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The Hon Dan Tehan MP  

Minister for Education  

Parliament House  

Canberra, ACT 2600  

 

10 September 2019  

 

 

 

Dear Minister  

 

In October 2018, you announced my appointment to undertake the Review of the Higher 

Education Provider Category Standards (PCS) to ensure they are fit for purpose against 

Australiaõs changing higher education landscape, comparable to international benchmarks, 

and accommodating to innovative and changing practice.  

 

I am pleased to present my Final Report to you in your capacity as Minister for Education.  

 

All interested parties were encouraged to participate and share ideas with the Review.  

Some 67 public  submissions were received and extensive consultations were hel d across 

Australia with a wide range of higher education stakeholders and experts.  

 

Underlying this Review is a cognisance of the changing nature of the Australian higher 

education landscape. Institutions will continue to evolve to meet different needs an d 

pathways of students, burgeoning and shifting demand by industry, and new and innovative 

connections and partnerships among institutions, employers and communities. The PCS do 

not, and should not, inhibit our institutions from differentiating themselves and their missions in 

pursuing these opportunities and meeting these challenges.  

 

The recommendations of this Report will enable opportunities to build the cachet of all higher 

education providers across the sector and support their aspirations and growth . In particular, 

the recommendations seek to boost the utility and recognition of categories and bolster 

requirements that support high quality higher education. Above all, the recommendations 

seek to protect both the interests of students as consumers, an d Australiaõs international 

reputation for higher education.  

 

I would like to thank the members of the Higher Education Standards Panel for their prudent 

oversight and support during this Review. I also thank all interested parties who contributed to 

this important activity, particularly the stakeholders who gave up their time to prepare 

submissions and participate in consultations.  

 

I thank you for the opportunity to conduct this Review and commend this Final Report for 

your consideration.  

 

Yours sincerely  

 

 
Emeritus Professor Peter Coaldrake AO    
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Executive Summary  
 

 

The purpose of the Review of the Higher Education Provider Category  

Standards (PCS) is to ensure that, as a discrete component of the national 

regulatory framework, the PCS are, and  will remain, fit for purpose. This involves 

assessing the historical and current utility of the PCS to students, providers, 

employers, the regulator and the government of the day. In other words, the 

essential purpose of regulating the nomenclature of pro viders is consumer 

protection; students and potential students, and the broader community, should 

be able to understand the roles and expectations of the different cat egories of 

educational providers . 

 

The Review recommends the simplification and rebalanci ng of the current 

categories of higher education providers. This involves reducing the overall number 

of higher education provider categories from six to four, by merging and 

rationalising the university -related categories from five to two, and increasing from 

one to two the number of categories catering to those higher education providers 

which are not universities. The latter addresses an issue of under -differentiation of 

such providers in the current PCS.  

 

While universities will continue to predominate  higher education enrolments, much 

of the jobs and skills growth over the coming years will occur in areas spanning 

university, broader higher and professional education, and the vocational sector. 

The recommendations of the Review seek to imp rove  the visibility and utility of the 

PCS as part of the national regulatory framework, and do so through a lens to  

the future.  

  

  



 

vii 
 

Recommendations  
 

Recommendation 1  
There should be a simplification of the current provider categories. Our universities are 

currently over -categorised, while all other higher education providers are grouped in a single 

undifferentiated category.  The current five university categories should be reduced to two 

categories and the current single category for other higher education providers  

(that are not universities) should be increased to two categories.    
 

Current Categories   Proposed Revised Categories  

Higher Education Provider  

Australian University  

Australian University College  

Australian University of Specialisation  

Overseas University 

Overseas University of Specialisation  

 

Institute of Higher Education  

National Institute of Higher Education  

Australian University  

Overseas University in Australia  

 

Recommendation 2  
In line with Recommendation 1, t he current ôHigher Education Providerõ category should be 

renamed ôInstitute of Higher Education õ category to build distinctiveness and to  avoid 

confusion with the broad definition of ôhigher education providerõ under the Tertiary 

Education Quality and Standards Agency Act 2011 . 

 

Recommendation 3  
In line with Recommendation 1, a  new category titled ôNational Institute of Higher Education õ 

should be created to serve aspiration, destination , or progression purposes. This  category will 

be reserved for the highest performing higher edu cation providers which are not universities. 

National Institutes of Higher Education will be recognised for meeting additional criteria to 

those required of other higher education providers outside the universities and will have a 

significant measure of se lf-accrediting authority status.  
 

Item  Related Action  

ôNational Institute of Higher 

Education õ category 

The Australian Government should consider policy 

arrangements that may support high quality providers that 

meet the standards of the proposed ôNational Institute of 

Higher Educationõ category.  

 

Recommendation 4  
The Higher Education Provider Category Standards must enable providers to transition to  

other categories and grow their course and research offerings. This should be  complemented 

by a guidance framework developed by t he Tertiary Education Quality and Standards 

Agency . This will better assist providers in their successful transition to other categories and  

will both encourage and support excellence, differentiation , and innovation.  

 

Recommendation 5  
Along with teaching, t he undertaking of research is, and should remain, a defining feature of 

what it means to be a university in Australia; a threshold benchmark of quality and quantity 

of research should be included in the Higher Educati on Provider Category Standards.   

This threshold benchmark for research quality should be augmented over time.  
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Recommendation 6  
Requirements related to industry engagement, civic leadership,  and  community 

engagement  should be introduced or bolstered in the university categories of the  

Higher Education Provider Category Standards.  Industry engagement requirements should  

also be part of the proposed ôNational Institute of Higher Educationõ category. 

 

Recommendation 7  
To ensure Australiaõs higher education sector is positioned to support innovation , population 

growth, and demand for higher education in the future, t he  Tertiary Education Quality  and  

Standards Agency Act 2011  should be amended to  allow for ôgreenfieldõ universities.   

 

Recommendation 8 
The criteria for seeking self-accrediting authority should be amended to simply and clearly 

articulate the types of self -accred iting authority  (limited and unlimited) that can be 

authori sed by the Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency and the requirements to 

be demonstrated by provider s seeking self -accreditation status .  

 

Recommendation 9 
The essential purpose of regulating the nomenclature of institutions via the Higher Education 

Provider Category Standards is consumer protection. There should be, therefore, greater 

transparency and awareness -raising of the Higher Education Provider Category Standards, 

including the requirements expected of providers by different category type. Thi s will be for 

the benefit of potential students, industry , and employers, both domestic and international.  
 

Item  Related Action  

The National Register of 

Higher Education Providers  

To enable consumers to be better informed of the 

requirements expected of providers registered under 

different categories, the Tertiary Education Quality and 

Standards Agency should provide more descriptive 

information on the National Register of Higher Education 

Providers.  

Tertiary Education Quality 

and Standards Agency 

Provider ID and provider 

category  

To assist in transparency for consumers, all registered higher 

education providers should feature their Tertiary Education 

Quality and Standards Agency Provider ID and provider 

category on relevant public material.  

Communications strategy  To build understanding and recognition of the different 

categories of higher education providers in Australia, a 

concerted communications strategy should be actioned 

with national and international audiences in mind.  

 

Recommendati on 10 
The recommended changes to Part B of the Higher Education Standards Framework 

(Threshold Standards) 2015 (as set out in Appendix D ) should be referred to the  

Higher Education Standards Panel for deliberation. The HESP  will then advise the Minister for 

Education on further required actions.  
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Chapter 1   

Context  and Changing Landscape  
 

1.1 Context  

The Higher Education Provider Category Standards (PCS) are a discrete and important  

part of the Higher Education Standards Framework (Threshold Standards) 2015 .  

The Threshold Standards set the high standards required to operate as a higher education 

provide r in Australia. The PCS describe the different categories of higher education providers, 

and requirements expected of them, for registration by the Tertiary Edu cation Quality and 

Standards Agency (TEQSA).  

 

A key driver for this Review has been to ensure that the PCS remain fit for purpose against 

Australiaõs evolving higher education landscape, accommodate innovative and changing 

practice, and are comparable to international benchmarks. This is important given that 

Australiaõs model for categorising  higher education has remained fundamentally 

unchanged for almost twenty years, and over this period the higher education system has 

experienced significant change.  

 

In undertaking this Review, the PCS have been examined with a range of stakeholders in 

mind : higher education provider s, the regulator , student s as consumers,  employer s, and the 

broader public interest.  

 

Some significant considerations have been  examined. These include the way in which 

Australia continues to define its higher education providers and universities, encourages 

aspiration and excellence, signals and supports differentiation across the sector, and 

optimises the PCS to best meet the full range of  stakeholder needs.  

 

The terms of reference for this Review are set out in Appendix A . The Review process is 

outlined in Appendix B .   

 

1.1.1 Australiaõs Higher Education Quality Assurance F ramework  

Australiaõs higher education sector has established a reputation as an education leader 

globally. This enviable position is supported by Australiaõs higher education quality assurance 

framework . This framework is  comprised of a national regulat ory body for higher education 

(TEQSA) underpinned by strong Threshold Standards. All higher education providers ,  

including universities, must be registered with TEQSA in order to offer higher education 

courses in Australia.  

 

TEQSA was established in 2011 by the Tertiary Education Quality and Standards  

Agency Act 2011  (TEQSA Act 2011) and became operational in 2012. TEQSA protects the 

quality of Australiaõs higher education through its assessment of compliance with the 

Threshold Standards. While TEQSA reports some operating challenges, such as improving 

processing times for applications, 1 the agency  is generally well  regarded within the sector 

and internationally.  

  

                                                           
1 Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency (TEQSA). (2018). TEQSA Annual Report 2017 -2018. pp. 2 -3. Retrieved from: 

https://www.teqsa.gov.au/sites/default/files/teqsa -annual -report -2017-2018.pdf?v=1539560088 .  

https://www.teqsa.gov.au/sites/default/files/teqsa-annual-report-2017-2018.pdf?v=1539560088
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A review of the impact of the TEQSA Act 2011 on the higher education sector was 

completed in 2 017.2 That review was positive about the establishment of TEQSA as the 

national regulator  and noted that the TEQSA Act 2011 is broadly operating effectively and  

as intended. The  review did not recommend changes that would significantly alter the 

regulatory framework or the role of TEQSA.  

 

TEQSAõs assessment of compliance with the Threshold Standards requires evidence of the 

ongoing academic quality and integrity of higher educat ion operations.  The protection of 

the quality of studentsõ educational experience is of prime importance among st the objects 

of the TEQSA Act 2011 and is central to the Threshold Standards.  

 

The Threshold Standards cover different areas of educational experience, including:  

Á student participation and attainment ; 

Á learning environment ; 

Á teaching ; 

Á research and research training ; 

Á institutional quality assurance ; 

Á governance and accountability ; and  

Á representation, information , and information management.  

 

The Threshold Standards inform students and other interested parties of the expectations of 

higher education providers regarding the delivery of higher education in or from Australia. 

The Threshold Standards ensure that the barrier to entry into the higher educ ation sector is set 

sufficiently high to underpin and protect the quality and reputa tion of the sector as a whole. 

These standards  also establish a baseline for operational quality and integrity from which all 

providers can continue to build excellence and  differentiation. The Threshold Standards set 

out the Australian Qualifications Framework (AQF) qualifications offered in higher education ; 

the AQF is the national policy for regulated qualifications in Australian education and 

training. 3 

 

Part B of the Threshold Standards includes the PCS (see Appendix  C). Part B also includes the 

Criteria for Seeking Authority for Self -Accreditation of  Courses of Study , which TEQSA use as 

the basis for granting self -accredit ing authority 4 to higher education providers.  

 

1.1.2 Original Purpose of the PCS and this Review  

The PCS are based on the earlier National Protocols for Higher Education Approval Processes 

(National Protocols) which were first adopted by State and Territor y governments in 2000, 

and then updated in 2007. The National Protocols were used by States and Territories for the 

regulation and accreditation of higher education prior to the establishment of TEQSA in 2011.  

 

The purpose of the National Protocols was  to  assure students and the community that higher 

education institutions in Australia met identified criteria and were subject to appropriate 

government regulation. The National Protocols were designed to ensure consistent criteria 

and standards across Austra lia for the recognition of new universities, the operation of 

overseas higher education institutions in Australia, and the accreditation of higher education 

courses to be offered by non self -accrediting providers. Their development followed the 

attempt by new entrants of uncertain quality to operate in Australia, and the interest to 

protect the reputation of Australian higher education and its established public universities. 

