structures, which are unsuited to its needs. It must be properly recognised, funded and resourced on the basis that it provides courses that have merit in their own right, awards that are recognised and are significantly placed on the National Qualifications Framework and that it serves the interests of national policy as a bridging mechanism to tertiary education. The structures and resources required are clearly identified in the McIver report, the recommendations of which should be implemented as a matter of urgency.  

Facilitation of access by mature students also requires that attention be paid to family and gender-referenced issues such as the provision or subsidisation of childcare facilities. The guiding principle should be that equality of access demands focus not simply on the individual learner but on that learner in his/her social and familial context.  There is also a need for enhanced support services for mature students including counselling, induction and mentoring.

Greater ease of transfer between tertiary courses and, in particular, between institutions must be facilitated.  A charter/protocol of inter-institution collaboration encompassing all the HEIs should be devised, perhaps under the joint aegis of the NQAI and Tertiary Education Authority.  

· Recommendation 20 
20.  That the National Office for Equity Access to Higher Education be tasked with following up the recommendations of the Points Commission to establish where more needs to be done;

The TUI supports this recommendation and regrets the absence of progress to date in implementing the key proposals of the Points Commission.

21. That the Tertiary Education Authority recognise in its funding formula the additional costs of recruiting and retaining students from disadvantaged backgrounds;

This recommendation echoes the view of the union as presented to the Examiners. It is demonstrably the case that ensuring equality of access to tertiary education can be resource intensive and requires investment in staffing, infrastructure and staff professional development.

22. That every effort be made to increase part-time student numbers as a proportion of total numbers in tertiary education and to this end distinctions between part-time and full-time students be removed for the purpose of the obligation to pay fees and receive maintenance support and that part-time students should count (on a pro rata basis to full-time) for the calculation of recurrent grant;

In this recommendation the Examiners correctly identify a major impediment to equality of access. Part-time study is, for most mature students, the only realistic means of accessing tertiary education. Commitments and opportunity-cost militate against full-time study. The Irish Government espouses the concept of lifelong learning at a semantic level and is party to the aims and processes of the Lisbon agenda. Yet it has done very little of a practical nature to facilitate mature students who wish to access tertiary education. The cost of access, in terms of tuition fees, is prohibitive. Therefore, the TUI supports the Examiners’ recommendation. In so doing we note the lack of congruence between recommendations 22 and 50 and assume that the authors intend that the distinction between part-time and full-time students should be removed (for the purpose of the obligation to pay fees and receive maintenance support) by the abolition of fees for part-time students rather than by the re-introduction of fees for full-time students! If our assumption in this regard is mistaken we would have to conclude that we have greatly underestimated the capacity for cynicism of the Examiners.  

23. That continuing education evening courses (other than those strictly for leisure) should be supported by recurrent grant and should be fully integrated into an HEI’s academic programme;

This too is a commendable, practical recommendation.

24. That the DES and the new Tertiary Education Authority put their weight strongly behind NQAI’s efforts to secure agreement between providers of non-standard qualifications and developing mechanisms to enable the introduction of APEL;

While recognising the complexity of the work involved in facilitating the introduction of APEL, the TUI believes that equity demands and equality of access requires that it be undertaken as a matter of urgency. The unacceptable alternative is that a significant proportion of the Irish population - particularly adults who had completed formal education prior to massification at second and, latterly, at tertiary levels - will continue to be denied the opportunity to resume their education and will continue to suffer the attendant personal and economic disadvantages.  

25. That CHIU and the Council of Institute Directors jointly address the question of issues surrounding retention, in consultation with the Tertiary Education Authority and make a report;

This, perhaps, is more appropriately the business of the National Office for Equity of Access to Higher Education

26. That the Tertiary Education Authority find ways of taking account of wastage figures in the calculation of recurrent grant in order to provide an incentive to institutions to remove some of the structural barriers to retention;

The recommendation is rather oddly framed and seems to propose negative incentives by threatening funding to HEIs with significant attrition rates. TUI would propose premium investment in those HEIs which most fundamentally address access and completion issues, which have the most diversified intake in terms of student background and demonstrated prior academic achievement and which offer, both within the institution and by means of purposeful collaboration with other HEIs, the most coherent and extensive routes of progression (in accordance with the National Framework of Qualifications).

Chapter VII: “Research, R&D and Innovation” – Recommendations 27 – 38, inclusive.

· Recommendation 27: 
27. That public investment in research and R&D needs to be further increased if the requirements of the Lisbon declaration for 2010 are to be met;

This is a statement of the obvious but is nonetheless welcome. The simple fact of the matter is that public investment in research, in common with investment in education generally, is inadequate and lags seriously behind the OECD mean as a proportion of GDP. That this should be the case in a time of absolute and relative wealth is perplexing. The reluctance to borrow to invest in research and in education is misguided and anomalous given that borrowing to invest in other elements of national infrastructure is commonplace.  

· Recommendations 28 to 30 and 33 & 34: 

28. That the institutes of technology should continue to concentrate on applied investment by Enterprise Ireland, and not by the new Tertiary Education Authority, in targeted areas against clear national or regional economic priorities;

29. That resources for research and for research infrastructure including capital resources be better coordinated through closer links between the new Tertiary Education Authority and an expanded SFI (see below) and with universities being funded on the basis that they are required to accept responsibility for major building refurbishment or building replacement within the recurrent resources available to them;

30. That consideration should be undertaken now in respect to the future of PRTLI; 

33. That SFI be confirmed as the national agency for the funding of basic research and publicly funded R&D in higher education and that its powers and responsibilities be extended as described in paragraph 70 and that its board structure be amended to reflect its new role;

34. That the responsibilities and programmes of the Irish Councils for the Humanities and Social Science and for Science, Engineering and Technology should be subsumed under an expanded SFI;
Implementation of these recommendations, and in particular of recommendation 28, would have the effect of marginalizing and ghettoising the IoT sector. However we are given to understand that the suite of proposals has not found favour with government and that it is not intended to limit the IoTs to applied research. That notwithstanding, the TUI wishes to place on record its absolute rejection of the recommendation of the Review team in this regard.