                                                           
2 See: Deloitte Access Economics. (2017). Review of the Impact of the TEQSA Act on the Higher Education Sector ð Final Report . Australian 

Government Department of Education. Retrieved from: https://docs.education.gov.au /documents/review -impact -teqsa -act -final -report .   
3 The AQF is currently under review. See Appendix G  for more information.  
4 Providers with self -accrediting authority have the ability to accredit and deliver courses of stu dy within their institution without relying on 

external accreditation processes, namely that of the higher education regulator, TEQSA. Limited or unlimited self -accrediting authority is 

conferred upon providers who have met the criteria in Part B2 of the P CS. For more information see Section 2.6 .  

https://docs.education.gov.au/documents/review-impact-teqsa-act-final-report
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In particular, the short -lived and contr oversial establishment of Greenwich University as a 

distance educator on Norfolk Island in the late 1990s highlighted the absence of an agreed 

national approach to higher education approvals and, in particular, a lack of protection of 

the term ôuniversityõ. Therefore, around the same t ime, the Government amended the 

Corporations Act 2001 and associated regulations , to protect the title ôuniversityõ in Australia 

(see Section 2.4.1 ). 

 

In 2008, the Australian Governme nt initiated a Review of Australian Higher Education 

(Bradley  Review) to consider the future direction of the higher education sector.  

The Bradley Review focussed on three key themes ð access and participation, expanding the 

number of graduates from Austr alian universities to meet future needs , and establishing a 

national regulatory framework for higher education. 5 A key recommendation was to focus 

on ensuring the quality of the higher education sector and the education it delivers. 

The Bradley Review identified that Australia must enhance its capacity to demonstrate 

outcomes and appropriate standards in higher education to remain internationally 

competitive. It  called for the establishment of arrangements to assure the quality of 

Australian high er education and governance structures to be put in place to assist in 

meeting access and participation  goals.  

 

In consequence, the Bradley Review recommended the establishment of a national quality 

assurance and regulatory agency to support the adoption of a new regulatory framework for 

higher education accreditation  and quality assurance . In 2009, the Government responded 

to the Bradley  Review  recommendation by announcing the establishment of TEQSA as a 

single national regulatory and quality assurance ag ency for higher education. With the 

establishment of TEQSA came new Threshold Standards that were tabled in Parliament 

in 2011. These initial Threshold Standards were largely based on the National Protocols that 

were already in existence at the time and co mprised four separate sets of standards made 

under Section 58(1) of the TEQSA Act 2011: 

Á the Provider Registration Standards ; 

Á the Provider Category Standards ; 

Á the Provider Course Accreditation Standards ; and  

Á the Qualification Standards.  

 

The TEQSA Act 2011 established the Higher Education Standards Panel (HESP) to advise and 

make recommendations to the Minister for Education in setting and varying the 

Threshold Standards. The first task of the HESP was to review the initial Threshold Standards,  

an activity  which took place between 2012 and 2014. The PCS element of the  

Threshold Standards  (Part  B1) was not included in the 2012 -2014 review .6 The HESP at that 

time concluded that provider categorisation is as much a matter of public policy as it is of 

standards for higher education and, as such, necessitated a separate piece of work. 

That examination is the focus of this PCS Review . Part B2: Criteria for Seeking Authority for  

Self-Accreditation of Courses of Study  was included in th at earlier  review ; however , it also  has 

been included in this Review to ensure it encompasses the entirety of Part B of the  

Threshold Standard s. 

 

  

                                                           
5 Bradley, D. (2008). Review of Australian Higher Education: Final Report . p.xiii. Retrieved from: http://hdl. voced.edu.au/10707/44384 .  
6 See: Higher Education Standards Panel. (2014).  Independent Review of the Higher Education Standards Framework. Retrieved from:  

https://docs.education.gov.au/system/files/doc/other/report_on_the_independent_review_of_the_hes_framework_ -_no_logo.pdf .  

http://hdl.voced.edu.au/10707/44384
https://docs.education.gov.au/system/files/doc/other/report_on_the_independent_review_of_the_hes_framework_-_no_logo.pdf
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The revised Threshold Standards were introduced in October 2015 by the then  Minister for 

Education and Training, Senator the Hon Simon Birmingham , and came into effe ct from 

1 January 2017. The three sets of standards addressed in the initial review were significantly 

streamlined and restructured into a single unified framework th at reflected the lifecycle of 

a  typical providerõs operations. Significant effort was made to remove all duplication that 

had existed in the initial Threshold Standards.  

 

1.1.3 Current Role of the PCS 

The PCS play a key role in safeguarding Australiaõs international reputation for high quality 

higher education. The PCS currently fulfil a range of functions, including to defi ne  the 

requirements of different types of providers in Australian higher  education . They are also  

a  regulatory tool for TEQSA during a provider registration or re-registration process. As part of 

the Threshold Standards, the PCS help to  set the high sta ndards required to operate as 

a  higher education provider or university in Australia.  Figure 1.1 sets out the various functions 

of the PCS.  

Figure 1.1: Functions of the PCS  

 
 

In the current PCS, all providers of higher education that gain registration by TEQSA through 

meeting the Threshold Standards become a higher education p rovider. This title signals to the 

public that they are a provider of quality higher education in Austr alia. Those  providers  that 

meet additional criteria may seek approval from TEQSA to be registered in one of the 

university categories.  
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There are currently six categories under the PCS which define expectations by provider type.  

Table 1 .1: Current PCS Category Descriptions  

Provider Category  Criteria Overview  

Higher Education 

Provider  

The provider (Australian or overseas) meets Part A of the Threshold 

Standards and offers at least one accredited higher education 

qualification. The provider must have a clearly articulated higher 

education purpose and commitment to free intellectual inqui ry and 

scholarship. The provider is not required to be engaged in research 

within its fields of study 7 unless offering higher degrees by research . 

The provider  can apply for authority to self -accredit some or all of its 

courses.  

Australian University  

The provider meets the requirements of the ôHigher Education 

Providerõ category, is self-accrediting, conducts research , and 

delivers undergraduate and postgraduate courses of study across a 

range of broad fields of study, including Masters Degrees (Research) 

and Doctoral Degrees (Research) in at least three of the broad fields 

of study it offers.  

Australian University 

College  

The provider meets the requirements of the ôHigher Education 

Providerõ category, has realistic plans to meet the criteria for the 

ôAustralian Universityõ or ôAustralian University of Specialisationõ 

categories  within five years, conducts research , and delivers 

undergraduate and postgraduate courses of study across a range of 

broad fields of study, including Masters Degrees (Research)  and 

Doctoral Degrees (Research) in at least one of the broad fields of 

study it offers.  

Australian University 

of Specialisation  

The provider fulfils the same requirements as an ôAustralian Universityõ, 

but is only required to offer qualifications and con duct research 

within one or two broad fields of study.  

Overseas University  
The provider must be recognised as a university by its home country 

and meet criteria equivalent to the ôAustralian Universityõ category. 

Overseas University 

of Specialisation  

The provider must be recognised as a university by its home country 

and meet criteria equivalent to the ôAustralian University of 

Specialisationõ category. 

 

 

1.1.4 Shape of the Current System  

Australiaõs higher education  sector currently comprises 17 5 TEQSA registered providers , the 

majority of which are registered in the ôHigher Education Providerõ category. Table 1.2 sets 

out the numbers of providers by provider category. 8 Provider numbers fluctuate from time to 

time based on new, expired , or cancelled TEQS A registrations.  

 

 

  

                                                           
7 The terms ôfield of studyõ and ôfield of educationõ are used in this report to refer to the broad (2-digit), narrow (4 -digit) and detailed (6 -digit) 

fields defined by the Australian Standard Classification of Education (ASCED). See Section 2.4.3  for more information about the terms, and the 

Glossary and Definitions  for a full list of the broad fields.  
8 Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency (TEQSA). ( 2019). National Register Summary Table.  Retrieved  03/09/2019  

from: www.teqsa.gov.au/national -register . 

http://www.teqsa.gov.au/national-register
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Table 1.2: Higher Education Providers by PCS Category  

Provider Category  SAA(a)  Non -SAA Total Providers  Student Numbers  

Higher Education Provider  11 120 131 132,951(c)  

Australian University  40 0 40 1,396,633(b)  

Australian University College  1 0 1 1,343(b)  

Australian University of Specialisation  1 0 1 1,569(b)  

Overseas University  2 0 2 310(b)  

Overseas University of Specialisation  0 0 0 0 

Total 55 120 175 1,532,806 
Source:   Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency (TEQSA). (2019). National Register Summary Table.  Retrieved  03/09/2019   

         from: www.teqsa.gov.au/national -register . 

Notes:  

a.  SAA = self-accrediting authority (a provider can self -accredit some or all of its courses).  

b.  Student numbers equate to a headcount of all students based on the latest available full year data.  

(Source: Australian Government Department of Education. (2017). Selected  Higher Education Statistics ð 2017: Student Summary Tables.  

Retrieved from:  https://docs.education.gov.au/node/51301 ). 
c.  As of 3 September  2019, there are 131 providers registered by TEQSA in the ôHigher Education Providerõ category, however, the student numbers 

for this category are based on latest available data from the 133 providers active in 2016. The student nu mbers for this category i nclude   

Avond ale College of Higher Education  (which became an ôAustralian University College õ in August 2019 ). 

(Source: Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency (TEQSA). (2018). Statistics Report on TEQSA Registered Higher Education Providers 2018 . 

p.7. Retrieved from: https://www.teqsa.gov.au/latest -news/publications/statistics -report -teqsa -registered -higher -education -providers -2018). 

 

 

Providers in the university  categories include:  

Á 37 public universities ; 

Á two  private not -for-profit universities (University of Notre Dame Australia  and 

Bond  University); 

Á one  for-profit university (Torrens University  Australia ); 

Á one  university of specialisation  (University of Divinity) ; 

Á two  overseas universities (Carnegie Mellon University and University College London, 

although the latter neither  has a dedicated campus nor offers courses in Australia) ; 

Á one university college (Avondal e College of Higher Education);  and  

Á zero overseas universities of specialisation.   

 

Providers in the ôHigher Education Providerõ category are diverse in their characteristics.  

They vary in size and disciplines offered, from very small niche providers to larger providers 

with breadth of offerings. Providers in this category include:  

Á not -for-profit providers including semi -autonomous Government bodies ; 

Á for-profit providers  (either Australian or overseas -own ed ), some with related 

vocational education and training (VET) provider companies ; 

Á Technical and Further Education (TAFE) providers, where they offer higher education 

qualifications ; 

Á faith -based colleges, some of which are standalone and others which are affiliated in 

a  consortium ; 

Á providers that specia lise in one field  of education and providers that have multiple 

fields of education ; 

Á predominantly online providers ; and  

Á providers that offer AQF L evel 5 or 6 qualifications only and have a relationship with  

a university, or multiple universities, through  articulation and credit recognition 

arrangements.  

 

http://www.teqsa.gov.au/national-register
https://docs.education.gov.au/node/51301
https://www.teqsa.gov.au/latest-news/publications/statistics-report-teqsa-registered-higher-education-providers-2018


 

7 

 

1.1.5 International Comparison of Regulatory Categories  

There are no clear established international norms for the categorisation of tertiary providers 

and , consequently, individual countries  adopt their own approaches. Some categorisation 

structures which embrace a tertiary approach encompass both higher education and VET, 

whereas others, like Australia, focus on higher education. Some countries utilise multiple 

categories for universities ; others prefer just one. Some systems have categories for providers 

that specialise in specific types of education such as maritime studies, military instruction ,  

or First Nations education ; others only have categories fo r comprehensive providers. 

Some countries have systems where institutions can self -assert the ôuniversityõ title in the 

absence of regulatory authority, while others have the title granted by an education 

regulator or ministry of education as part of the process of classifying institutio ns.   

 

In analysing selected systems globally , it is interesting to note that, with six categories, 

Australia  ð for  the size of its population and sector  ð has one of the more prescriptive and 

complex regulatory frameworks for categorising higher education  providers  

(see Appendix F ).  

 

Hence, there  is capacity for Australia to consider a more simplified and streamlined 

approach to its PCS, while taking steps to ensure that the quality of the higher education 

sector remains high. There are some advantages in a simplified framework, especially in the 

context of  adopting a pragmatic ôfit for purpose õ approach . These include  optimising the 

PCS by rationalising any underutilised or inefficient categories  and suppor ting greater clarity 

and ease of understanding for consumers , both within and outside Australia.  Chapter 2  sets 

out additional rationale in favour of simplifying the PCS.  

 

1.1.6 Current Funding Arrangements  

While the PCS are separate to funding, there is a n appreciation that any changes to the PCS 

will need to entertain the possibility of future changes in policy settings, including funding 

implications.  