· Recommendations 31 and 32: 

31. That steps be taken radically to expand the numbers of doctoral students in universities with the intention to more than double them by 2010;

32. That degree awarding powers for doctoral awards be concentrated in universities and that, except in the case of DIT, where such powers have been granted to institutes of technology by HETAC they should be rescinded;

We support an expansion in the number of doctoral students provided that this expansion is not confined to the university sector. We trenchantly oppose the disabling recommendation of the authors that powers granted to IoTs to make doctoral awards be rescinded. This smacks of anachronistic elitism that seeks to favour the universities by curtailing the natural and necessary development of the IoTs. Apart from being in conflict with current legislative provision, it would have seriously adverse effects on the competitiveness of the IoT sector and on its ability to discharge its critical remit in terms of regional development. We require an assurance from government that it does not intend to impose this restriction on the development of IoTs. 

· Recommendation 35: 
35. That the Government appoint a Chief Scientific Adviser reporting to the Tanaiste and Minister for Enterprise Trade and Employment who would inter alia be responsible for the coordination of civil science and in particular coordinating the research investment conducted by other departments with that of the expanded SFI and the new Tertiary Education Authority.
Partially implemented.

· Recommendation 36:
36.That a Committee for Research Policy reporting to the   Cabinet be formed which would develop and oversee a national strategy for research, R&D and innovation;

We note that Recommendation 36 has already been implemented in part. It is our view that the Committee for Research Policy must be mindful of the need to maintain an appropriate and mutually supportive balance between the teaching and research functions of HEIs and must recognise the importance to the nation of providing a more rather than less extensive range of courses across the full spectrum of disciplines.

· Recommendations 37 and 38: 
37. That all HEIs should have business incubator units or other facilities to encourage the exploitation of research through spin out companies; every effort should be made to involve private sector finance in such ventures;

38. That the new TEA should fund an expansion of professional research exploitation services in all HEIs and   ensure that HEIs are accountable for such activity;

These recommendations are generally acceptable but only in the context of the regressive recommendations in respect of research activity and doctoral students in the IOT sector being expunged.  

Chapter VIII: “The Strategic Management of the Irish Tertiary Education System” – Recommendations 39 – 48, inclusive.

This is the chapter where ideological push comes to shove. The authors are blunt  (page 44, par. 78) in stating that “Ireland lacks a national strategy for change in the third sector of education and most importantly the alignment of such a strategic agenda with policies for investment and funding”. “Funding policies are powerful tools for change..”, they continue, and “it is essential that the public moneys allocated to tertiary education, research and innovation are directed strategically and with appropriate levels of national accountability so that policy and policy implementation can be evaluated.” Obviously, the Examiners had a view of what such policy should be which differs very significantly from the union’s view. They note that, in many OECD countries, state-funded tertiary education systems are increasingly being opened up “to market mechanisms in order to provide a counterweight to control by the state.” They advocate “a new approach” for Irish tertiary education that is informed both by this international trend and by the “special policy characteristics of the Irish situation”, detailed on page 46 (par. 80). They see funding mechanisms and funding decisions as driving a change agenda. Existing funding mechanisms are described, the new model being developed by the HEA is analysed and the Review team’s proposals are then outlined. Critically, these proposals are predicated upon imposition of student tuition fees.

At various points disparities in funding between the universities (which are favoured by current arrangements) and the IoTs are mentioned 

· Recommendations 39 and 40: 

39. The structure of the new Tertiary Education Authority should comprise a small Board concerned with strategy and resource allocation and two Committees, one for the university and one for the institute of technology sector (see Figure 1); - see Appendix 6

40. The chair of the TEA Board should also chair the two Committees; the post should be publicly advertised;
The proposed composition of the TEA is too narrow. The explicit agenda is to diminish academic representation. Membership of the two committees would be “drawn largely from stakeholder interests outside higher education.” This would be a matter of grave concern to the union as it is evident that educational interests would be subordinate to corporate interests. We will insist upon a larger Board that has no less a proportion of academics than the current HEA and that includes staff representatives along with the current student representatives. 

· Recommendation 41:
41. There should be a National Council for Tertiary Education, Research and Innovation to be chaired by the Taoiseach, which would bring together the relevant Government Departments with an interest or involvement in tertiary education to determine a rolling national strategic agenda for tertiary education and its relation to innovation, skilled labour force and the economy (see Figure 2);

Whether a National Council for Tertiary Education, Research and Innovation is necessary is a moot point. Our concern would be that it might give rise to unnecessary political interference in the operations of the TEA and disrupt appropriate systems of accountability. The Union does, however, favour the development of a “national strategic agenda for tertiary education” and regards this as consistent with the social contract and the conceptualisation of education, at all levels, as a public good. Any such strategy must fully reflect the intrinsic values of tertiary education and not simply address an economic agenda.

· Recommendation 42:
42. Relations between the new Tertiary Education Authority and publicly funded individual institutions of tertiary education should be governed by a contract renewable annually on the basis of an institutional strategic plan approved by the TEA, after a formal face to face dialogue with the institution; 

This recommendation echoes what is currently required of the universities. Consideration of the merit or otherwise of this proposal is largely dependent on clarification of the structures of the TEA, the systems of governance within the HEIs and the order of priority of national policies relating to tertiary education.

· Recommendation 43: 
43. There should be a new model for resource allocation to HEIs as described in figure 3; the first task of a new Tertiary Education Authority should be to devise the detail of the model after consulting on its strategic implications; such a funding model, although containing many common elements should be differentiated between the university and the institute of technology sectors so as to preserve the distinctive roles of the two sectors;

Aspects of Recommendation 43 cause us concern - the proposed Strategic Institutional Incentive Funding, for example, would have the express intention of leveraging “internal institutional change in line with the institutional development plan”. In the context of the governance structures favoured by the authors, such leverage could be most destructive of the essential collegial spirit of HEIs and of particular disciplines therein.

· Recommendations 44 and 45: 

44. The principles which should be incorporated into the funding model should include keeping the core funding block grant as simple and transparent as possible; 

45.The core grant should make provision for long term maintenance of facilities   and buildings;
The TUI would agree that the core funding block grant should be kept simple and transparent and should make provision for long term maintenance of facilities and buildings if we were assured that the level of grant will increase to an extent and at a rate that will reposition public investment in tertiary education in the highest range of OECD countries. This union does not accept that the aim of Recommendation 45 can be realised on the basis of current levels of public investment.     