 

The majority of higher education funding is administered under the Higher Education Support 

Act  2003 (HESA). Funding set out under HESA includes:  

Á the Commonwealth Grant Scheme (CGS) through which the Australian Government 

subsidises tuition costs for domestic higher education students via Commonwealth 

Supported Places ( CSPs); 

Á the Higher Education Loan Pr ogram (HELP) which provides income contingent loans 

to help students meet their study costs through programs including HECS -HELP,9  

FEE-HELP,10 SA-HELP,11 and OS -HELP;12 and  

Á research block grants which provide block funding to eligible higher education 

provid ers for research and research training.  

 

The following Table  1.3 provides an overview of provider access to funding under HESA. 

A more detailed list is available at Appendix E .  

  

                                                           
9 HECS-HELP is a loan that helps students pay for their tuition fees if the student is enrolled in a CSP.  
10 FEE-HELP is a loan that helps students pay for all or part of their tuition fees if they are full fee -paying students at an approved higher 

educatio n provider.  
11 SA-HELP is a loan that helps students pay for all or part of their annual Student Services and Amenities Fee (SSAF).  
12 OS-HELP is a loan for students enrolled in a CSP who want to study some of their course overseas.  
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Table 1.3: Provider Access to Funding under HESA  

Provider category  Number of 

providers in 

provider 

category (a)  

Number of 

providers that 

currently 

receive 

CGS(b)   

Number of 

providers 

currently 

approved to 

offer FEE-

HELP(c)   

Number of 

providers 

allocated 

research 

block  

grants (d)  

Higher Education Provider  131 5 94 1 

Australian University  40 38* 40 40 

Australian University College  1 1 1 0 

Australian University of Specialisation  1 0 1 1 

Overseas University  2 0 2 0 

Overseas University of Specialisation  0 0 0 0 

Note:  

*  The two universities that do not currently receive  CGS are Bond University and Torrens University Australia.  

 

Sources:  

a.  Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency (TEQSA). (2019). National Register Summary Table.  Retrieved  03/09/2019   

from: www.teqsa.gov.au/national -register . 

b.  Higher Education Support Act  2003, Commonwealth Grant Scheme Guidelines 2012  and Australian Government Department of Education 2019  

Higher Education Providerõs 2018-2020 Commonwealth Grant Scheme Funding Agreements . Retrieved from: 

https://docs.education.gov.au/node/49011 .  

c.  Higher Education Support Act  2003 and Australian Government Department of Education 2019.  

d.  Higher Education Support Act  2003, Other Grants Guidelines (Research) 2017 , Commonwealth Scholarships Guidelines (Research) 2017 , 

and Australian Government Department of Education . (2019). 2019 Research Block Grant Allocations . Retrieved from: 

https://docs.education.gov.au/node/51901 . 

 

 

While the share of Australian Government funding to higher education is weighted towards 

universities, this is a consequence of public policy choice and the current way in which 

higher education funding is administered, rather than the method in which providers are 

categorised within the PCS.   

 

1.2 Changing Landscape  

Since the establishment of the National Protocols in 2000, Australiaõs higher education sector 

has experienced significant change to the l andscape in which it operates.  

 

Over the last 20 years, there has been an almost doubling of the number of students in higher 

education in Australia, with an overwhelming majority studying at universities  (see Figure 1.2) . 

In 2000, fewer than 16 per cent of A ustralians aged 15 -64 held at least a B achelor 

qualification. In 2018, that figure is more than 31  per cent. 13  

 

                                                           
13 Comparison of Austra lian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) Survey of Education and Work data from 2000 to 2018.  

Retrieved from: https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/mf/6227.0 .  

http://www.teqsa.gov.au/national-register
https://docs.education.gov.au/node/49011
https://docs.education.gov.au/node/51901
https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/mf/6227.0
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Figure 1.2: Student Numbers by Provider Type 14 

 
 

International education is now Australiaõs fourth largest export, worth $35.2 billion to the 

economy in 2018 15 and supporting over 240,000 jobs nationally. 16 International students 

currently make up around a quarter of all higher education students in Austra lia;17 in 2000, 

there were just over 95,000 international students studying in higher education in Australia, 18 

today,  that number has more than quadrupled to just over 431,000. 19 The largest international 

student source countries (China and India) represent two important and rapidly growing 

bilateral partners for Australia. 20 Much of that international student presence is concentrated 

in business-related disciplines, an interesting quality and risk issue in its own right.  

 

Over the last twenty  years, technology and its application, the changing nature of work and 

industries, global connection and mobility, shifting demographics , and the preferences of 

consumers have  all  continued to influence new and different approaches to higher 

education as the sector  has respond ed  to emerging needs, challenges , and opportunities. 

Concepts such as massive open online courses (MOOCs), micro -credentials,  and  degree 

apprenticeships  did not exist 20  years ago. The demand for higher education qualifications 

by emp loyers has become a global phenomenon as countries increasingly shift to 

knowledge -based economies. Massification of higher education  has also increased  

competition for Australia as other countries  also position themselves to cater to the global 

appetite f or higher education .    

 

                                                           
14 Australian Government Department  of Education. (2018). Selected Higher Education Statistics ð 2017 Student Summary Tables .  

Retrieved  from: https://docs.education.gov.au/node/51311 . (Latest publicly available full year data).  
15 Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2018). International Trade: Supplementary Information, Financial Year, 2017 -18.  

Retrieved from: https://www.abs .gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/Lookup/5368.0.55.003Main+Features12017 -18?OpenDocument . 
16 Australian Government Department of Education. (2018). Jobs Supported by International Students Studying in Australia.  

Retrieved from: https://internationaleducation.gov.au/research/Research -Snapshots/Documents/RS_Job%20supported.pdf . 
17 Australian Government Department of Education. (2018). Selected Higher Educ ation Statistics ð 2017 Student Summary Tables . 

Retrieved  from: https://docs.education.gov.au/node/51311 . (Latest publicly available full year data).  
18 Australian Government Department of Education. (2014). Higher Education Students Time Series Tables ð Selected Higher Education Statistics 

2000. p.37. Retrieved from: https://docs.education.gov.au/n ode/35519 .  
19 Australian Government Department of Education. (2018). Selected Higher Education Statistics ð 2017 Student Summary Tables . 

Retrieved  from: https://docs.education.gov.au/node/51311 . (Latest publicly available full year data).  
20 Australian Government Department of Education. (2019). Student Numbers . Retrieved from: 

https://internatio naleducation.gov.au/research/DataVisualisations/Pages/Student -number.aspx . 

https://docs.education.gov.au/node/51311
https://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/Lookup/5368.0.55.003Main+Features12017-18?OpenDocument
https://internationaleducation.gov.au/research/Research-Snapshots/Documents/RS_Job%20supported.pdf
https://docs.education.gov.au/node/51311
https://docs.education.gov.au/node/35519
https://docs.education.gov.au/node/51311
https://internationaleducation.gov.au/research/DataVisualisations/Pages/Student-number.aspx
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About two -thirds of the projected national employment  growth  over the next five to ten 

years will occur in the fields of health care and social assistance, construction, education 

and training , and professional, scientific , and technical roles. 21 Of all those, roles providing 

pastoral and personalised care to our young, our sick, our elderly , and our disabled will be 

especially important areas of cont ribution to employment growth. Some roles across the 

above areas will requir e university -level education ; for example, many of those in big data 

analysis, software applications, artificial intelligence, cybersecurity , and digital  

transformation. But the number of those IT -related jobs is likely to be dwarfed by the labour 

force ne eds of nursing, applied health care (especially for dementia and disability), 

teaching , and early years learning. 22 It is also the case that providing for those employment 

needs, and delivering services to the community, will pose very different challenges in 

different parts of the nation. We already experience significant challenges in attracting and 

retaining professional expertise in regional centres  and remote communities. For example, 

there is already a significant digital divide between city and countr y, reflected in lower levels 

of home -based work and lower levels of take -up of online government services in rural areas 

compared with larger urban centres .23 Australiaõs higher education sector will need to 

continue to strengthen and innovate as it responds to these emerging needs and 

challenges . 

 

To support these efforts, i t is critical that the structures set in place for Australiaõs higher 

education sector enable, rather than impede, innovation while also maintaining a high 

expectation of quality. This all assumes a need for  a  PCS framework  that will be fit for purpose 

and be helpful to the sector as it seeks to equip students and communities for a changing 

future.  

 

1.2.1 Student Pathways  

While this Review focus ses on a discrete element of the tertiary landscape in Australia ð the 

categorisation of higher education providers ð it is important to be cognisant of the full range 

of consumer options that prospective students could consider upon e ntering post -school 

ed ucation.  

 

In addition to a strong higher education sector, Australia has a substantial VET system. 

There are currently around 5,000 Registered Training Organisations ( RTOs) in Australia 

including TAFE providers , adult and community education providers,  pr ivate providers, 

community organisations, industry skill s centres , and commercial and enterprise training 

providers. 24 Students studying an approved VET course may be eligible for a  Commonwealth  

income contingent loan  through VET Student Loans (which replaced the VET FEE -HELP 

scheme on 1  January 2017). Students may also be  eligib le for State -level  subsidised funding.  

 

The higher education (universities and other higher education providers) and VET sectors in 

Australia serve students in different and complementary ways. It is important that students 

have the full range of choices presented to them with all the benefits and differences 

evident; these include course costs, differences in outcomes and teaching styles, and t he 

range of prospects that are fit for purpose for each individual studentõs needs.  

  

                                                           
21 Australian Government Department of Jobs and Small Business. (2018). 2018 Employment Projections for the Five -Years to May 2023. 

Retrieved  from: http://lmip.gov.au/default.aspx?LMIP/EmploymentProjections .    
22 ibid.  
23 Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2018). 8146.0 - Household Use of Information Technology, 2016 -17. Retrieved from: 

https://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/Lookup/8146.0Main+Features12016 -17?OpenDocument .  
24 Australian Skills Quality Authority (ASQA). (2019). About RTOs . Retrieved from:  

https://www.asqa.gov.au/about/australias -vet -sector/about -rtos.  

http://lmip.gov.au/default.aspx?LMIP/EmploymentProjections
https://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/Lookup/8146.0Main+Features12016-17?OpenDocument
https://www.asqa.gov.au/about/australias-vet-sector/about-rtos
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òThe difference between higher education and VET is becoming less distinct 

overtime. While VET may once have been focused on competency based 

training in relation to tr aditional trades and higher education associated with 

preparing graduates for the professions, there is little doubt that as we move into 

the 4 th industrial revolution, the distinction between the two sectors is 

diminishingó. 

 

National Tertiary Education Union submission to the PCS Review 2019, p.3  

 

 

While higher education has typically been more curriculum based and VET more 

competency based, this distinction is becoming increasingly blurred as providers seek to 

meet the needs of students and employers, including through dual sector provider models. 25 

Both  lead to recognised Australian qualifications within the AQF and can have strong 

graduate outcomes.  

 

However, there exists a sharp public focus and recognition of the advantages of university 

education. More than 50 per cent of young people who seek to undertake post -secondary 

education initially aspire to go to university. 26 This university-centr ed  mindset will need to shift 

if Australia is to meet its future workforce demand s and economic potential . As such, the 

tertiary pathway perspective for students needs to be reframed , from one where universities 

are viewed by many to be, essentially, the ôonly game in townõ, to one where the roles, 

advantages , and likely outcomes of different pathways for students across Australiaõs tertiary 

education landscap e are seen clearly and more complementar ily.  

 

This PCS Review, while focussing on the higher education sector, will seek to address the need 

for a shifting perspective of post -school options among students and  the broader community.  

 

1.3 Relationship with Other Reviews  

This PCS Review has been conducted in proximity to a number of other important reviews, 

including the:  

Á Review of the Australian Qualifications Framework, led by Professor Peter Noonan ;    

Á Strengthening Skills: Expert Review of Australiaõs Vocational Education and Training 

System, led by the Honourable Steven Joyce ; 

Á Independent Review into Regional, Rural and Re mote Education,  led by 

Emeritus Professor John Halsey ; 

Á Performance -Based Funding for the  Commonwealth  Grant Scheme,  led by 

Professor Paul Wellings CBE; and  

Á Independent Review of Freedom of Speech in Australian Higher Education Providers,  

led by the Hon ourable Robert French AC . 

 

While the PCS constitute a discrete part of the regulatory standards for the Australian higher 

education sector, the PCS cannot be viewed sensibly in isolation from this other work and the  

respective  findings. This will ensure that the PCS are complementary to other efforts and 

reform. A summary of these Reviews a nd their potential interactions with the PCS Review are 

set out in Appendix  G.  