· Recommendation 46: 
46. Capital funding for new building should be included within the new Tertiary Education Authority’s resource allocation process but should be linked to the strategic funding component which itself should be geared to the achievement of the national strategic agenda;

This recommendation links capital funding with the achievement of the “national strategic agenda for tertiary education” (see recommendation 41). It proposes that leverage on institutional policy be exerted through this linkage. The merit of this depends in large part on the quality and breadth of the national strategic agenda. We note with concern that this “education” agenda, as envisaged by the authors, would have a narrow, economic and labour market focus – “innovation, skilled labour force and the economy.” There is nothing here about overarching and inherently educational principles. For example, the place of the humanities, here as elsewhere in the Report, is not deemed worthy of mention.

· Recommendation 47:
47. There should be a Strategic Investment Fund for National Priorities along the lines of PRTLI and managed by the TEA and a Strategic Fund for Regional Development managed by Enterprise Ireland; both sectors of higher education should be eligible to bid for these funds;
Insofar as this recommendation recognises the central need for enhanced public investment we welcome it. However, the bid process suggested inevitably favours the larger institutions located in the larger urban areas and this may diminish the value to the regions of the Funds.  

· Recommendation 48:
48. The new Tertiary Education Authority should be mandated to publish annually appropriate statistical data about tertiary education to enable an informed public discussion to take place about the extent to which the national strategy agenda is being achieved and to enable institutions to benchmark their performance one with another and internationally;

The TUI favours the development of appropriate mechanisms of public accountability and is concerned about the current inadequacy of statistical data and the attenuated evidential base for decision-making. Therefore, we support this recommendation but caution that our reservations about the parameters of the proposed “national strategy agenda for tertiary education” (that the enhanced data is to subserve) also apply here. 

Chapter IX: “The International Dimension” – Recommendation 49

· Recommendation 49:
49. Irish institutions of tertiary education should market themselves more energetically internationally with a view to doubling the international student population in five years;
This international dimension is dealt with one-dimensionally. International students are regarded as cash cows who confer the collateral benefit of beefing up the research capacity of Irish HEIs. Ireland’s international responsibilities in terms of education for development are ignored by the authors, as are the needs of the increasing - and increasingly diverse - cohort of Irish citizens seeking access to tertiary education. It is no great surprise, given the ideological bent of the Report, that the Examiners regard a student as international only if s/he comes from a nation outside the European Union and is liable for full economic fees. 

TUI is wholly supportive of increasing significantly the proportion of international students attending Irish HEIs provided that this is achieved in the context of increased access for and participation by Irish and European Union students also and of explicit provision for non-fee paying international students whose participation would reflect Ireland’s commitment, as a good member of the global community, to development education.

Chapter X: “The need for Further Investment in Irish Tertiary Education” – Recommendations 50 – 52, inclusive.

50. That, subject to means testing, fees for undergraduate study be re-    introduced and the “Free Fees” policy be withdrawn;

51. That the Government consider schemes, as described above in paragraphs 97 to 99, where the means testing would incorporate the changes proposed by the de Buitleir Report and where institutions, subject to appropriate controls, could set fees, which incorporated the Student Services Charge, above the present “Free Fee” limit and where a loan scheme, financed through the private sector but supported by an interest rate subsidy from the Government, or graduate contribution scheme along HECs lines, would be available to students not eligible for a fee waiver.

52. That if tuition fees are reintroduced it should be axiomatic that the additional income is not offset against reductions in state income and should therefore represent a real and tangible increase in HEIs’ resources.

The Chapter title is a misnomer. This section is an unapologetic pitch for the imposition of tuition fees and it’s tempting to believe that the OECD was invited to conduct a review in large part because of Minister Dempsey’s confidence that they would seek to re-open an issue that became too hot to handle in domestic politics. TUI strongly opposes the recommendations in this section and is pleased to note that Minister Hanafin shares our view. The basis of our opposition is more fully explored in appendix 3 

Appendix 1

Terms of Reference

The context for the review is provided by Ireland’s strategic objective of placing its higher education system in the top rank of the OECD in terms of both quality and levels of participation and by the priority to create a world class research, development and innovation capacity and infrastructure in Ireland as part of the wider EU objective for becoming the world’s most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy and society, as agreed in Lisbon (2000). The challenges of maintaining quality, responsiveness and competitiveness in higher education are a major priority against the background of unprecedented levels of expansion, change and diversification in the sector in Ireland.

The OECD review will evaluate how well the Irish higher education sector is meeting these strategic objectives and will offer recommendations for making further progress. The review will examine the role of higher education institutions as centres of education, knowledge and research in respect of their public, social and economic responsibilities and will consider the interface between the higher and further education sectors in meeting these overall needs. The capacity of the higher education sector for promoting lifelong learning, the transition to the knowledge society, knowledge and technology transfer to the economy and society, supporting spatial strategy, and in meeting the international challenges to learning and research institutions will be key aspects of the review. The comparative Irish performance will be examined by reference to other OECD countries.

More specifically, the review will examine policy issues and option in the following areas:
· Role of Higher Education: The need to ensure that the higher education sector can fulfill the transcending roles of developing students to their full potential and pursuing knowledge for its own sake while being open and flexible in meeting an increasing diversity of needs and 

· demands associated with the knowledge society, lifelong learning, globalisation, meeting the needs of national and regional economies and of local communities, together with contributing to social cohesion and equity.

· Strategic Management and Structure: Structures and arrangements for dynamic overall strategic planning and management of the higher education sector having regard to the need –

· for an integrated and cohesive approach to the development of the roles of different higher education institutions and between those institutions and further education providers,

· to provide for systematic and sustained input to the formulation and review of the main areas of higher education and research policy and planning by the key agencies and interests in interconnected areas of economic, social and cultural developments, and

· for effective approaches to delivering on key strategies, including promotion of equity of access, enhancing the quality of teaching and learning, meeting future skills and research needs for economic and social development, and the development of greater procedural, systematic and institutional transparency in higher education.