                                                           
25 A dual sector provider is registered with both TEQSA and the Australian Skills Quality Authority (ASQA) (or in s ome cases a state regulator) and 

offers both higher education and vocational education courses.  
26 Australian Government Department of Education. (2017). Longitudinal Surveys of Australian Youth, 2009 cohort (version 8.0)  Retrieved from: 

https://dataverse.ada.edu.au/dataset.xhtml?persistentId=doi:10.4225/87/6BW27V .  

https://dataverse.ada.edu.au/dataset.xhtml?persistentId=doi:10.4225/87/6BW27V
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Chapter 2   

Key Issues  
 

 

The public submission and consultation process for this Review ( Appendix B ) demonstrates 

that the majority of Australian universities are comfortable with the  current  PCS. Other higher 

education providers , however, are distinctly  less so. The discomfort from those in the  

ôHigher Education Providerõ category predominantly relates to perceptions of  a  lack of  

prestige and differential regulatory requirements , including student funding matters .  

Overall, stakeholders acknowledge the contribution of the PCS in safeguarding Australiaõs 

high quality education system and international rep utation. Most stakeholders support 

refinements to the current PCS to improve their utility and operation.  

 

 

òAny revision to the PCS must be framed around enhanced quality. It is critically 

important to maintain Australiaõs excellent international reputation for quality 

higher educationó.  

 

Group of Eight submission to the PCS Review 2019, p.3  

 

 

This chapter outlines the key issues raised through the public submission and consultation 

process, and puts forward recommendations in response to these concerns. Key issues 

broadly fall into the following themes:  

Á Fit for purpose  ð ensuring the categorie s are fit for purpose for all stakeholders, including 

students, the regulator , and the education sector, both now and into the future ; 

Á Lifting cachet  and reputation ð lifting  the cachet of all higher education providers, 

creating greater differentiation of  provider types ; and  

Á Brand protection  ð protecting the international reputation o f ôbrand Australiaõ and 

confirming the roles and function s of universities in Australia.  

 

Chapter 3 will then  provide an overview of the proposed  revised  PCS model and examin e 

how the PCS will serve the needs of students, the regulator, the sector , and the broader 

community , thus ensuring  the PCS are  ôfit for purpose õ into the future. 

 

2.1 Simplification of the PCS  

The PCS currently comprise six categories encompassing 175 TEQSA registered higher 

education providers. 27 The majority of these providers are  concentrated in two of the 

provider categories ð the ôAustralian Universityõ category (40 providers) and the  

ôHigher Education Providerõ category (131 providers). 28 The other four categories have been 

underutilised , suggesting a lack of obtainability or relevance due, in part, to technical issues . 

Additionally  the ôHigher Education Providerõ category is too undifferentiated given the large 

number and diverse nature o f providers in that category . Comparison of Australiaõs 

categorisation of higher education providers internationally demonstrates that, for the size of 

its population and sector, the Australian categorisation is overly complex (see Appendix F ). 

                                                           
27 Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency (TEQSA). (2019). National Register Summary Table.  Retrieved  03/09/2019  

from: www.teqsa.gov.au/national -register . 
28 ibid.  

http://www.teqsa.gov.au/national-register
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2.1.1 ôAustralian University Collegeõ Category  

Historically in the Australian context, university colleges were institutions that did not generally 

have degree conferring powers and functioned as arms of an established university. 

The expectation was that these institutions could, in time, become fully -fledged universities. 29 

Indeed,  many of Australiaõs current universities began as university colleges under this model. 

The earliest example is the University of New England which was originally established in 1938 

as the New  England University College, a college of the Universi ty of Sydney, before 

becoming a fully independent university in 1954. 30 Similarly, the institution which became  

James Cook University in 1970 began as an annex of the University of Queensland. 31 A more 

recent example is the Sunshine Coast University College , which opened in 1996 before 

transitioning to full university status as the University of the Sunshine Coast in 1999. 32  

 

Under the PCS, the ôAustralian University Collegeõ category is a transitional category for a 

higher education provider with realistic and achievable plans to become an  

ôAustralian Universityõ within five years. Providers are required to self-accredit and deliver 

undergraduate courses across a range of broad fields of study. This includes postgraduate 

(coursework) courses in three broad fields of study and higher degrees by research in at least 

one broad field (as opposed to three broad fields  as required in the ôAustralian Universityõ 

category). At  present, the category only has one registered provider, Avondale College of  

Higher Educat ion. TEQSA approved Avondale Collegeõs application for category change in 

late August 2019, the first and only successful application to the ôAustralian University Collegeõ 

category since TEQSAõs establishment in 2011.33  

 

The underutilisation of the ôAustralian University Collegeõ category and its continued utility and 

necessity has been a topic of some contention throughout this Review. A small number of  

stakeholders believe that, with amendments to the criteria, there is value in retaining the 

category, p articularly given:  

Á the historical context of university colleges in Australia;  

Á the domestic and international recognition of the term ôuniversity collegeõ as a 
degree conferring institution;  

Á the intended transitional nature of the category; and  

Á the ability  for those successful in meeting the category requirements to adopt the 

ôuniversityõ title. 

However, most  stakeholders supported the removal of the ôAustralian University Collegeõ 

category  altogether , for a range of reasons explored below.  

 

The current ôAustralian University Collegeõ category requires providers to have òrealistic and 

achievable plans to meet all the criteria in the ôAustralian Universityõ category within five 

years of its approval to use the title ôAustralian University Collegeõó.34 There is a general 

consensus that providers are highly unlikely to achieve the transition within the five year 

timeframe unless they are already mostly meeting the requirements of the ôAustralian 

Universityõ category at time of entry to the ôAustralian University Collegeõ category.  

Therefore, there i s a perceived level of redundancy with the category itself.  

 

  

                                                           
29 Coaldrake, P. and Stedman, L. (1998). On the Brink: Australiaõs Universities Confronting Their Future. University of Queensland  

Press: St Lucia, QLD. p.11. 
30 University of New England. (2019). About UNE . Retrieved from: https://www.une.edu.au/about -une .  
31 James Cook University. (2019). History of JCU . Retrieved from: https://www.jcu.edu.au/about -jcu/history .  
32 University of the Sunshine Coast. (2019). History and Growth . Retrieved from:  

https://www.usc.edu.au/explore/vision/history -and -growth .  
33 Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency. (2019). TEQSA approves application for an Australian University College . Retrieved from: 

https://www.teqsa.gov.au/latest -news/articles/teqsa -approves -application -australian -university -college .  
34 Higher Education Standards Framework 2015 . Part B1.3.1. Retrieved from: 

https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/F2015L01639/Html/Text#_Toc428368878 .  

https://www.une.edu.au/about-une
https://www.jcu.edu.au/about-jcu/history
https://www.usc.edu.au/explore/vision/history-and-growth
https://www.teqsa.gov.au/latest-news/articles/teqsa-approves-application-australian-university-college
https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/F2015L01639/Html/Text#_Toc428368878
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Furthermore, this timeframe requirement acts as a disincentive for providers, as failure to 

achieve ôAustralian Universityõ status may potentially result in perceived  ôrelegationõ.  

Such an outcome would represent  òsubstantial reputational risk for any provider considering 

this pathó.35 

 

Stakeholders also argue that the gap between achieving unlimited self -accrediting authority 

as a provider in the ôHigher Education Providerõ category and applying for the  

ôAustralian University Collegeõ category is too large. It is a challenge for higher education 

providers to meet the increased research benchmarks required by the ôAustralian University 

Collegeõ category. This is particularly the case considering there is an expectation that 

aspiring higher education providers demonstrate a research profile of achievement and 

performance that compares favourably against existing Australian universities .  

 

The difficulties are compounded when those seeking to enter the ôAustralian University Collegeõ  

category (or indeed, any other university category) are precluded from accessing public 

research funding in order to help boost their research profiles. Althou gh other so urces of 

funding are available, it is difficult for a higher education provider to be òable to mount a 

credible bid for a university category, except in fields of education that do not require 

mobilising significant amounts of capital for resear ch infrastructureó.36 This is because 

university research is òtypically not self-financing [and] public research funding is primarily 

awarded according to past research performance, which makes it hard for new universities 

to build research outputó.37 Therefore, the lack of access to research funding for providers in 

the current ôHigher Education Providerõ category can make it challenging for providers to 

compete on the same scale or to the same quality as universities. Some stakeholders suggest 

that the cate gory should be amended to require research and scholarship appropriate to 

institutional size and mission.  

 

 

òThe expectation that aspiring higher education providers can demonstrate 

research that benchmarks favourably against existing universities is unrealistic 

given vastly different operating contexts and funding arrangementsó. 

 
Alphacrucis College submission to the PCS Review 2019, p.7  

 

 

In an Australian context, the term ôcollegeõ can be used to represent a range of provider 

types including high schools, residential facilities , and existing institutions in the  

ôHigher Education Providerõ category. Internationally, the use of the term ôcollegeõ can 

range from extremely prestigious higher education institutions to more community -based 

tertiary educ ation providers. There are also concerns from some stakeholders that the title 

has òthe potential to dilute the value of the term ôuniversityõó,38 particularly if requirements for 

the category are loosened  to enable it to be more accessible for providers.  

 

This Review is mindful that, during the submission and consultation process , a number of 

providers  indicated their intent to apply for ôAustralian University Collegeõ status, highlighting 

the importance of maintaining some form of  transitional category fo r providers who aspire for 

higher recognition and to one day become a n ôAustralian Universityõ in their own right.   

  

                                                           
35 Independent Higher Education Australia submission to the PCS Review. (2019). p.8. Retrieved from: 

https://submissions.education.gov.au/Fo rms/HEPCS/Documents/Independent -Higher -Education -Australia.pdf   
36 Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency (TEQSA) submission to the PCS Review. (2018). p.14. Retrieved from: 

https://submissions.education.gov.au/Forms/HEPCS/Documents/Tertiary -Education -Quality -and -Standards -Agency.pdf .  
37 Norton, A., Cherastidtham, I., and Mackey, W. (2018). Mapping Australian Higher Educatio n 2018. Grattan Institute. p.13.  

Retrieved from: https://grattan.edu.au/wp -content/uploads/2018/09/907 -Mapping -Australian -higher -education -2018.pdf .  
38 Edith Cowan University submission to the PCS Review. (2019). p.1. Retrieved from: 

https://submissions.education.gov.au/Forms/HEPCS/Documents/E dith -Cowan -University.pdf .  

https://submissions.education.gov.au/Forms/HEPCS/Documents/Independent-Higher-Education-Australia.pdf
https://submissions.education.gov.au/Forms/HEPCS/Documents/Tertiary-Education-Quality-and-Standards-Agency.pdf
https://grattan.edu.au/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/907-Mapping-Australian-higher-education-2018.pdf
https://submissions.education.gov.au/Forms/HEPCS/Documents/Edith-Cowan-University.pdf
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In carefully considering the views of all stakeholders, this Review supports removing the 

ôAustralian University Collegeõ category in favour of an overall rebalanced  categorisation 

structure  (two categories for universities and two categories for higher education providers  

which are not universities) . This Review supports strong protection of the established 

reputation and cachet of univers ities in Australia, while  also seeking to lift  the identity and 

recognition of other higher education providers. It is proposed that this  approach  is 

supported through the establishment a new category for high -achieving higher education 

providers, enabling  institutions to differen tiate themselves through meeting  higher standards 

and having  the option to transition to university status at their own pace (see Section  2.2.5). 

 

It will be important that the one recent entry to the ôAustralian University Collegeõ category, 

Avondale College, is not disadvantaged by the changes recommended in this Review.  

This is also important for any higher education providers that may successfully enter  

the ôAustralian University Collegeõ category prior to any changes to the PCS being adopted . 

This may require the legislative instrument giving effect to the recommendations of this 

Review to provide for appropriate transition arrangements.  

 

2.1.2 ôAustralian University of Specialisationõ Category  

The ôAustralian University of Specialisationõ category is reserved for providers that fulfil the 

same requirements as an ôAustralian Universityõ but only  deliver  qualifications and conduct 

research within one or two broad fields of education.   

 

At present, the category only has one registered provider, the University of Divinity. Some of 

the reasons stakeholders  propose  for the lack of uptake of this category  (and, indeed, the 

ôAustralian Universityõ category) include:  

Á the challenge for an existi ng provider in the ôHigher Education Providerõ category to 

confer D octoral degrees for at least five years with self -accrediting authority ; 

Á a lack of mentoring mechanisms available to  new players in the market ; and  

Á the requirement to compare prospective universities of specialisation against the 

same benchmarks (including research) as existing and publicly funded Australian 

universities. 