· Teaching and Learning: How institutions in the higher education sector might best respond to the needs of their students through the use of appropriate systems of quality assurance to support the highest quality of teaching and learning, facilitating greater levels of participation and completion and developing new and innovating approaches for a more learner-centred approach to the design and delivery of academic and other services.

· Research and Development: Given the increasing importance of research, development and innovation for the knowledge society, examine how research and development in the higher education sector can best be supported and further developed to highest international standards and the outcomes of this knowledge be best applied in support of social, cultural and economic progress having regard to the integral connection between research and teaching and the development of an appropriate balance between these in institutions.

· Investment and Financing: Potential approaches to the future resourcing of the higher education sector and institutions that can best enable achievement of the strategic objectives established for the sector, having regard to the governance, accountability, efficiency and effectiveness requirements associated with the high level of public investment in the sector, broad public policy interests and principles of academic freedom and institutional autonomy.

· International Competitiveness: In the context of growing internationalisation and mobility of students and the need to provide a diversified and world-class higher education system at both undergraduate and postgraduate levels, how a critical mass of consistently high quality and standards can be developed having regard to the promotion of greater inter-institutional collaboration within a competitive national and international environment.

Appendix 2

Chapter 1 – Introduction

1 MACROBUTTON NUMBERING .

The review was undertaken at the request of the Irish Government as part of the programme of OECD Education Committee policy reviews. The team of examiners comprised:

· 
Karsten Brenner (Germany), former Director General, German Federal Ministry of Education and Research

· 
John Dawkins (Australia), Chairman of Elders Rural Bank and Law Central Ltd., and former Minister for Employment, Education and Training, and Minister for Finance, Australia

· 
Bénédicte de Gendron (France), Senior Lecturer, University of Montpellier III

· 
Abrar Hasan, Head of Education and Training, Policy Division, OECD

· 
Aims McGuiness (USA), Senior Associate, National Centre for Higher Education Management, Boulder, Colorado

· 
Jo Ritzen (Netherlands), President of Maastricht University, and Former Minister of Education, Culture and Science, the Netherlands

· 
Michael Shattock (UK), Rapporteur, Visiting Professor, Institute of Education, University of London.

2 MACROBUTTON NUMBERING .

The team visited Ireland from 15 to 27 February and met representatives of the Irish Government from the following Ministries: Education and Science, Finance and Enterprise, Trade and Employment members of the Joint Oireachtas Committee on Education and Science, the Higher Education Authority (HEA), the Committee of Heads of Irish Universities (CHIU), the Council of Directors of Institutes of Technology, representatives of research councils, Science Foundation Ireland (SFI) and other research funding agencies, of educational qualification bodies, of trades unions, and of the Union of Students in Ireland, together with other organisations. It also visited three universities (UCD, UCC and UL) and four Institutes of Technology (Tallaght, Waterford, Cork and Tralee). It received 88 separate submissions from organisations and individuals (Appendix B). The full programme of evidence taking sessions and visits prepared by the Department of Education and Science is given in Appendix C.

3 MACROBUTTON NUMBERING .

The Terms of Reference, agreed with the Irish Government are set out in Annexe A. These terms of reference are wide ranging in that they cover the whole higher education system and invite the examination of policy issues and options in all aspects of the system from its role, its strategic management and structure, teaching and learning, research and development, investment and financing and international competitiveness. In particular the Review was set in a context of the Government’s strategic objective of “placing its higher education system in the top rank of OECD in terms of both quality and levels of participation and by the priority to create a world class research, development and innovation capacity and infrastructure in Ireland as part of the wider EU objective for becoming the world’s most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy and society, as agreed in Lisbon (2000)”. The Review was asked to evaluate how well the higher education sector was meeting these strategic objectives and to make recommendations for further progress.

4 MACROBUTTON NUMBERING .

To assist the Review the Department of Education and Science prepared a very helpful Background Country Report, authored by Professor John Coolahan, (Coolahan 2003/4). The review team are very grateful for this preparatory work and to the authors of the 88 submissions from interested organisations and individuals which it received. The commitment of Ireland to education and, in this case, to higher education was overwhelmingly demonstrated by the extent and the wide ranging nature of advice, guidance and recommendations to the review team contained in these submissions. This commitment was fully matched in the sessions where oral evidence was taken. The review team would wish also to acknowledge the professional way in which the Department’s officials responded to its request for further statistical and other material during the course of the visit and subsequently.

5 MACROBUTTON NUMBERING .

The Review Report refers throughout to tertiary rather than higher education, the term used normally in Ireland, and in our terms of reference. OECD divides tertiary education programmes into type A, which it defines as “largely theoretically-based and designed to provide qualifications for entry to advanced research programmes and professions with high skill requirements” and type B which are “classified at the same level of competencies” as type A but are “more occupationally-orientated and lead to direct labour market access”. Type B programmes are “typically of shorter duration …[and] … generally they are not deemed to lead to university level degrees”. (OECD 2003) In Ireland, the sub-degree programmes offered by the Dublin Institute of Technology (DIT) and the institutes of technology would generally be described as falling into this category while the degree programmes at both the institutes of technology and the universities would be classified as type A. Unless specifically stated the Report does not distinguish between type A and type B programmes. The Report does, however, retain the acronym HEI to describe higher education institutions as being the most easily internationally recognised shorthand for referring to universities and institutes of technology together.

Appendix 3

Chapter XI – Conclusion

6 MACROBUTTON NUMBERING . 
Tertiary education in Ireland is at a crossroads. It is recognised, perhaps more strongly than in almost any other country in Europe, that tertiary education is a key driver for the economy. The Irish tertiary education system has performed well: it has expanded its student numbers by about 2% per annum since the mid 1960s and has reached an age participation rate of 57% with a higher than European average of graduates in science and technology; since the late 1990s it has begun to fund research selectively, has developed a highly focused investment in key disciplinary areas and has committed itself to further investment. Both skilled manpower issues and the need to strengthen the research base to create an Innovation society are thus being addressed, but more investment is needed if Ireland’s national goals are to be realised, and system-wide structural and other issues need to be addressed in order for the investment to be effective.