 

A further complication with the ôUniversity of Specialisationõ category is that applicants for 

the category must only offer courses in one or two broad Australian Standard Classification 

of Education ( ASCED) fields of education. This requirement òeffectively limits the term 

ôspecialisationõ to pre-defined Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) reporting fields as opposed 

to equally valid alternative determinantsó.39 This may restrict some potential applicants from 

applying and receiving ôUniversity of Specialisation õ status. For example, it may be 

challenging for a First Nations university to meet the requirements given that  Indigenous 

research could be conducted across all broad fields of education. One suggestion is to add 

a field of education code for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander research, but òit would be 

unreasonable for an entity to have to wait for such an ali gnment in order to move forward 

with university aspirations, particularly in circumstances where all other specialisation criteria 

are being metó.40 

 

Some stakeholders believe, too, that the ôAustralian University of Specialisationõ category 

should be remov ed as the requirement for research in only one or two broad fields is not 

viewed as adequate or broad enough to warrant the title ôuniversityõ.  

 

                                                           
39 Batchelor Institute submission to the PCS Review. (2019). p.2. Retrieved from: 

https://submissions.education.gov.au/Forms/HEPCS /Documents/Batchelor -Institute.pdf .  
40 ibid.  

https://submissions.education.gov.au/Forms/HEPCS/Documents/Batchelor-Institute.pdf
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However, t here is merit in continuing to have available a suitable category for those 

providers wishing to specialise in one or two broad fields of education and also attain 

university status. Universities of specialisation can offer an extra layer of diversity to Australiaõs 

higher education landscape and can be leaders in teaching and research. Internationally, 

there are a number of highly regarded univers ities with a specialised focus  in a range of fields 

including fine arts, performing arts, sport , and law . These include, for example:  

The  Rockefeller Univers ity in the United States which specialises in biomedical science, 

chemistry , and physics , and whose scientists have w on a collective 25 Nobel Prizes; 41 

The  London School of Economics and Political Science, one of the foremost social science 

universities in the world ; and  the University of the Arts London . The latter focusses  on fashion, 

design and communication.   

 

During the public consultation and submission process, a number of providers in the current 

ôHigher Education Providerõ category indicated their intent to apply for ôUniversity of 

Specialisationõ status. As such, it can be argued that the category has the potential to grow 

in the future and , therefore , is still fit for purpose, despite its current underutilisation.  

 

However, the continuing provisio n for universities  with a specialised focus  does not 

necessarily warrant a discrete category for such providers. As the University of Divinity  

advocates , òboth applications for university status and TEQSA audits of universities should be 

against the same accountability and quality standards, irrespective of the entityõs number of 

specialisations or broad fields of studyó.42 Universities with a specialised focus  could therefore 

be incorporated into the ôAustralian Universityõ category, thereby simplifying the PCS and 

ensuring that the same standards apply to all universities.  

 

This Review recommend s that the criteria for the ôAustralian Universityõ category be 

amended to incorporate universities which TEQSA deem to have a specialised focus .  

For such univers ities, requirements relating to course offerings and research will be capped at 

either one or two broad fields of education and self -accrediting authority will be lik ewise 

limited. As such, Section  45(1) of the TEQSA Act 2011 which sets out self -accreditin g authority 

for Australian universities, will require amendment  to accommodate  universities with a 

specialised focus .  

 

The proposed ôAustralian Universityõ category will consist of all the current Australian 

universities, both public and private , and the current university of specialisation.  The criteria in 

this category  will include provision for universities with a specialised focus to broaden their 

fields of education in consultation with , and guidance from , TEQSA.  

 

2.1.3 ôOverseas Universityõ and ôOverseas University of Specialisationõ Categories  

Since the inception of the PCS, there have been only two registered ôOverseas Universityõ 

providers : Carnegie Mellon University ; and University College London , although t he latter  

neither has  a dedicated campus nor offers  courses in Australia. An ôOverseas University of 

Specialisationõ provider, on the other hand,  has never been registered.  

 

Some reasons for the lack of uptake by overseas universities to operate in Australia may include:  

Á different funding  entitlements for Australian public universities and overseas 

universities, including access to public research grants ;  

Á the relatively small Australian student population and a level of  comfort by 

prospective students with the quality of Australian universities; and  

Á the costs and risks associated with running an overseas campus.  

                                                           
41 The Rockefeller University. (2019).  Awards and Honours . Retrieved from: https://www.rockefeller.edu/about/awards/ .  
42 University of Divinity submission  to the PCS Review. (2019). p.2. Retrieved from: 

https://submissions.education.gov.au/Forms/HEPCS/Documents/University -of -Divinity.pdf .  

https://www.rockefeller.edu/about/awards/
https://submissions.education.gov.au/Forms/HEPCS/Documents/University-of-Divinity.pdf
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To operate in Australia, an  overseas university must be recognised as a university by its home 

country and , in addition,  meet criteria equivalent to the ôAustralian Universityõ category. 

There was consensus among stakeholders that these requirements are appropriate .  

 

Some stakeholders suggest that the overseas university categories could be merged with the 

ôAustralian Universityõ category. However, the overseas university categories remain useful in 

helping consumers to differentiate those providers that have their primary operations 

overseas . Furthermore, that the PCS have discrete categories for overseas universities 

projects an important signal to the world , namely,  that A ustralia is willing and confident to 

open its doors and work alongside (and in competition with) the best in the world.  

 

However, following a similar  streamlining and simplification approach as the ôAustralian 

Universityõ category, it is recommended that there be a single overseas university category 

that also includes provision  for those that wish to have a specialise d focus . To provide 

appropriate  transparency, it is proposed that this category be designated  

ôOverseas University in Australiaõ.  

 

Considering the sum of the issues with the current complex set of university categories, there 

is a strong case to simplify the PCS to ensure all categories are transparent, usable and  fit for 

purpose. The Review proposes the current five university catego ries be replaced with two 

categories for universities: ôAustralian Universityõ and ôOverseas University in Australiaõ. 

 

Recommendation 1  

There should be a simplification of the current provider categories. Our universities are 

currently over -categorised, while all other higher education providers are grouped in a 

single  undifferentiated  category. The current five university categories should be reduced 

to two categories and the current single category for other higher education providers 

(that are not universities) should be increased to two categories.      

Current Categories  Proposed Revised Categories  

Higher Education Provider  

Australian University  

Australian University College  

Australian University of Specialisation  

Overseas University  

Overseas University of Specialisation  

Institute of Higher Education  

National Institute of Higher Education  

Australian University   

Overseas University in Australia  
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2.2  The Undifferentiated Nature of the Current  

ôHigher Education Providerõ Category  

In the current PCS, 75 per cent of Australiaõs higher education providers are grouped into a 

single category, while the remaining providers ð universities ð may occupy  five different 

categories. With 131 registered providers, this one ôHigher Education Providerõ category 

represents the much larger share of providers, despite the vast majority of higher education 

students attending universities. 43 The ôHigher Education Providerõ category encompasses a 

large range of institutions which vary in breadth, size, and quality (see Section 1.1.4 ).  

The variety of these institutions assists in meeting different student and industry needs.  

 

Although it is  the case  that universities currently dominate higher education enrolments in 

Australia, and will likely continue to do so, this imbalanced categorisation structure provides 

a somewhat idiosyncratic  representation of the sector. Providers in the ôHigher Education 

Providerõ category also operate under different policy and funding arrangements to 

universities, which can pose competition challenges. A sharp focus on university -level 

education and research is both appropriate and understandable. However, the un iversity 

ôverseõ should not be (as it largely has become) the only one in Australiaõs post-secondary 

song  sheet.   

 

The characteristics of providers in the ôHigher Education Providerõ category vary significantly. 

For example, some providers specialise in only one or two fields of education, while others 

offer qualifications across a broad range of fields. Providers are diverse in size , ranging from 

fewer than 50 students to more than 4,000. 44 Some providers have established research 

programs and offer qualifications up to D octora l level (currently AQF Level  10), whereas 

others focus on teaching and learning across lower AQ F levels. There are currently ten  higher 

education providers that have l imited se lf-accrediting authority and one  with unlimited  

self-accrediting authority. 45 In addition to TEQSA, so me providers seek third -party approval or 

endorsement of their courses, for example , from professional accreditation bodies.  

Around half  of  the  providers in the ôHigher Education Providerõ category are dual sector 

providers, registered with both TEQSA and the Australian Skills Quality Authority (ASQA)  

(or in some cases a state regulator) to deliver both higher education and VET. 46 Providers in 

the ôHigher Education Providerõ category are not required to undertake research; however,  

if a provider chooses to do so, that research must meet the standards in Domain 4: Research 

and Research Training of Part A of the Threshold Standards.  

 

The missions of these providers are often also very different, particularly as they seek to cater 

to different student groups, address varying community and industry needs, and adopt 

diverse teaching and learning approaches. The òemergence of tertiary offerings outside the 

public university sector is indicative of student interest in greater choice. Some students want 

vocationally oriented courses, more flexible delivery, access to faith -based qualifications 

[and ] programs focussed on a particular area of employmentó.47 Such higher education 

providers often point to their performance ð particularly  in learning, teaching, and student 

outcomes ð to  compare themselves favourably with universities.  

 

                                                           
43 Tertiary Educat ion Quality and Standards Agency (TEQSA). (2019). National Register Summary Table.  Retrieved  03/09/2019  

from: www.teqsa.gov.au/national -register . 
44 Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency ( TEQSA). (2018). Statistics report on TEQSA registered higher education providers 2018 . p.7. 

Retrieved from: https://www.teqsa.gov.au/latest -news/publications/statistics -report -teqsa -registered -higher -education -providers -2018.  
45 The ten providers with limited self -accrediting authority are: Alphacrucis  College, Australian College of Theology, Batchelor Institute  of 

Indigenous Tertiary Education, Excelsia College, Moore Theological College, Navitas Professional Institute, Sydney College of  Divinity,  

The College of Law, The National Institute of Dramatic Art and Top Education Institute. The Australian Film Radio a nd Television School has 

unlimited self -accrediting authority.  
46 Tertiary Education Quality Standards Agency (TEQSA). (2018). Key Financial Metrics on Australiaõs Higher Education Sector. p.14.  

Retrieved from: https://www.teqsa.gov.au/sites/default/files/key -financial -metrics -dec -2018_0.pdf?v=1544561601 .   
47 Davis, G. (2017). The Australian Idea of a University . Melbourne University Publishing Lim ited: Melbourne. pp.109 -110. 

http://www.teqsa.gov.au/national-register
https://www.teqsa.gov.au/latest-news/publications/statistics-report-teqsa-registered-higher-education-providers-2018
https://www.teqsa.gov.au/sites/default/files/key-financial-metrics-dec-2018_0.pdf?v=1544561601
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There is a significant level of discomfort with the current PCS  expressed by higher education 

providers who are not universities. The discomfort covers areas such as access to 

Commonwealth funding, market perception of disadvantage, cost s to students , and 

differential regulatory requirements, specifically:  

Á access to CSPs being largely restricted to public universities (see Section 2.2.1 );  

Á the 25 per cent administration loan fee which providers  may  perceive as signalling to 

the market that the government views such providers as bein g of lesser quality and 

higher risk (see Section 2.2.2 );  

Á the perception of an overly arduous course accreditation process for most higher 

education providers compared to the self -accrediting authority held by univer sities; 

Á the lack of public knowledge about providers in the ôHigher Education Providerõ 
category and consequent limited careers advice to students about these providers ;  

Á the lack of access to the university title and the undeniable cachet it holds   

(see Section  2.2.3); 

Á the undifferentiated nature of the single category for higher education providers 

which òfails to accord consideration to specialisation, excellence, maturity, 

reputation , or riskó (see Section 2.2.4 ); 48 and  

Á a focus on broad minimum requirements rather than differentiation and excellence in 

the current ôHigher Education Providerõ category (see Section 2.2.4 ). 

 

While some of these matters are not directly within the remit of this Review, the Review does 

note the concerns.  The recommendations seek to address  some of these issues . It is 

important to note that some of the discomfort may reflect self -interest and does not 

necessarily mean that the public policy settings are unsound. However, the concerns are 

sufficiently noisy as to justify being unpacked  in the following sections . 

 

2.2.1 Access to Commonwealth Supported Places (CSPs)  

One of the strategic goals of the 2008 Bradley Revi ew was that there should be 

òan entitlement to a CSP for all domestic students accepted into an eligible, accredited 

higher education course at a recognised higher education provideró.49 However, with the 

exception of a few higher educa tion providers with CSPs are  still largely restricted to public 

universities (see Appendix E ).50 This means that students attending providers in the  

ôHigher Education Providerõ category are required to meet the full costs of an unsubsidised 

place.   