7 MACROBUTTON NUMBERING . 
We begin with the institutional base. For a country with a population of a little over 4 million, Ireland has a significant number of HEIs and it is essential that their missions are differentiated so that institutions can concentrate on particular defined functions. The present differentiation between universities and institutes should be preserved and we recommend that there should be no further institutional transfers into the university sector. The institute of technology sector has an enormously important role in relation to the regional economies and in respect to a broad range of qualifications and applied research. They need renewed support in respect to student access and retention and for the infrastructure necessary to underpin their role in relation to SMEs and the regional economy. The university sector should be expected to carry the major research role especially in fundamental/basic research. At the moment, policy towards tertiary education is fragmented with universities funded through the HEA and the institutes of technology through the DES and the system needs to be unified under a new Tertiary Education Authority (TEA) whose organisation should be constructed to prevent mission drift in either direction through a funding approach which is based on individual institutional contracts. We make a number of recommendations intended to rationalise and modernize HEI management and governance which are designed to enable institutions to work more effectively and allocate resources against performance rather than on an historical basis. A transfer of the institutes of technology to the TEA would be expected to give them more managerial flexibility and lighten the load of external regulation. We are concerned that higher priority is given to staff development issues such as that, in the university sector, the granting of tenure should be made on the basis of a longer period of service than at present, that there should be more freedom to promote to professorships on the basis of personal performance and that more flexibility should be available in relation to academic salary issues.

8 MACROBUTTON NUMBERING . 
Reform at the institutional level needs to be paralleled at the national level. The new TEA will have the task of unifying the tertiary education system and creating a funding model which embodies strategic considerations much more comprehensively than has been possible under the present structure. This, when combined with the renewable contract with HEIs, will incentivise and reward performance and emphasise distinctiveness of mission. It also needs to make provision within the core grant for the long term maintenance of facilities and buildings which is essential if teaching is to take place in modern conditions and research is to be carried out effectively.

9 MACROBUTTON NUMBERING . 
The great strength of the Irish tertiary education system is the way it has expanded student numbers while preserving quality; the strategic importance of this to the national economy is well recognised. However, this expansion has taken place almost entirely at the 18 to 21 year old level and the beneficiaries have primarily been drawn from the managerial and professional classes. The current forecasts of a further rise in the age participation rate will, unless action is taken, further entrench middle class participation and do much less to expand participation from lower socio-economic groups. Both social equity and economic arguments point to renewed efforts to broaden participation in tertiary education. Partly this is a matter of long term investment in nursery and primary education, partly in strengthening careers guidance and counselling in schools, partly in greatly increasing the proportion of part-time students and facilitating this by treating them on the same basis as full-time students in respect to fees and maintenance support, and partly in re-energising the demand for lifelong learning. We suggest ways in which the new TEA can incentivise action by HEIs but the fundamental requirement is that Government and the tertiary education system recognises the nature of the problem and commit themselves to reversing current trends.

10 MACROBUTTON NUMBERING . 
At the postgraduate level numbers do not match national aspirations and in particular PhD numbers are far too low to service the growing commitment to publicly funded research, to provide an adequate pool to replace existing HEI staff or to work in R&D in the private sector. The numbers need to be doubled as a matter of urgency. This will require a considerable investment programme. Unlike many other European countries Ireland has not so far sought actively to expand the number of international students and at 5% the proportion of international to home/EU students is low. With its current investment programme in research Ireland might have been expected to be more active in the recruitment of overseas doctoral students and we urge that institutions are incentivised to compete internationally for the growing number of international students who wish to study abroad. With many continental European universities now choosing to teach at the postgraduate level in English, Irish institutions are in danger of not participating in a valuable influx of highly motivated postgraduates and of missing out on a valuable source of income. Ireland should be looking to double its international student population in the next five years.

11 MACROBUTTON NUMBERING . 
The second element of tertiary education’s contribution to the economy lies in research. Ireland’s level of investment in research and R&D is currently well below the Lisbon target of 3%, but this is very much because of the low level of industrial investment in R&D, of which indigenous industry accounts for only one third. The Government’s aim is to leverage up industrial R&D spending through a major investment in research in the public sector and particularly through tertiary education. The reform and modernisation of the university and institute of technology sectors are key to achieving the concentration of support and the differentiation of effort that is required. There needs to be much greater coordination of funding for research and for research infrastructure through the new TEA, the SFI and Enterprise Ireland (in respect to the institutes of technology) than exists at present to ensure that HEIs have the infrastructure to deliver research within competitive timescales, and some rationalisation of the many agencies responsible for research funding needs to be undertaken with the aim of making the SFI the major national research funding body analogous to the US National Science Foundation. Tertiary education is, however, only one, albeit a very important, component of the national research environment, and there are a significant number of other public bodies with research resourcing powers. We argue it is necessary to appoint a Chief Scientific Advisor to the Government to coordinate civil science across government departments, along with the expanded SFI and the new TEA, reporting to a new Cabinet Committee for Research Policy which would seek to develop and oversee a national strategy for research and R&D and their links to innovation.

12 MACROBUTTON NUMBERING . 
Throughout our review we have been struck by the consensus about the importance of the contribution of tertiary education to Ireland’s economic future but also by the absence of a national strategy to ensure that the various components are well coordinated to achieve the performance levels that will be required if the nation’s ambitions are to be realised. Tertiary education necessarily falls within the remit of several Government Departments: while it is formally the responsibility of the Department of Education and Science which is the sponsoring body for the HEA, the Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment has a strong interest in it as a prime investor in its research outcomes and their linkage to the economy as a whole, as, to a lesser extent have the Departments of Health and Agriculture. We have recommended, above, specific machinery for the better coordination and strategic direction of research and R&D. We are convinced, however, that the effectiveness of the tertiary education system, and the relevance of its products, is so critical to the long term nature of Ireland’s economy that some permanent overarching machinery is necessary to provide a national strategy for the tertiary education system and its various functions which can guide the work of the different operational levels and monitor the system’s overall performance. We are recommending, therefore, the establishment of a National Council for Tertiary Education, Research and Innovation which, meeting perhaps twice a year, would set targets and review the performance of the system and lay down strategic guidelines to steer the system’s operational machinery.