 

Some stakeholders believe that this could affect student choices about where to undertake 

higher education . Students may make choices  based on course cost s instead of a providerõs 

particular specialisation, resources , or location even when such providers may  place that 

student in a better position for graduate outcomes and career success.   

 

  

                                                           
48 Holmesglen Institute submission to the PCS Review. (2019). p.2. Retrieved from: 

https://submissions.education.gov.au/Forms/HE PCS/Documents/Holmesglen -Institute.pdf .  
49 Bradley, D. (2008). Review of Australian Higher Education: Final Report . pp.6 -7. Retrieved from: http://hdl.voced.edu.au/10707/44384 .  
50 Australian Government De partment of Education. (2019). National Priority Areas . Retrieved from: 

https://heimshelp.education.gov.au/resources/glossary/National%20Priority%20Areas .  

https://submissions.education.gov.au/Forms/HEPCS/Documents/Holmesglen-Institute.pdf
http://hdl.voced.edu.au/10707/44384
https://heimshelp.education.gov.au/resources/glossary/National%20Priority%20Areas
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2.2.2 FEE-HELP Loan Fee  

Students enrolled in higher education courses can receive different types of  funding to help 

cover the costs of their education depending on the types of providers they attend.  

If an undergraduate  student attend s an institution that is not eligible  to off er CSPs, or the 

student is not offered a CSP, the student will be  in a full fee paying place . The majority of 

these students attend providers in the current ôHigher Education Providerõ category and may 

be eligible for a FEE -HELP loan to pay all or part of their tuition fees.  

 

However, FEE-HELP students who are studying undergraduate courses must  pay a 25 per cent 

loan fee (unless they are studying at a Table B provider). 51 As a consequence, 

undergraduate students with FEE -HELP loans can end up paying 125 per cent of their course 

costs, plus indexation on the debt . This can create a cost difference  between the same 

course of study offered by providers in different categories.  

 

 

òNon-university high er education providers (NUHEPs), such as TAFE Queensland, 

while expected to participate in the same field as a university, do so without the 

same financi al support and benefits for studentsó. 

 

TAFE Queensland submission to the PCS Review 2019, p.2  

 

 

The disparity is evident when considering  that  there is no loan fee applied to HECS -HELP 

loans, the financial loan scheme for domestic students enrolling in  a  CSP place (the majority 

of whom are at universities). The  FEE-HELP loan fee therefore may drive student volume 

towards universities, thus  affecting  student choice and the competitiveness of providers in 

the current ôHigher Education Providerõ category. Hence, òa non-university student is 

arguably disadvantaged twice, that is, no CGS funding and incurrence of additional debt to 

obtain a student loanó.52 For example , the total cost of a Bachelor of Business Studies at both 

a fictional Table A ôAustralian Universityõ, ôSeamore Universityõ, and a fictional ôHigher 

Education Providerõ, ôVictoria Business and Management Schoolõ, may be $10,000. 

A domestic undergraduate student studying their first degree at Seamore University with  a 

CSP would have some government subsidy towards the total course cost and no loan fee . 

However,  the same student at Victoria Business and Management School is unlikely to  have  

access to a CSP, would be required to pay  the total cost of the course with no government 

subsidy and would also  be required  to pay an additional $2,500 to cover the cost of the   

FEE-HELP loan.  

 

 

òThe funding model applied to students of Higher Education Providers (including 

a 25 per cent  Administrative Fee  [loan fee] ) is not recognised in the PCS but 

certainly reinforces differentiation of status. The market quite rightly assumes that 

this fee is a reflection of a real difference in the degree to which the government 

recognises the quality of what is on offer ð it doe s not assume the difference is 

merely administrativeó. 

 

Macleay College submission to the PCS Review 2019, p.3  

 

                                                           
51 Table B providers are currently Bond University, the University of Notre Dame Australia, Torrens University Australia and  

the  University of Divinity.  
52 TAFE Queensland submission to the PCS Review. (2019). p.2. Retrieved from: 

https://submissions.education.gov.au/Forms/HEPCS/Documents/TAFE -Queensland.pdf .  

https://submissions.education.gov.au/Forms/HEPCS/Documents/TAFE-Queensland.pdf
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2.2.3 Nomenclature  

All providers of higher education (including universities) that gain registration by TEQSA 

through meeting Part A of the Threshold Standards become a ôhigher education providerõ, 

as set out in Section 5 of the TEQSA Act 2011. While the term ônon-university higher education 

providerõ is not adopted in the TEQSA Act 2011 or the PCS, it has become a vernacular label 

within the sector to help differentiate between higher education providers and universities.  

 

 

òThe term HEP [Higher Education Provider] is very generic and since universities 

are also HEPs, perhaps there needs to be a different term or terms used for  

non -university HEPs to distinguish them from universitiesó. 

 

Charles Darwin University submission to the PCS Review 2019, p.3  

 

 

Perhaps unsurprisingly though, the label ônon-universityõ does not sit well with many 

stakeholders. The term  is criticised for its potential to transmit a negative and subordinate 

connotation and one which emphasises the characteristics a provider does not  have rather 

than those it does . Similarly, the once common use of the term ôprivate higher education 

providerõ is now less preferred, with the sector increasingly favouring ôindependent higher 

education pr oviderõ.53  

 

Some stakeholders believe the label ôhigher education providerõ also fails to resonate well 

internationally, leading to difficulties for providers in both attracting international students 

and having their qualifications recognised by overseas bodies. There are  difficulties  for some 

providers explaining to international markets that they can confer qualifications across all 

AQF levels, in the circumstance  they are accredited to do so. There are also challenges 

domestically, with some prospective  students and their parents unaware that there are 

providers beyond universities that can offer higher education qualifications.  

 

In order to resolve these issues concerning nomenclature, a few stakeholders argue that all 

higher education providers should  have access to the ôuniversityõ title. However, the majority 

of stakeholders favour continued stringent protection of the use of the  ôuniversityõ title, noting 

that all providers have the right to apply to TEQSA to become an ôAustralian Universityõ if they 

meet the additional requirements expected of that category. The main purpose of 

regulating the nomenclature of institutions  is consumer protecti on. Nevertheless, i n 

categories that do not have access to the ôuniversityõ title, there needs to be an appropriate 

title that recognises and values the contributions such providers make to students who 

choose to attend these institutions.  

 

This Review rec ognises the important and complementary role of both universities and other 

higher education providers within the sector. Perceptions of disadvantage due to 

nomenclature should be addressed to support and lift all provider categories in the sector. 

In doin g so, it is important to be cognisant of how a new category title might avoid some of 

the existing challenges with the ôhigher education providerõ label and help to raise cachet 

within the sector. A new title will also help to promote providers domesticall y and 

internationally, and reflect the distinction between universities and other higher education 

providers  in order to better inform student choices .  

 

                                                           
53 This includes, notably, the choice of the two major peak representative bodies for providers in the ôHigher Education Providerõ category to 

change their names in 2019: the Council of Private Higher Education (COPHE) has become Independent Higher Education  Australia (IHEA), 

and the Australian Council for Private Education and Training (ACPET) has become Independent Tertiary Education Council Austr alia (ITECA). 
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The TEQSA Act 2011 uses the term ôhigher education providerõ to encompass both universities 

and other higher education providers . This is confusing to the public when one provider 

category is also given the dedicated title of ôHigher Education Providerõ. Each provider 

c ategory should have its own distinctive title . Therefore, this Review recommends the title 

ôInstitute of Higher Educationõ be adopted for the current ôHigher Education Providerõ 

category. Given that about half of the  current providers in that category already use the 

term ôinstituteõ in their trading titles, ôinstituteõ was deemed a natural distinguishing title above 

other considered alternatives including ôacademyõ, ôinstitutionõ, or ôcollegeõ.  

 

The category title will not  have an  impact on existing provider trading names . However , it will 

allow providers to market themselves as registered by TEQSA as an ôInstitute of Higher 

Education õ. As an example, a fictional Canberra College of Design may wish to market itself 

as ôCanberra College of Design, a registered Institute of Higher Education õ. 

 

Recommendation 2  

In line with Recommendation 1, the current ôHigher Education Providerõ category should be 

renamed ôInstitute of Higher Educationõ category to build distinctiveness and to avoid 

confusion with the broad definition of ôhigher education providerõ under the  

Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency Act 2011 . 

 

2.2.4 Differentiation  

There is an almost unanimous view from respondents  ð universities and other higher 

education providers alike  ð that  a single ôHigher Education Providerõ category does not 

sufficiently represent the differentiation of providers in this category. Furthermore, 

òcategorising all higher education providers together does not support providers to strive for 

excellence, merely providing a broad minimum category standardó.54 

 

 

òAustraliaõs growing independent higher education sector however is currently 

grouped into a single category. This fails to recognise the diversity of providers in 

the independent educatio n sector. [é] Greater category diversification within 

the HEP category would be more transparent, more facilitative, and more 

encouraging of developmentó. 

 

Independent Higher Education Australia submission to the PCS Review 2019, pp.1,4  

 

 

Multiple options to subdivide  the current ôHigher Education Providerõ category were 

identified, two of which found most support ð differentiation by provider type and by 

accreditation status. These have been considered in light of the preference  to simplify  

the PCS. 

 

  

                                                           
54 Independent Tertiary Education Council Australia (ITECA) submission to the PCS Review. (2019). p .6. Retrieved from: 

https://submissions.education.gov.au/Forms/HE PCS/Documents/Independent -Tertiary-Education -Council -Australia -formerly -Australian -Council -

for-Private -Education -and -Training.pdf .  

https://submissions.education.gov.au/Forms/HEPCS/Documents/Independent-Tertiary-Education-Council-Australia-formerly-Australian-Council-for-Private-Education-and-Training.pdf
https://submissions.education.gov.au/Forms/HEPCS/Documents/Independent-Tertiary-Education-Council-Australia-formerly-Australian-Council-for-Private-Education-and-Training.pdf
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Differentiation by Provider Type  

Two current provider types are  identified by stakeholders as relatively distinct ð pathway 

providers and TAFEs ð and one potential future provider type ð polytechnics. These providers 

are recognised for their distinct miss ions and operating structures, student profiles, and 

accountability and regulatory oversight arrangements.   

 

Pathway providers  

There are 14 pathway providers currently registered with TEQSA in the ôHigher Education 

Providerõ category.55 Pathway providers serve an important function in offering diploma or 

foundational courses to help prepare students for entry into higher degrees, often into the 

second year of a university course. Generally, pathway providers have a relationship with a 

specific university through articulation and credit recognition arrangements, but others may 

admit students into multiple universities.  

 

A number of stakeholders suggest a discrete category for pathway providers for several 

reasons, including:  

Á pathway providersõ courses do not extend beyond the current AQF Level 6 

(Advanced Diploma and Associate Degree)  and are therefore distinct provider 

types in the higher education landscape ;56 

Á pathway providers are often low risk providers and òby virtue of both academic 

outcomes and brand association, a significant portion of academic risk related to 

pathways provision is borne by the destination or ôowningõ universityó;57 and  

Á pathway providers often have complex accountability and regulatory requirements 

requiring ov ersight from both their affiliated university and TEQSA.  

 

TAFE providers 

There are 1 1 TAFEs currently registered with TEQSA in the ôHigher Education Providerõ 

category. 58 TAFEs are publicly funded, highly regulated institutions with strong links to industr y. 

All 11 of these TAFEs are dual sector providers and, for most of them, higher education forms 

a small component of their total course offerings and  a  minor proportion of their 

enrolments. 59 As of July 2019, no TAFEs have applied to TEQSA for limited or unlimited self -

accrediting authority .60 This may be due to cost and time constraints given th eir small higher 

education focus. Many  students who enrol in higher education programs at TAFEs are  

mature age  and come from disadvantaged cohorts . They may be  care er changers or have 

strong connections to their industry. 61 A key aim of TAFEs across Australia is to respond to 

industry skill shortage needs and produce highly skilled and employable graduates.  