13 MACROBUTTON NUMBERING . 
The tertiary education system that Ireland needs to sustain the highly innovative economy which is its fundamental objective will require considerable further investment. The system faces substantial capital demands, for new buildings and for maintenance backlogs, and for research infrastructure; rationalisation and modernisation will be costly; the agenda for widening participation, improved retention rates and greater support for lifelong learning will require additional financial support; and current predictions suggest that, in spite of the downward demographic trend, student numbers may continue to rise though at a slower rate than in the past, and that this will accord with the needs of the economy. At the same time there are competing claims for state support from other parts of the public sector, not least from within the education sector itself. We are convinced that these factors point towards the introduction of an enlarged student contribution to the cost of their education. We do not think that this conflicts with the need to widen participation: the abolition of fees in 1995 has had no noticeable impact on the trends in the socio-economic make up of the student body and if a fee policy is constructed appropriately it can increase, rather than lessen social equity. For such a policy to be effective, however, means-testing mechanisms need to be tightened up along the lines of the de Buitleir Report on student maintenance. We have not sought to prescribe the details of such a policy but have chosen simply to outline some alternatives recognising that such details will represent an integral part of the political decision that will have to be taken if fees are to be re-introduced. Without such a policy we believe there must be serious doubts as to whether it is practicable for state funding to meet the demands for additional investment that the tertiary education system requires while seeking to meet other legitimate demands for state finance in the public sector. Failure to invest further in the tertiary education system will put at risk its contribution to strengthening the knowledge economy and realising to the full the innovatory climate which Ireland is keen to create.

Appendix 4

Tuition Fees – TUI Commentary

TUI believes that tertiary education, like education in general, is of fundamental benefit to society at large. Therefore, the union believes that tertiary education should continue to be funded from central taxation in accordance with the European tradition and ethos of the social contract. It is the general European philosophy that society, in providing for the well-being of its citizens, supports a health service, an education service, a social welfare service and other services deemed essential to that society, notwithstanding the fact that some individuals tend to benefit disproportionately from these services. As these services are of general benefit to society, society pays through the taxation system.  This Union supports the funding of tertiary education on this basis.  

It is of course true that there is a general relationship between high educational achievement and earnings.  Tertiary Education graduates are likely to be higher earners than non-graduates. As a consequence, throughout their lifetime, they will pay a greater proportion of tax in discharge of the notional debt they owe to the society that educated them. They will also, if available in sufficient numbers and equipped with the appropriate skills, comprise a gravitational force for inward investment, thereby making an on-going contribution to the national economy.

Were tuition fees for tertiary education to be imposed or extended, students from lower middle class and lower socio-economic backgrounds generally would be prevented in many instances from pursuing courses in Universities and Institutes of Technology - adducing the experience in North America as a rationale for the imposition of fees has little validity given the hugely different social, economic and demographic structures. 

This is equally true of fees by proxy in the form of student loans, repayable after graduation or once employment is secured.  Such a system of loans, even were there to be an interest subsidy, would add a long-term deterrent to the existing short-term deterrents that put students from disadvantaged backgrounds off pursuing courses in tertiary education.  

The union believes that any attempt to impose charges on students, particularly for undergraduate courses, would be repugnant to the concept of equality of access; consequently, TUI would oppose such proposals. Our case is as follows:

· Re-imposition of fees, even if they were payable directly to HEIs, won’t directly or necessarily increase an institution’s funding, not to mention access funding. There are many competing demands and, in the case of some HEIs, the clear imperative (as stated by the institutions) is for additional research funding. The saving to government, equally, would not generate ring-fenced funding for education, much less tertiary education. It is entirely possible that the re-imposition of fees would, in fact, result in reduced exchequer funding of education.

· It is not appropriate to treat participation in tertiary education as a species of discretionary spending on a luxury commodity for which one should be taxed punitively by the imposition of fees - which amount to a tax on education. What is patently lacking at present - and urgently needed - is the political will to increase expenditure on education to a level that reflects genuine commitment to the achievement, among other matters, of targets identified as essential by the Lisbon strategy.

· The increased enrolment of second-level students in fee-paying schools and for-profit centres is frequently adduced by commentators as evidence that fees-free tertiary education has effectively funded elitism at second level with consequent exacerbation of educational inequalities. This proposition is seriously flawed. In the first place, it is itself elitist as it is predicated upon the mistaken assumption that the fee-paying schools and for-profit centres provide a better education than public sector schools. Secondly it is, at best, speculative to attribute increased enrolment in the second level fee-paying sector to the absence of third level fees. There is a range of factors such as increased employment, higher income levels, lower interest rates, increased property values and attendant credit worthiness, media-driven value judgements and misrepresentation and, of course, elitist self-delusion that impacts on increased enrolment in the fee-paying sector. One might as well argue that reduced air fares and holiday costs increase discretionary income and allow parents to pay school fees as argue that such income is generated by the abolition of third level fees.

· It is contradictory to advocate the removal (partial or total) of fees for part-time third level students on the one hand and to advocate their re-imposition for school leavers entering full-time tertiary education on the other. Fees should not apply in either instance.

· Fees represent a punitive form of additional personal taxation applied to nett income. Viewed in these terms, fees are a particularly regressive form of taxation as they disproportionately affect PAYE workers and most especially those on relatively modest incomes. It is arguable that many students from households in this category can progress to tertiary education only because no fees apply. Increased participation since the abolition of fees is, arguably, attributable in significant measure to the capture of this cohort. Whereas conclusive evidence in this regard is lacking, it is not unreasonable to infer that the abolition of fees has enabled students from households with relatively low and moderate incomes to proceed to tertiary education. There is a significant risk that the re-imposition of fees would impede or prevent access by this group. It is simply not acceptable to take that risk. The Enterprise Strategy Group report “Ahead of The Curve” recommends that “the proportion of graduates in Ireland should be in the top decile of OECD countries”. It would be illogical and contrary to the national interest to risk obstructing access to tertiary education for a cohort that has demonstrated an ability and willingness to proceed under a fee-free dispensation.    
· Increased participation by and enhanced access programmes for those currently under-represented should not be at the expense of this PAYE cohort.