 

Advocates for a discrete TAFE provider category argue:  

Á the  public ownership and rigorous governance and corporate requirements set 

TAFEs apart from other higher education providers ;  

Á TAFEs are mature institutions with long histories of quality education provision ; and  

Á TEQSA has begun to separate TAFE data analyti cs in recent reports, indicating  that 

a  TAFE category would be a natural demarcation. 62 

 

                                                           
55 Information provided by TEQSA. (June 2019).   
56 Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency (TEQSA) submission to the PCS Review. (2018). p.5. Retrieved from: 

https://submissions.education.gov.au/Forms/HEPCS/Documents/Tertiary -Education -Quality -an d-Standards -Agency.pdf .  
57 Monash College submission to the PCS Review. (2019). p.4. Retrieved from: 

https://submissions.education.gov.au/Forms/HEPCS/Documents/Mo nash-College.pdf .   
58 Information provided by TEQSA. (June 2019).   
59 Tertiary Education Quality Standards Agency (TEQSA). (2018). Key Financial Metrics on Australiaõs Higher Education Sector. p.14. Retrieved 

from: https://www.teqsa.gov.au/sites/default/files/key -financial -metrics -dec -2018_0.pdf?v=1544561601 .   
60 Information provided by TEQSA. (June 2019).   
61 Melbourne Polytechnic submission to th e PCS Review. (2019). p.3. Retrieved from: 

https://submissions.education.gov.au/Forms/HEPCS/Documents/Melbourne -Polytechnic.pdf .  
62 See, for example: Terti ary Education Quality and Standards Agency (TEQSA). (2018). Statistics report on TEQSA registered higher education 

providers 2018 . p.6. Retrieved from: https://www.teqsa.gov.au/latest -news/publications/statistics -report -teqsa -registered -higher -education -

providers -2018.  

https://submissions.education.gov.au/Forms/HEPCS/Documents/Tertiary-Education-Quality-and-Standards-Agency.pdf
https://submissions.education.gov.au/Forms/HEPCS/Documents/Monash-College.pdf
https://www.teqsa.gov.au/sites/default/files/key-financial-metrics-dec-2018_0.pdf?v=1544561601
https://submissions.education.gov.au/Forms/HEPCS/Documents/Melbourne-Polytechnic.pdf
https://www.teqsa.gov.au/latest-news/publications/statistics-report-teqsa-registered-higher-education-providers-2018
https://www.teqsa.gov.au/latest-news/publications/statistics-report-teqsa-registered-higher-education-providers-2018
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Polytechnics  

There is no single accepted definition of a ôpolytechnicõ and, consequently, the term is 

neither  currently well understood nor consistently conceptualised in Australia or 

internationally. In broad terms, however, a polytechnic is typically a dual sector institute of 

tertiary education, with most qualifications  focus sing on education around applied 

technology . Polytechnics typically serve their  local communities and are closely aligned with 

industry and the professions. There are currently three providers registered with TEQSA using 

the polytechnic label 63 and other s who may  market themselves as polytechnics 

internationally.   

 

Advocates for a new  category for polytechnics argue the category could:  

Á capture the increasing number of providers who deliver across both higher education 

and VET in Australia ;  

Á create more of a ôthird sectorõ which would òallow for a higher education institution 
to demonst rate evidence of scholarly depth in its teaching staff, without the 

requirement to meet the research standards required by a universityó;64 and  

Á incentivise the creation of new, quality providers to develop technical skills needed 

for the future.  

 

It is the case that TAFEs and pathway providers are distinctive, play vital roles in Australiaõs 

higher education sector , and exhibit differences in scope, funding , and purpose from other 

higher education providers. However, the Review is not persuaded  that there i s a clear 

regulatory or marketing benefit in creating discrete categories for pathway providers, TAFEs , 

or polytechnics. Although there are no specific categories in the PCS for such providers, 

there are also no limitations on polytechnics, TAFEs (within t he constraints of State legislation) , 

or pathway providers being established, an d the increasing number of dual sector providers 

in Australia confirms this reality. Furthermore, this Review has highlighted a desire to simplify 

the PCS by streamlining  the n umber of categories listed in the PCS.  

  

Differentiation by Self -Accreditation Status  

There are presently 11 providers in the current ôHigher Education Providerõ category with 

limited (ten) or unlimited ( one ) self-accrediting authority ( see Section 2.6 ).65 Many of these 

providers are well -known for their specialised and high quality higher education offerings. 

For example, the Australian Film  Television and Radio School is a  premier screen arts and 

broadcast institution in Australia, Sydney College of Divinity is a leading provider of studies in 

theology and ministry, and the College of Law is the largest provider of practice -focussed 

legal education in the country.  

 

There is a level of agreement among stakeholders that accreditation status is an appropriate 

distinction to signal differentiation of higher education providers that are not universities . 

Achieving self -accrediting authority is a clear demonstration that a  provider has established 

a track -record of trust, accountability, and compliance with TEQSA, and shows a particular 

level of institutional maturity and quali ty in governance and teaching.  

 

Some self -accrediting providers may have aspirations to become a university, but others do 

not as they have built their reputations and value on their distinctive roles and missions. 

Understandably, they tend to be both proud and protective of their identities.   

 

                                                           
63 Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency (TEQSA). (2019). National Register Summary Table.  Retrieved  03/09/2019  

from: www.teqsa.gov.au/national -register . 
64 Monash University submission to the PCS Review. (2019). p.1. Retrieved from: 

https://submissions.education.gov.au/Forms/HEPCS/Documents/Monash -University.pdf .  
65 See footnote 45 for a full list of providers with self -accrediting authority.  

http://www.teqsa.gov.au/national-register
https://submissions.education.gov.au/Forms/HEPCS/Documents/Monash-University.pdf
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2.2.5 A New Provider Category  Reflecting Standing and Excellence  

In line with stakeholder views and to promote providers of high quality, the Review 

recommends the creation of a new provider category. This subsection explores the benefits 

of the proposed category, the requirements  such  providers would be expect ed to meet,   

the  functions of the category, and the purpose of the  proposed  title to  be attached to  

the category.  

 

Requirements  

Due to the high bar associated with self -accreditation, as explored in the previous 

subsection, the Review recommends that self-accreditation be one of the defining features 

of the propose d  category. To enter this category, providers would be required to have  

self-accrediting  authority for at least 70 per cent of the courses they deliver . This threshold 

would  ensure that thos e in the category have a large majority of their courses  having  met 

additional quality criteria , thus demonstrating the high standing and maturity of the provider .  

 

 

òGiven the significant status that is associated with holding SAA [self-accrediting 

authority], and the practical consequences of not having to seek TEQSA 

accreditation of courses within SAA scope, and that SAA is a fixed stepping 

stone to gaining registration in a university category, it is proposed that SAA 

warrants inclusion as a separ ate HEP category.ó.  

 

Independent Higher Education Australia submission to the PCS Review 2019, p.5  

 

 

Providers would also be expected to meet a range of quality benchmarks in addition to  

self-accrediting status, a  number of which are the same as those expected of providers in 

the ôAustralian Universityõ category. This parity would  further elevate the standing of the new 

category and recognise the ability of these providers to meet additional requirements .  

The proposed  add itional criteria, set out in detail in Appendix D, relate to:  

Á superior student outcomes ; 

Á mature processes for course design, quality assurance and maintenance of 

academic integrity ; 

Á systematic support for scholarship ;  

Á dept h of academic leadership ; 

Á good practices for teaching and learning that can be shared with the sector ; and  

Á genuine engagement with employers, industry and/or the professions to inform 

teaching and learning.  

  

Functions and Purpose  

The creation of a discrete  category based on self -accrediting authority status and other 

quality criteria would recognise the achievements of high performing providers, elevate their 

standing , and build distincti veness. For providers, the category would serve multiple 

funct ions: 

Á an aspiration  category for providers to reach ; 

Á a destination  category for providers to remain with in so long as they continue to meet 

the additional standards ; or  

Á a progression  category for those providers with plans to become a university in the 

future.  
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Unlike the existing ôAustralian University Collegeõ category, which was originally designed for 

the last of those purpose s, there would be no limitation on the length of time a provider may  

remain in the category and no requirement to indicate an intention to apply for university 

status. That the category would also function as a destination category in its own right is vital 

for those high performing higher education providers that have no desire to become a 

university.  

 

 

òMany students enrol at AFTRS because we are not  a universityó. 

 

Australian Film Television and Radio School submission to the PCS Review 2019, p.2  

 

 

The category could be useful for students by differentiating  providers to enable them to 

make better choices about their post -school education options. The creation of a new 

category may also assist students in the international recognition of their qualifications.  

The proposed category would be a positive additio n to the higher education landscape for 

students who choose to study with  these  high -performing  provider s.  

 

While the threshold  for institutions entering the category is high, it is envisioned that a number 

of  different types of providers will be eligible to enter the category. For example, there are no 

requirements for breadth of courses, provider size, or AQF offerings. As such, specialised or 

comprehensive institutions offering postgraduate and/or undergradua te qualifications may 

be able to enter the category. There is also the possibility that universities may wish to partner 

with institutions in the category, or create subsidiary providers to be registered in the 

category , to increase their scope of delivery . 

 

There also could  be opportunities for Government to consider how  it may best support and 

utilise providers designated in the proposed category. This include s how Government may 

wish to strategically target these providers to help meet policy objectives and stimulate 

differentiation, innovation , and excellence . This may be the case going forward  in areas of 

regional or national need  and job growth . Examples might include  health care and social 

assistance, construction (including architecture and civil engineering professionals), 

education and training , and professional scientific and technical services . Almost two  in 

every three  new jobs created in the next five years will  likely come from these four industries. 66  

 

Category Title  

It is essential that a category of such national standing attract  a distinctive title that conveys 

a clear signal of national quality recognition. The Review has carefully considered a wide 

array of possible  labels for this category , including the many  put forward by stak eholders . 

Such titles included variations of terms such as polytechnics, advanced colleges, advanced 

institutes, national academies , and institutes of national standing. These options were not 

preferred  for various reasons, the most common of which was tha t the terms were already 

being used, or have been used in the past, for different purposes in the tertiary sector. This 

Review took the view that  some  past associations of particular terminology was problematic .    

 

  

                                                           
66 Australian Government Job Outlook. (2019). Future Outlook . Retrieved from: https://joboutlook.gov.au/FutureOfWork .  

https://joboutlook.gov.au/FutureOfWork


 

27 

 

From the range of options considered , the title ôNational Institute of Higher Educationõ was 

viewed as the most appropriate term to project and reflect the quality and standing of 

providers in the proposed category. The use of the term ônationalõ, particularly, reflects the 

intended national standing of these providers, rather than their geographical location.  

The likeness of the proposed category name to the National Institutes Program 67 is noted, 

however, this R eview is of the opinion that given the small -scale nature of that progra m,  

it should not be an issue of major concern.  

 

The proposed title is not intended to replace the marketing or branding of the providers who 

would apply to enter the  category. Providers may use the category title as they see fit in 

relation to th eir broad er marketing strategy. As an example, a fictional ôQueensland 

Academy of Business õ might retain the brand but promote itself as ôQueensland Academy  

of Business, a National Institute of Higher Educationõ. 

 

There is a strong case for the title ôNational Institute of Higher Educationõ to be a legally 

protected term. This would  ensure consumer protection and  prevent institutions that have 

not met the quality benchmarks of the category to use the title in a business or company 

name, or represent themselves as registered within the category if they are not. If the term 

ôNational Institute of Higher Educationõ is not protected, there is a risk that the term could be 

devalued, and the benefits of the new category could be diminished. Protection of the term 

could be afforded through amending the Business Names Registration (Availability of Names) 

Determination 2015 , the Corporations Act  2001, and associated regulations , similar to the 

protections currently in place for the ôuniversityõ title (see Section 2.4.1 ).  

 

Other Considerations  

There was consideration of creating an  additional category for providers with self -accrediting 

authority who also conduct research. On balance, h owever, there were insufficient  

advantages to warrant creation of a third category of higher education provider.  

The recommended ôNational Institute of Higher Educationõ category would have the  

flexibility to accommodate providers that may conduct research without requiring such 

providers to do so.  

 

Consideration was also  given to drafting the criteria to allow entry o f providers that may not 

have self -accrediting authority, but otherwise meet criteria of a similar standing to  

self-accrediting authority. However, when considering the future architecture of the higher 

education system, a move towards more providers stri ving for self -accrediting authority is 

advantageous . Gaining self -accrediting authority signals that providers are progressing .  

That is to say,  self-regulation  carries a level of trust and  understanding that a provider 

engages TEQSA where necessary, and TEQSA intervenes only when providers prove to be 

unable to meet their responsibilities. 68  

  

                                                           
67 The National Institutes Program is run by the Department of Education and delivers additional funding to four higher educatio n pro viders in 

recognition of the role they play in facilitating key activities that are of national significance.  
68 Lee-Dow, K. and Braithwaite, V. (2013).  Review of Higher Education Regulation Report . p.25. Retrieved from: 

https://docs.education.gov.au/node/33587 .  

https://docs.education.gov.au/node/33587
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Recommendation 3  

In line with Recommendation 1, a new category titled ôNational Institute of Higher 

Educationõ should be created to serve aspiration, destination, or progression purposes. 

This category will be reserved for the highest performing higher education providers which 

are not universities. National Institutes of Higher Education will be recognised for meeting 

additional criteria to those required of other higher education providers outside the 

universities and will have a significant measure of self -accrediting au thority status.  

Item  Related Action  

ôNational Institute of Higher 

Education õ category 

The Australian Government should consider policy 

arrangements that may support high quality providers 

that can meet the standards of the new  

ôNational Institute of Higher Education õ category. 

 

 

2.3 Diversity and Expansion of the Higher Education Sector  

The number of universities in Australia has stayed relatively static since the Dawkins reforms in 

the late 1980s. Over a similar period the number of other higher  education providers has 

increased, but still represent s only around  10 per cent of the total higher education student 

cohort .69 The rate of growth of higher education providers has been  significant over a 

relatively short period of time , with the number of  providers almost doubling between  

2008 and 2019. 70  

 

Part of this Reviewõs remit is to consider how the PCS will serve populations into the future. 

Although Australia already has a comprehensive and, many argue, diverse higher education 

sector, it is likely that Australia will continue to need an increased v ariety and range of 

offerings for the ever changing world of work. It is, and will be, critical that the higher 

education sector is comprised  of higher education providers of different sizes, locations,  

and missions offering differentiated, innovative, an d flexible higher education options to 

accommodate  diverse student populations and communities. Such  differentiation 

encourages and enables students to choose institutions that best suit their educational goals 

and abilities, stimulates social mobility, en ables the higher education sector to meet labour 

market needs, and encourages competition which can help continuously lift performance of 

the sector. 71 

 

The previous discussion in Section 2.2.5  introduced the proposal of a new ôNational Institute 

of Higher Educationõ category to, in part, serve this purpose. In the future, there also may 

be the potential for the number of universities, specialised or comprehensive , to expand. 

The number of dual sector providers also  may  rise as students seek education that merges 

the benefits of both the VET an d higher education sectors .   

 

                                                           
69 Australian Government Department of Education. (2017). Selected Higher Education Statistics ð 2017: Student Summary Tables. Retrieved from:  

https://docs.education.gov.au/node/51301  (Latest publicly available full year data); and Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency 

(TEQSA). (2018). Statistics Report on TEQSA Registered Higher Ed ucation Providers 2018 . p.7. Retrieved from:  

https://www.teqsa.gov.au/latest -news/publications/statistics -report -teqsa -reg istered -higher -education -providers -2018). 
70 Bradley, D. (2008). Review of Australian Higher Education: Final Report . p.145. Retrieved from: http://hdl.voced.edu.au/10707/44384 ;  

and Tertiary Education Qua lity and Standards Agency (TEQSA). (2019). National Register Summary Table.  Retrieved  03/09/2019  

from: www.teqsa.gov.au/national -register . 
71 LH Martin Institute and the Australian Council for Educa tional Research. (2013). Profiling Diversity of Australian Universities. p.6. Retrieved from: 

https://research.acer.edu.au/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=10 35&context=higher_education .  

https://docs.education.gov.au/node/51301
https://www.teqsa.gov.au/latest-news/publications/statistics-report-teqsa-registered-higher-education-providers-2018
http://hdl.voced.edu.au/10707/44384
http://www.teqsa.gov.au/national-register
https://research.acer.edu.au/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1035&context=higher_education
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No matter the scenario, or choice of provider type, it is likely that the number of students 

seeking higher education qualifications will rise in the  future . This is in part due to population 

growth, international reputation , and the continued importance of higher education 

qualifications for the workforce. This also has been historically the case, with the number of 

domestic higher education students increasing by more than 700,000 since the year 2000. 72  

 

To prepare for the possibility of growth, support differentiation, innovation , and excellence, 

and to enable the higher education sector in Australia to maintain its strong reputation, 

TEQSA should develop a framework to guide providers who wish to change provider 

category. Such providers could include those seeking to enter the higher education sector, 

providers who wish to attain self -accrediting status and apply for registration in the proposed 

ôNational Institute of Higher Educationõ category, or, indeed,  for  those  providers seeking 

ôAustralian Universityõ status. In addition to TEQSAõs current extensive range of guidance 

notes, 73 such a framework may assist providers with more transparent and clear directions on 

requirements and procedures . Such guidance could encourage new entrants, foster 

innovation , and ensure stakeholders are aware of TEQSAõs processes.  

 

Recommendation 4  

The Higher Education Provider Category Standards must enable providers to transition  

to other categories and grow their course and research offerings. This should be 

complemented by a guidance framework developed by the Tertiary Education Quality 

and Stan dards Agency. This will better assist providers in their successful transition to  

other categories and will both encourage and support excellence, differentiation,  

and innovation.  

 

 

2.4 ôAustralian Universityõ Category 

There are currently 40 providers registered in the ôAustralian Universityõ category, which 

account for over 90 per  cent of higher education student enrolments. 74 The PCS framework 

sets out the established norm of what it means to be a  university in Australia . The requirements 

to be registered in the ôAustralian Universityõ category include teaching, research, sustained 

scholarship, community engagement , and mature quality assurance processes.  

 

As with providers in the current ôHigher Education Providerõ category, Australiaõs universities 

exhibit a range of characteristics. Some universities are set in regional areas , others in 

metropolitan centres . Most are  publicly funded. Universities are dive rse in size ranging from 

fewer than 1,000 students to more than 60,000 students with  90 per  cent of providers enro lling 

more than 5,000 students. 75 The number of PhD completions per university varies from more 

than 700 to fewer than 20 a year. 76 All universities are self -accrediting and most also seek 

external accreditation or recognition, for example , from professional bodies. There are 

15 dual sector universities that also cater to  VET students, while other  universities focus on 

higher education  alo ne .77  

                                                           
72 Comparison of Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) Survey of Education and Work data from 2000 to 2018. Retrieved  from: 

https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/mf/6227.0 .  
73 TEQSAõs current range of guidance notes are available here: https://www.teqsa.gov.au/guidance -notes .  
74 Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency (TEQSA). (2018). Statistics report on TEQSA registered higher education providers 2018 . p.5. 

Retrieved from: https:/ /www.teqsa.gov.au/latest -news/publications/statistics -report -teqsa -registered -higher -education -providers -2018. 
75 Australian Government Department of Education. (2018). Selected Higher Education Statistics ð 2017 Student Summary Tables . 

Retrieved  from: https://docs.education.gov.au/node/51311 . (Latest publicly available full year data).  
76 Australian Government Department of Education. (2017). Higher Degrees by Research Completions Time Series . Retrieved from: 

https://docs.education.gov.au/documents/hdr -completions -time -series.  
77 Tertiary Education Quality Standards Agency (TEQSA). (2018). Key Financial Metrics on Australiaõs Higher Education Sector. p.14. Retrieved 

from: https://www.teqsa.gov.au/sites/default/files/key -financial -metrics -dec -2018_0.pdf?v=15 44561601.   

https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/mf/6227.0
https://www.teqsa.gov.au/guidance-notes
https://www.teqsa.gov.au/latest-news/publications/statistics-report-teqsa-registered-higher-education-providers-2018
https://docs.education.gov.au/node/51311
https://docs.education.gov.au/documents/hdr-completions-time-series
https://www.teqsa.gov.au/sites/default/files/key-financial-metrics-dec-2018_0.pdf?v=1544561601
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2.4.1 The ôUniversityõ Title 

The term ôuniversityõ is highly protected and regulated in Australia. Under Section 108 of the 

TEQSA Act 2011, only providers registered in one of the current university provider categories 

are eligible to use the title ôuniversityõ. Furthermore, under the Business Names Registration 

Act 2011 , the Corporations Act 2001 , and associated regulations , an application to register a 

business or company name with the Australian Securities and Investments Commission (ASIC) 

that includes the word ôuniversityõ must be accompanied with the consent of the Minister for 

Education. Stakeholders overwhelmingly support continuing s tringent protections for the  

title ôuniversityõ. 

 

 

òThe term ôuniversityõ is emblematic of the reputation for excellence that our 

higher education system enjoys. To an external audience, the term  

ôAustralian Universityõ represents the sum of the elements of all Australian 

universities ð student -centric regulated high -quality research -informed higher 

education. It is well understood and trustedó. 

 

University of Canberra submission to the PCS Review 2019, p.1  

 

 

There is a distinct market advantage for use of the ôuniversityõ title. The term is well 

understood internationally and is òsynonymous with high quality tertiary-level educationó.78 

The title ôuniversityõ carries connotations of high quality, high status and a strong reputation.  

 

This reputation draws both domestic and international students, facilitates recognition of 

qualifications , and helps raise the employability of graduates  from  Australian universities. 

In Australia, as is mostly the case internationally , the term ôuniversityõ is also associated with 

the dual functions of teaching and research.  

 

2.4.2 Teaching and Research in Universities  

The university cachet derives from the valued international reputation of our universities and 

the common international association of universities as places in which teaching, and the 

creation of new knowledge are pursued (notwithstanding some international exceptions).  

 

 

òAt universities in Australia and around the world, research informs teaching and 

contributes to the educational environment of the institution. This means that 

university teaching is up -to -date with the latest knowledge and findings in the 

field. It also supports the ope n-ended, critical, enquiry -based learning that is 

fundamental to university teaching and learning, and to the university student 

experienceó. 

 

Universities Australia submission to the PCS Review 2019, p p.1-2 

 

 

  

                                                           
78 Edith Cowan University submission to the PCS Review. (2019). p.1. Retrieved from: 

https://submissions.education.gov.au/Forms/HEPCS/Documents /Edith -Cowan -University.pdf .  

https://submissions.education.gov.au/Forms/HEPCS/Documents/Edith-Cowan-University.pdf
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In Australia, a requirement for providers that hold the ôuniversityõ title is to conduct teaching 

and research. This is a requirement under the PCS and the majority of State and Territory 

legislation establishing universities. It is also an expectation of students and the broader 

communi ty. The rationale for this requirement includes:  

Á the positive and long -lasting impact research can have on transforming society  and 

industry  through strong collaboration with community and industry ; 

Á the enhancement of the global competiveness and prestige of Australiaõs universities 

through strong performance in international rankings ;   

Á the creation of quality pedagogical practices and teaching based on current research ;  

Á the importance of creating up -to -date and innovative knowledge and ensuring 

students are educated with this latest knowledge ;  

Á the exposure of students to leading researchers which can , in turn,  equip students 

with the ability to conduct their own research and discovery ;   

Á the contribution of research to Australiaõs economic and social prosperity ; and  

Á the connection between research, quality teaching and positive student outcomes 

(commonly known as the  teaching -research nexus).  

 

Among the many justifications for conducting teaching and research in universities is the 

ôteaching-research nexusõ, that is,  the principle that òclose proximity to world-class 

researchers makes students more engaged, develops their critical thinking, aids their 

research skills, and keeps them up to date with the latest research findingsó.79 This principle 

attract ed  significant attention by stakeholders during this Review. While most  stakeholders 

are supportive of the synergies between teaching and research, others point to contested  

empirical e vidence to support the nexus in practice .  

 

While the teaching -research  nexus may sometimes  be contested at the level of the individual 

academic, there was very strong support during the Reviewõs consultations ð from both the 

universities themselves as well as from other higher education providers ð for the cachet of 

the term  ôuniversityõ to be maintained and, indeed, strengthened. Specifically, there remains 

a  strong view that a university should be a place of both teaching and research, nourishing a 

rich scholarly environment for students and for the benefit of the broader c ommunity.   

 

 

òResearch enriches teaching and learning, particularly where teaching staff are 

also involved in research. Research activities and the advancement of 

knowledge enrich the intellectual life of a university and contribute to an 

environment where academic excellence and independent inquiry are 

encouraged.  [é] [It provides students] with exposure to career options and 

endeavours that they would otherwise not see. It provides inspiration for 

regional, rural and remote students to pursue higher degrees by researchó. 

 

Regional Universities Network submission to the PCS Review 2019, p.2  

 

 

Nevertheless, some associated views with our understanding of the term ôuniversityõ were 

aired during consultations. Those included the current lack of definitions for research quality 

and quantity, scholarship , and the link between research and student experience.  

This Review also invited views regarding the possibility of ôteaching-onlyõ and ôresearch-onlyõ 

universities in the future.  

  

                                                           
79 Productivity Commission. (2017). Shifting the Dial: 5 Year Productivity Review . Report no. 84. Canberra. p.108. Retrieved from: 

https://www .pc.gov.au/inquiries/completed/productivity -review/report .  

https://www.pc.gov.au/inquiries/completed/productivity-review/report































































































