· There is a compelling argument that tertiary education should be free to students and funded from central taxation. It is contended that the sons and daughters of the wealthy should not be subsidised by other taxpayers and it is entirely appropriate that there should be a societal and governmental determination not to confer benefit on the wealthy. However, abandoning fee-free higher education is not an effective or honest way of giving effect to that determination which can best be achieved by the application of a genuinely progressive system of taxation. The re-imposition of fees would be a blunt and indiscriminate instrument in this regard. The effect of fees on the wealthy would be negligible whereas their effect on the PAYE sector would cut deep. Government must tax wealth appropriately, directly and transparently.

· Those who complete tertiary courses have greater earning potential and it is argued that they should pay fees that reflect this benefit. This argument relies on a generalisation that seeks to justify the general application of fees. Not all graduates attract high earnings in subsequent careers. They have also, typically, foregone paid employment for three years or more to pursue third level studies in the first place. As often as not, they incur significant debt as third level students (in meeting living costs) that is carried forward as a charge against their earnings. The skills and knowledge that they acquire in tertiary education add value to the domestic economy and, as repeatedly asserted by commentators, exert a magnetic attraction for high-tech, high-spec, knowledge-based inward investment. The re-imposition of fees would tax the torch for daring to shed light. A progressive taxation system, however, would ensure a fair return to the exchequer from those who exploit the earning potential associated with acquiring tertiary qualifications.

· Fees, it is argued, would be payable only by those from households with an income that exceeds a particular threshold. Commentators, in advancing this fees model, pay keen attention to the possible household income thresholds that might apply. While such commentators measure the dimensions of the dog we must take pains to avoid the bite. Any threshold is too low because thresholds change. What is important is the principle and the eventual target. A government might wish to secure agreement to the principle of the re-imposition of fees (or loans - fees by another name) and would presumably be quite happy, initially, to have the threshold set at what appeared to most compliant taxpayers to be a safely high level. It would settle for low returns from fees initially in anticipation of a significant revenue stream in later years. The target is the compliant PAYE taxpayer whose income is declared, assessable and assailable. Typically, as time passed, the threshold would come back to make one’s acquaintance. 

· Access funding to Institutes of Technology lags far behind the level of access funding to Universities. IoTs, however, provide the certificate and diploma programmes that, for a variety of reasons, are more attractive to and accessible for potential learners from under-represented target groups. Parity of funding is necessary and would require very modest additional expenditure. It might, however, have significant effect. This can be achieved without recourse to fees.

· There is also a case to be made for the proposition that young adults who have reached the age of legal majority should all, as individuals, have an entitlement to benefit from fee-free tertiary education. In terms of equity, this recognises the independence of each person. Moreover, the benefit to parents, who might otherwise have to fund the fees, is progressive in nature as the savings relative to income would favour those on modest incomes.  

· The neo-liberal advocacy of the re-imposition of fees has a quaintly anachronistic and paternalistic quality in that it is predicated on the idea of redeeming one’s personal debt to society (and of being made - and kept - acutely aware of that debt). The debt, if one accepts that there is one, can of course be redeemed through a progressive taxation system. What is striking - and unacceptable - is that the neo-liberal view, while informed by a strong sense of individual indebtedness to society, has no sense of corporate indebtedness although there is demonstrable direct benefit to the corporate sector in having a readily available graduate labour pool.

· Very significant additional funding can be raised by the application of an education levy to corporate profits. Corporation tax has been reduced to a level beneath that necessary to maintain economic growth and inconsistent both with equity in taxation and the common good. The funding generated by application of a levy could be dedicated (a) to enhancing participation/access and (b) to facilitating research. A more detailed proposal (presented by the Teachers’ Union of Ireland to the OECD Examiners) is included as Appendix 5.   

· The claim is made by the OECD Examiners and certain other commentators that the abolition of third level fees has failed as a policy. It has not failed. In fact, it has been a resounding success in many respects. Those who expected that it would increase participation by learners from disadvantaged backgrounds were mistaken from the outset. Fees were never a factor in that regard. The paucity of resources at primary and post-primary was, and remains, a factor. The inadequacy of measures to facilitate completion of second level by those learners is a very significant factor – the truth of the matter being that they rarely figure in the Leaving Certificate/CAO points selection mechanism.   The derisory maintenance grants are a factor, for those who manage to complete second level, as is the opportunity cost of undertaking a three/four year programme of study.  The abolition of fees was, essentially, a matter of fairness, of recognising the contribution, the rights and the legitimate aspirations and expectations of PAYE workers. It represented a meaningful extension of the social contract and was a logical and timely expansion of public education provision that was consistent with the earlier introduction of free post-primary education. Further extension of that self-same social contract is now required to encompass the rights and expectations of those who suffer disability and/or economic and educational disadvantage. Curtailment of the now-established rights of the PAYE sector would be an offence to fairness and repugnant to the social contract. In a society which increasingly sees progression to further and/or tertiary education as a necessity and which is committed to the principle of lifelong learning, it can now be legitimately argued that further and tertiary education is no longer a privilege and is rapidly becoming a right.

· Interestingly, there is a measure that would not involve the imposition of fees and that would ensure greater equity. The current scheme of third level maintenance grants is notoriously unfair and has been consistently exploited by some among the self-employed and the farming community. Some 37% of those attending the universities and 47% of those attending the institutes of technology receive maintenance grants under the Higher Education Grants scheme. Given that the parental income threshold stands at a very modest  €38,000 per annum and that students from disadvantaged backgrounds account for percentages in low single figures, one is forced to the conclusion that many among the self-employed and farmers are, shall we say, underestimating their income. The PAYE worker is clearly not among this cohort. If the government wishes genuinely to evince a concern for equity let it eliminate abuse in this area and use the savings to increase maintenance grants and thresholds to realistic levels. 

· A further issue to be borne in mind is the current and prospective future burden of registration fees. These fees, which have increased significantly over recent years, are levied by the HEI and will presumably continue, whether or not third level fees are re-imposed. These registration fees are also a charge against after-tax income, trifling to the wealthy but burdensome to others.

· Student loans were referred to as a possible mechanism for “the individual’s contribution” in the HEA submission to the OECD Review and are warmly referred to in the Examiners’ Report. Money is cheap at present but may not remain so. Loans are more remote and long term and, when proposed, are more easily packaged in egalitarian language but loans might prove to be charters for graduate emigration.  How much more difficult would home ownership be for the encumbered graduate? The loan proposal is inconsistent with the general development of family-friendly policies. Loan repayment, in common with fees payment, will always disproportionately affect those on low or moderate incomes.

· Fees, loans and vouchers would also carry an anti-rural bias and, perversely, would confer further comparative benefit on those living adjacent to higher education institutions, including those living in the areas of greatest concentrated affluence wherein, co-incidentally, one finds clustered the majority of fee-paying second-level schools.
Appendix 5

Levy – TUI Proposal

OECD Review of Higher Education in Ireland

Teachers’ Union of Ireland – Supplementary Submission

At our meeting with the OECD Review team on Friday, 20th February, it was agreed that if the union wished to make a supplementary submission it should do so within a week, that is by Friday 27th. Dr. Abrar Hasan, Chairperson of the team, asked that the submission be forwarded to him.

In particular, the review team expressed an interest in having a more detailed exposition of the TUI recommendation that additional funding for Higher Education be generated by the application of a levy to corporate profits.

In the first instance, we wish to confirm that our recommendation is framed as representing a potential new source of funding and emphatically not as an alternative to exchequer funding of Higher Education. Its effect is additional as opposed to substitutional in character.

Secondly, we suggest a dedicated Higher Education Levy rather than a general increase in the rate of Corporation Tax in order to ensure that the fund that accrues is used for the intended purpose and is not assimilated into general taxation revenue.

It is our view that dedication of the fund in this manner will also facilitate compliance in that:

· the corporate sector derives demonstrable, direct benefit from the availability in Ireland of a highly skilled, graduate labour pool which is the product of extensive higher education provision.     

· The deployment of monies from the Levy fund to improve the research capability of Irish institutions of higher education will enhance the quality of the graduate labour pool, the capacity of the institutions to drive the change agenda, the market responsiveness of both higher education institutions and the economy generally and the sustainability of the enterprises that contribute to the fund

· The levy would represent a tangible contribution by corporations to the achievement of public policy goals, would serve as a demonstration of social solidarity and would go some way to challenging the impression that the corporate sector has no allegiance to the society in which its profits are generated

· The deployment of monies from the Levy fund to increase participation in Higher Education by socio-economic categories that are currently under-represented could have significant effect in achieving greater equity and social cohesion. The premium in terms of economic and social stability would benefit the corporate sector.  

The TUI believes that proceeds of the Levy should be disbursed by the designated funding agencies for Higher Education and not by any government Department, including the Department of Education and Science. We have, in our original submission, made specific recommendations in regard to appropriate agencies and to premium funding for institutions that operate successful access programmes for under-represented categories.

Higher Education Levy - Potential Yield

The revenue that would be generated by a modest levy is considerable. Moreover, it is entirely reasonable to propose such a levy. As the following figures demonstrate, there has been a 240% increase in the yield from Corporation Tax since 1997 in the context of a reduction from 38% to 12.5% in the standard rate over the same period. Were a Higher Education Levy of 2% to have applied in 2003 it would have yielded a fund of €825 million (some five times the cost to the State of “free fees” and in excess of five times the cost of the Maintenance Grants Schemes for 2002/3 when the out-turn was €154 million). 

The standard rate of Corporation Tax in Ireland is low by international standards and, as we have pointed out, has been reduced dramatically in recent years. The application of a Higher Education Levy of 2% would - in the context of this reduction - be no more than a modest re-adjustment and would not inhibit inward investment or employment generation. 

As additional, targeted funding for Higher Education - supplementing exchequer funding - the potential influence of the Higher Education Levy we propose is extremely significant.

	Year
	Standard Rate - %
	Yield - €m
	On Profits of - €m
	2% Further Education Levy – potential yield

	1997
	38
	2,154.9
	5,670.8
	113.4

	1998
	32
	2,614.3
	8,169.7
	163.38

	1999
	28
	3,442.4
	12,294.3
	245.8

	2000
	25
	3,885.3
	15,541.2
	310.8

	2001
	20
	4,143.9
	20,719.5
	414.4

	2002
	16
	4,803.8
	30,023.8
	600.4

	2003
	12.5
	5,156.0
	41,248.0
	825.0


Tuition Fees - Regressive

The re-imposition of student tuition fees on the other hand, as suggested in some quarters, would be socially regressive and would, in any event, realise only a fraction of the potential yield of the Levy we propose. The great majority of Irish adults in employment enjoy relatively modest income levels and are compliant Pay As You Earn tax-payers. A fee, as a proportion of after-tax income, would be punitive and a barrier to participation in Higher Education by the children of many such tax-payers. It would also be injurious to the social contract that underpins the National Agreements that have successfully addressed the unemployment problem that beset Ireland in the 1980s.  

Contrary to the self-serving conjecture in the submissions from the HEA and some bodies representing elements of the University sector, it is improbable that the revenue that would accrue to an institution from fees would, to any strategically significant degree, be directed at improving participation rates by students from lower socio-economic categories. Given the research imperative, it is almost certain that the funds would be deployed in that direction and that pious aspiration rather than substantial, change-making investment would continue to characterise policy regarding equity and access. The Levy we propose would have the advantage, as an addition to exchequer funding, of generating a level of revenue sufficient to make a difference on both the research and access fronts. Its disbursement through the appropriate funding agencies guarantees public accountability and would facilitate strategic targeting. Disbursement on a competitive, outcomes-driven basis and/or on the basis of inter-institutional or regional collaboration could more easily be achieved using this model.

In conclusion,  The TUI would urge the review team to endorse our proposal regarding a Higher Education Levy as a progressive, productive measure to address funding for research and access.  

Figure 1. THE PROPOSED TERTIARY EDUCATION AUTHORITY
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Figure 2.THE PROPOSED NATIONAL STRUCTURE for the GOVERNANCE AND STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT OF TERTIARY EDUCATION


















Figure 3. THE ALLOCATION OF RECURRENT RESOURCES TO TERTIARY EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS
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